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Elders

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book I: The History of a Family
Yesterday
We were introduced to Ivan and Alyosha. Alyosha wants to join the monastery.
Today
	The Elders

NB: We are only reading Chapter 5 to close off Book 1.
We learn more about Alyosha and his relationship with Father Zossima. A man who used to serve in the army, he has become a highly respected elder in the community. The monks in his monastery - and Alyosha - expect great miracles and glory after he dies.
The three brothers have met. The family, plus Peter Miusov, decided to visit Zossima together hoping he would settle the dispute between Dmitry and his father.
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33 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Just a reminder that we are only reading Chapter 5 to close off Book I.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+27)

        Recently read Crime and Punishment and The Idiot and just starting TBK.  So grateful to follow along with others and gain their insights as we all journey through this book!
A couple of thoughts thus far…
First, I don’t know if this was intentional or not but, as someone has already pointed out, I liked the way Dostoevsky started with the most sensual and passionate characters (Fyodor and Dimitri) and moved to the rational one (Ivan) and then finally to the most pious and pure of heart (Alyosha and Zosima). I can’t help but be reminded of Plato’s tripartite soul (appetitive, rational, spiritual) and Freud’s structure of the psyche (id, ego, superego).  Not sure about the exact correspondences, but it seems to me he is exploring how these kind of forces (which seem to predominate to different degrees in different people) work themselves out both within and between individuals.
Second, as a young man, I remember being quite concerned with finding Truth, something I could believe in (where it was black and white), and to dedicate myself to that wholeheartedly.  I never found it, at least for very long (now I only ever see shades of gray).  But it strikes me that amongst youth that this is a common experience.  What resonated with me here, then,  in speaking of Alyosha, was Dostoevsky’s admonition (chapter 5 of book 1 on page 32 Ignat Avsey translation):
“To this I must add that he was already to some extent a youth of our times – in other words, naturally honest, insisting on truth, seeking it and believing in it, and, once believing, demanding instant commitment to it with all the strength of his soul and wanting to rush off and perform great deeds, sacrificing all, if necessary even life itself.  Although unfortunately these youths do not understand that the sacrifice of life is in most cases perhaps the easiest of all sacrifices, and that to dedicate, for example, five or six years of their exuberant youth to hard, painstaking study and the acquisition of knowledge for the sole purpose of enhancing tenfold their inherent capacity to serve that cherished truth, that great work which they are committed to accomplish – such a sacrifice as this remains almost completely beyond their capabilities.”
I take this as Dostoevsky saying it’s easy to become passionate about something but that what is not so easy is doing the hard work it takes to understand the ‘why’ you should do it and ‘how’ you should do it most effectively (but perhaps such dedication would only serve to undermine the initial zeal for the cause?).  Instead, youth get caught up in the fervor of the endeavor itself and that’s what carries them along.  Whether an atheist, Christian, social justice warrior, skinhead, you might say it’s less about the cause they’ve dedicated themselves to per se than it is about the empowering feeling they get in championing such a cause.  As Dostoevsky, again regarding Alyosha, puts it: (chapter 5 of book 1 on page 32 Ignat Avsey translation):
“Scarcely had he been struck by the conviction, after serious thought, that God and immortality existed, than he at once said to himself, ‘I want to live for immortality, and I will accept no compromise.’  In just the same way, had he decided that there was no God and no immortality, he would at once have joined the atheists and socialists.”
Being made cognizant, then, of how mindlessly most of us choose our causes, and then reflecting on the (often oh so destructive) lengths we go to champion them and to see them through, is, at least for me anyways, both humbling and terrifying.  I’m stuck with this dilemma that such passionate dedication to a cause is the greatest joy one can experience in life but that at the same time holds the most potential for self and other destruction.  It seems the proper place is somewhere in between (i.e., neither in the black nor in the white but somewhere in the gray).  But that’s often a very uncomfortable place to be.  Man is meant to suffer it seems; the eternal struggle we're all engaged in is perhaps a necessary condition for us to function as individuals and a society.  I don’t know… just thinking out loud.


    


    
        Danix2400 (+3)

        First, I don’t know if this was intentional or not but, as someone has already pointed out, I liked the way Dostoevsky started with the most sensual and passionate characters (Fyodor and Dimitri) and moved to the rational one (Ivan) and then finally to the most pious and pure of heart (Alyosha and Zosima). I can’t help but be reminded of Plato’s tripartite soul (appetitive, rational, spiritual) and Freud’s structure of the psyche (id, ego, superego).

It also reminded me of philosopher Kierkegaard's concept of the three stages of life: aesthetic, ethical, and religious.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        I noticed that in this chapter we get a few opinions expressed by the narrator on faith and miracles. This made me wonder if the narrator is, to some degree, a proxy for Dostoevsky. Curious to get people's thoughts.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        That's probably true. The narrator seemly merges both with Dostoevsky and the characters' thoughts and beliefs.


    


    
        michachu (+15)

        Just reading about the starets (rather than "Elders", the Avsey translation actually uses "Starets") after having read the book once long ago, I'm noticing the contrast to >!The Grand Inquisitor chapter. The people pilgrimaging and prostrating themselves before Zosima is a version of what the inquisitor describes, i.e. people wanting to surrender free will to grasp the eternal.!< Zosima obviously has better intentions, and simple people do things for a range reasons (and not necessarily just out of weakness). But I can kinda see now how >!Zosima's corpse rotting coincides with this; if a miracle occurred (e.g. he smelled like roses rather than the rotting) this would be analogous to turning the stones to bread and removing the need for faith.!<


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+3)

        Yeah there is one particular passage that almost explicitly eludes to >!the grand inquisitor chapter.!<

Oh! he understood that for the humble soul of the Russian peasant, worn out by grief and toil, and still more by the everlasting injustice and everlasting sin, his own and the world’s, it was the greatest need and comfort to find some one or something holy to fall down before and worship.


Especially this part made it clear to me. You're right about the pace of the reading. I like it, it gives you enough time to think but also isn't too slow. This is the third time or so I've read the first couple hundred pages but this time it's making a lot more sense to me.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        Yes! Thank you!
Dostoevsky said the entire book is an answer to the Inquisitor. How did you notice these details?
People bowing and surrending out of their own free will. Not for present rewards per se, but for Heavenly blessing.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+4)

        Oh that's fascinating. I have previously read The Grand Inquisitor, but hadn't read TBK. It will be interesting to read the book through this lens now.


    


    
        michachu (+8)

        How did you notice these details?

Someone started this gently-paced read-along which gave me time to actually think about things (instead of trying to sprint through)!
u/sophiaclef in this post described how FMD was trained as an engineer, so there are a lot of motifs, symmetries, callbacks, etc in his novels. I don't think it's ever gonna be same reading a translation, but it'll be good to look out for those this time around.
Dostoevsky said the entire book is an answer to the Inquisitor.

Didn't know this, but will keep it in mind as I go through.


    


    
        hziggles (+14)

        It’s interesting that this chapter introducing Zossima is included in book one: “A Nice Little Family”, almost implying Zossima is going to serve as a secondary patriarchal figure to the brothers. It seems clear that his relationship with Alyosha is going to be important, but I’m also curious about how (/if?) his relationships with Dmitri and Ivan develop also.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        almost implying Zossima is going to serve as a secondary patriarchal figure

Good catch.
That was definitely intentional on Dostoevsky's part. He could have left it for the following book, but decided to include it with the discussion of the Karamazovs.
Zossima provides an alternative to Fyodor. The Book started with Fyodor - corrupt and vile - and ended with Zossima, pure and true.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+7)

        I'm interested in Zossima as a secondary father figure too--and essentially the polar opposite of Fyodor as a father and person (religious, having renounced possessions/wealth, caring/healing).  Instead of forgetting the existence of his sons and allowing or forcing them to go off to live with other families, Zossima literally has Alyosha living with him in his cell/room in the monastery!


    


    
        [deleted] (+9)

        At the end of Book 1. I can see why this is considered Dostoevsky’s masterpiece. There is a subtlety to his characters; they are not ciphers or one dimensional representations of different social and political groups in nineteenth century Russian sociey. I think Dostoevsky achieves this by making his characters self aware or their own strengths and weakness and foibles… Fyodor’s relationships with practically everybody, or Alexi/Alyosha and his time at school as examples. These ‘scenes’ and their dialogue help build rich, nuanced characters. Can’t wait to press ahead with Book 2!!


    


    
        CDavis10717 (+8)

        The Brothers Kar-Amazing!   I am enjoying it so far!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        I loved this line so much :
No, sooner, having given the matter some serious thought, had he been struck by the conviction that God and immorality existed, that he immediately, of course, said to himself: 'I want to live for immortality, and I will accept no half-way compromise'.  By precisely the same lights, had he decided that God and immorality did not exist he would have immediately become and atheist and a socialist.

It makes me believe that Atheist and believer aren't that different from each other as we might think to be. There's very fine line between them and an Atheist can become the greatest of believer and vice versa. It's beautiful in a way.
Also description on Elder Zosima that greater the sinner one is, more closer they find themselves to Elder and find themselves understood before even speaking a word. Elder forgives them all, and they fall before Elder and with tear in their eye thank him.
This kind of reminds me of my all time favourite paragraph in any literature, an enlightened bit Marmeladov made in his drunken stupor, about How God on Judgment day will summon us all, the drunk, the meek, the evil and all and judge on their acts, and then he says " I forgive you all", and then embrace us and we hold on to him and cry, weep and purify ourself. That part is so beautiful and calming, I love that.
Lastly I do not understand what Elder meant by the line
Who made me a judge or a divider over you?

As I consider myself an Atheist, and do not have much knowledge on Christianity, did he meant that only sinless person can be judge of others or only God have right to judge others or something else? Please do correct me if I'm wrong.
Edit: Grammar and formatting


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        Just to add, the judge or divider part is clearly inspired by Luke 12:14:
Jesus replied, “Man, who appointed me a judge or an arbiter between you?”
Quite fitting for the most Christian man in the story.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+1)

        Thanks.


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+3)

        It makes me believe that Atheist and believer aren't that different from each other as we might think to be. There's very fine line between them and an Atheist can become the greatest of believer and vice versa. It's beautiful in a way

I had the exactly same thought left in my head upon finishing TBK and thought that basically there is a direct quote to in the text. But it seems that the paragraph you've quoted is the closest to what you've formulated. At least I haven't found another)
Lastly I do not understand what Elder meant by the line

Who made me a judge or a divider over you?

As you've written, it means that no human being has the right to judge another. It's clearly stated in the Gospels, for a couple of times. The way to see the logic behind it, which is once again is explained in the Gospels, is to consider yourself "the lowest". Otherwise, in your "hierarchy" you will consider yourself "higher" than, for example, a drunken homeless, which will lead to the permition of judgement.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+2)

        It's a really interesting thought after spending so much time with Fyodor who seems to oscillate between thinking he's better than everyone and can therefore use them as he sees fit, and thinking he's worse than everyone and deserving of their scorn so he parades his shame to the city. Not thinking so hierarchically is just what he needed.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+1)

        Ah I see. Thanks. I appreciate it.


    


    
        jonana1 (+15)

        The narrator makes again a great effort to picture Alyosha in a good light: he's not so naive as people might think. Even if he's a convinced believer, he is also a realist ("even more than the rest of us"), so his character is maybe not so different from his brother's, Ivan?
On the other hand, we have a lengthy description of Father Zosima. I'm not really into religious rites, but seeing as how many people in my town are so devoted to the church and religion in general, I wish that someone as him would've been present in my community. I don't know about other people's experience, but ever since I was a kid, most of the church figures I've encountered were hypocritical, judging or even corrupt people. I feel that Zosima is quite different and preaches from a sincere and loving perspective, not condemning but actually opening his arms to those who are deemed as sinners.
(If anyone is more familiar with eastern christianity, Zosima is described as a 'staret' in other translations).


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        The chapter on Zosima's background much later on is one of my favorites in anything by FMD. It's obviously constructed to drive home a point, but it's such an interesting way to do it.


    


    
        jonana1 (+6)

        Agreed. I think that Zosima's life and teachings are relevant even to non-believers.


    


    
        darthabler (+7)

        I found it interesting that atheism and socialism were so linked by D. Was that a product of the times, which continued into people's current left vs right views?


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        I think yes, they were bundled together. Definitely doesn't lend itself to a considered discussion on the finer points of atheism or socialism by itself.
I had a friend refer to FMD the other day as a "racist, conservative nationalist" (which I corrected to "anti-Semitic conservative nationalist") but when the alternative is to be an atheist socialist, you're kinda forced to push back hard to make the points that matter to you. But I think FMD does it well with the "devil's advocate" conversations the characters in his books have.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        Not sure, but I think the big names in ‘modern’ socialism were primarily atheists, and therefore the two things are pretty tightly linked? I’m thinking Marx, Montesquieu (?), Not sure if Voltaire belongs in the conversation.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        Well D directly also alludes to Mikhail Bakunin and Pierre-Joseph Proudhon in the first chapter, two of the fathers of left-anarchism and both devoted atheists. Pretty much every early socialist was an atheist. This was both due to socialism attracting those who were less inclined towards religion and the ideology itself not being the most conducive to faith altogether, seeing it as a means of controlling the lower class. This view is still held by a large number of socialists today, but there are also a lot of religious socialists that deviate from the traditional Marxist view.
I wouldn’t really say it’s just a product of its time, as the political left being less religious has been a known trend since at least the French Revolution, and has continued through to the current day.
And, just a side note, people such as Montesquieu and Voltaire don’t belong on that list, as Voltaire wasn’t a socialist and Montesquieu wasn’t either of the two.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+20)

        This chapter is beautifully written. As it progresses Dostoevsky seemlessly moves from description of past events into the present moment. Everyone is fleshed out, and they are coming together under Zossima.
Book 1 has been a fascinating piece of exposition. It started with the corrupt Fyodor, and a less corrupt Dmitry, and it ended with the holy and pure Alyosha and even more holy Zossima. Ivan, quite aptly, is the middle chapter. Torn between two sides. Also the middle child. Now that I think of it, he didn't have the pampered life of Alyosha, but also not the desperation of Dmitry. Always in the middle.
I like Dmitry here. The narrator says he is the only one who wants to see Zossima for pure reasons - for the Elder to settle his dispute with Fyodor. Dmitry is also the glue that holds the brothers together. He is close to both Ivan and Alyosha, even though he is the half-brother.
Ivan, we learn, is struggling with some deep question. And it is a mystery exactly why he is avoiding Alyosha.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+15)

        As someone who started out exploring things as a edgy teen atheist, Dostoevsky was probably the first strong counter to my opinions. Not saying he convinced me in an argumentative way but his faith astounded me. I have always wondered from where do people get that unshakable faith. I still dont know the answer to it but from reading his works I now know what is it and why people need it.
This part about realist and believer is really one. 'Faith, does not in realist, come from miracle, but the miracle from faith.'
And this, from one of his letters has stayed with me - 'I believe that there is nothing lovelier, deeper, more sympathetic, more rational, more manly and more perfect than the Savior;...If anyone could prove to me that Christ is outside the truth, and if the truth really did exclude Christ, I should prefer to stay with Christ and not the truth'
About Book 1,this is such a brief, funny and a witty introduction unlike Demons(I still loved it) which takes its own pace(a whole fucking part) setting up the scene.  Right from go it is visible how TBK is a classic. I really cannot stop turning pages and trust me it is probably the only thing that doesnt make me want my phone every two minutes. So excited to read ahead and discuss.


    


    
        michachu (+6)

        As someone who started out exploring things as a edgy teen atheist, Dostoevsky was probably the first strong counter to my opinions. Not saying he convinced me in an argumentative way but his faith astounded me. I have always wondered from where do people get that unshakable faith. I still dont know the answer to it but from reading his works I now know what is it and why people need it.

It's really cool seeing the thought you're putting into the book. Your comment resonates, having picked up Notes / C&P when I was 19 (though it took me like 6 years to get to TBK). But I took everything at face value, maybe with an existentialist lens at the most, and I couldn't back then see half of what you're seeing now.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+1)

        What do you mean by an existentialist lens? (sorry for the late reply)


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        unlike Demons(I still loved it) which takes its own pace(a whole fucking part) setting up the scene.

I know how you feel. Demons is good, but that 200 pages of exposition is absolutely brutal.
BK is simply about 35 pages. For an 900 page novel this is impressive.


    

Fyodor Karamazov

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book I: The History of a Family
Today
	Fyodor Karamazov

We are introduced to the head of the Karamazov family, Fyodor. He used to be poor but despite his lascivious lifestyle he amassed a fortune. This was thanks to marrying Adelaide Miusov, a daughter of other wealthy landowners. They had a son together called Dmitry. She eventually eloped with a divinity student, leaving Fyodor and Dmitry behind.

	He Gets Rid of His Eldest Son

Fyodor almost forgot about Dmitry. Dmitry was passed around between family members. First taken in by the servant Gregory, he was later helped by his mother's cousin - Peter Miusov. But he also gave Dmitry up and he passed between other people. He joined military school, and eventually fell into debt.
Dmitry is the only one who inherited property from his mother. His father deceived him by paying him the value of the property without letting him know beforehand what it was worth.

Chapter list
Character list


99 Comments


    
        BattleExpensive7859 (+1)

        I started to read the book some days ago. I love Fedor, he it's so funny. For now I also love Dmitrij.


    


    
        Twintysix (+1)

        I too started a couple of days ago, stumbled upon this thread even though i am at chap 5 book 1. Hope you have a good read!


    


    
        BattleExpensive7859 (+2)

        Oh thank you.I almost finished the book and it's masterpiece. I think that Dmitrij and Zossima are my favorite characters. Also I want to thank the guys of this sub, I loved your discussions, even the other ones of other Dostoevskyj books.


    


    
        Puzzleheaded-Trade46 (+1)

        have you finished it?


    


    
        BattleExpensive7859 (+1)

        Yes! It was one of the most craziest books that I ever touched in my life. Also thanks to this book I come back a bit to my religion, christian orthodox. I think that Dostoevskyj it's one of the best writers in term of making you appreciate or became christian.


    


    
        EdgaSudiukas (+1)

        Just finished the book after 2 months of on and off reading, and ive got to agree. Father Zosima (i think thats his name, read it in my native language so im not sure) has to be one of my favourite characters in the book. Being an atheist, its surprising how much i came to agreeing with his ideas


    


    
        BattleExpensive7859 (+1)

        That's true , I love Zossima . His speech when he was in ecstasy was incredible.


    


    
        meherabrox999 (+3)

        I just started today! (June 26, 2024) Would be glad to know if there's anybody else starting out!


    


    
        kezdendunc (+2)

        I just started today as well I would love to have a person to discuss this with if your interested!


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        Hello I just started this morning!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        You are welcome to ask in a post on the subreddit.


    


    
        Best_Cress_8122 (+3)

        Beginning to read BK now in March of 2024.  Will follow comments already posted.  Is anyone currently here to discuss?


    


    
        lonevariant (+1)

        Here!


    


    
        Professional-Cat-373 (+1)

        I just started it a few days ago. I will likely be a bit behind you but I can definitely discuss!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        I always get notifications, so I might be here


    


    
        Elizabeth_monroe143 (+3)

        I’ve read it 3 times, the first time it took me about 3 weeks (24ish days). Then the second time I read it in 4-5 days. The last time, now that I fully comprehended the story, I fully annotated with several analyses, symbolism, and foreshadowing, which took me about 25 days. The rest of his books took me longer, even the Underground which is significantly shorter. Crime and punishment just seems easier for me to read compared to his other 4. Just my opinion though.


    


    
        bemnhejjeh_123 (+1)

        how? so fast. Its been a week and im still in book 1


    


    
        pvtdeadbait (+2)

        Can someone explain last part of chapter 2 to me? Did senior Karamazov tricked his son into thinking his estate is little worth and signed him to agree for that amount and later his son got paid that little amount over 4yrs to finalise his inheritance? Or he got paid the inheritance's worth in cash over 4yrs and now he cant get anymore.


    


    
        FaultsInOurCars (+2)

        The last. He didn't know that was all there was.


    


    
        MinneapolisKing25 (+3)

        Looking forward to reading with you all!! As others have commented, lots of running away going on in the first two chapters. Running away from family, debt, even reality. I enjoy how these two short chapters give a good glimpse that Dimitri is similar to his father with illusions of life, but also runs away from troubles into hopes (collecting from his father to pay off debt) just like his mother, the difference being Dimitri runs to his father where his mother ran away from him.


    


    
        hziggles (+3)

        Just commenting to say that I’m excited for this group read! This is my first Dostoevsky so I’ll probably defer most of the analysis to the more experienced folk, but I’m psyched to see what Dostoevsky has to offer at his best. Enjoyed reading everyone’s comments so far!


    


    
        adeadlyfire (+14)

        Has anyone read Mikhail Bakhtin and his thoughts on the polyphony literature of Dostoevsky? I've read The Brothers Karamazov a long time ago and I kept trying to understand why I liked it so much more than other works of fiction. I ran into some of Bakhtin's theories where, 'the chief characteristic of Dostoevsky's novels is "a plurality of independent and unmerged voices and consciousnesses, a genuine polyphony of fully valid voices". His major characters are, "by the very nature of his creative design, not only objects of authorial discourse but also subjects of their own directly signifying discourse.'
It reminds me of Chantal Mouffe's call for radicallizing democracy or an ""agonistic pluralism". This agonism, in my mind, is very similar to Dostoevsky's treatment of multiple voices in the Brothers Karamazov. Yes, Alyosha is the hero, and it seems like D is criticizing the enlightenment's direct effects on Russian culture by highlighting their shortcomings. See the self-congratulatory Peter Miusov. But the method he is using, this polphonic narrative - many voices, to express his themes is almost formally consistent with Alyosha's not having contempt or standing in judgment of others perspectives.
Its such an interesting way of writing.


    


    
        RoymarLenn (+11)

        Enjoyable first two chapters. The narration seems more involved than in Crime and Punishment, as if the narrator is a character on his own.


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        Yeah definitely, the narrator provides from quick comic relief at times, and feels a bit “moody” at what he’s narrating. Very entertaining


    


    
        DernhelmLaughed (+14)

        I really liked this observation: "As a general rule, people, even the wicked, are much more naïve and simple‐hearted than we suppose. And we ourselves are, too." but it feels incomplete. The first two chapters are filled with descriptions of escapist behavior. Characters straining against boredom, or seeking immediate gratification, or even women simply escaping a life with restrictive expectations.
Maybe this line will prove to be more accurate a descriptor for these characters: "perished, entirely to satisfy her own caprice".


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        I have underlined this. What can we precisely know about what does it mean. reading 1st chapter.


    


    
        Aiel_Aviendha (+5)

        I also noted this line! Definitely seems to be pointing at a bigger theme to come in the rest of the work—and seems to ring true in my own experience of the real world


    


    
        EDCsv (+12)

        Hello! This is my first time participating, and I'm very excited! I don't really have any input at the moment, perhaps due to the fact that I read the two chapters on my commute so I couldn't give 100% of my focus. However, I'd just like to say that I'm enjoying reading your inputs!
Thank you =)


    


    
        morfen (+6)

        Is there significance to Dostoyevsky naming the Father (Fyodor)  after himself?  Or was Fyodor a common name in the time?

TBK is my 2nd book of Dostoyevsky.  So happy I found this sub!


    


    
        seattle_architect (+2)

        Fuodor was very common Russian name at that time.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+11)

        I'm fairly certain this is the only time Dostoevsky named a character Fyodor. My read is that there's a bit of Fyodor Karamazov in the narrator and the author and all of us (wicked people aren't so complex and neither are we). There's a theme that I see in the book that everyone is a Karamazov - that everyone has some level of 'insect sensuality' that characterizes the brothers and that you and I really aren't so different


    


    
        neurospastos (+12)

        There is also Федька Каторжный from Demons (don't know his nickname in English translation, but he is Fyodor, too).  What interesting is that каторжный actually means he was sentenced to hard labor, just like Dostoevsky himself. So yes, I think this name was meaningful for him :)


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+2)

        Right you are!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+11)

        He is Fedka the convict in English. Yeah, he is also named Fyodor. I find it intriguing that he names lowly, vile characters with his name.


    


    
        morfen (+3)

        Wow nice answer, thanks!


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        After Crime and Punishment it’s interesting to find Dostoevsky setting a novel in the Russian provinces…it provides scope for an analysis of social relations between the different classes/status groups, as well as providing an ‘outsider’ status for Ivan and Pytor, though it’s probably not right to see Fyodor as some country bumpkin!


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        You know anything more about this? I just read Pride and Prejudice, so I’m equating everybody’s class to land-owning English gentlemen and gentry. Not sure if that’s a good comparison.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        My PhD focused on social relations between classes in the UK and this idea, relevant to Russia I think, that ownership of land conferred rights and obligations on the part of the landowner. The landowner could expect deference and respect from his tenants and the local community, and in turn he was obliged to be paternalistic and benevolent to them, particularly in times of need. I think this form of social relations appealed to Dostoevsky. What I find interesting about TBK so far is how Fyodor is not conducting himself as a landowner should; he is dissolute and has no paternal bonds, with his tenants or his children. He cheats them out of their inheritance for example, not showing honesty or good stewardship of his wife’s estate. I just wonder how far we can read the family as representative of the smaller landed classes of nineteenth century Russia.
As far as Austen is concerned she presents a view of English society as wholly free of social conflict between the classes. This is not an accurate portrayal of rural society in southern England at that time. Dostoevsky on the other hand seems to be presenting a provincial society teeming with contestation! I was interested to note Pytor’s disagreement with the church over their rights to fishing and the collection of fire wood.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+2)

        Thanks for the color, that’s great!


    


    
        CeleritasLucis (+10)

        She eventually eloped with a divinity student, leaving Fyodor and Dmitry behind.

And Fyodor danced !


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        and wept like a child tooo


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+14)

        It seems that, at least, those who are reading Garnett translation are missing the foreword to the novel by Dostoevsky himself. I find it pretty interesting and quite teasing, so here is a version translated by google
From the author
Beginning a biography of my hero, Alexei Fedorovich Karamazov, I am somewhat puzzled. Namely, although I call Alexei Fyodorovich my hero, I myself know that he is by no means a great man, and therefore I foresee inevitable questions like these: what is your Alexei Fyodorovich remarkable for, that you have chosen him as your hero? What did he do for that? To whom and by what deed is he known? Why should I, the reader, take the time to study the facts of his life?
The last question is the most fatal one, for I can only answer it with "Perhaps you will see it for yourself from the novel." Well, but what if one upon finishing the novel will not see anything? will not agree with the remarkableness of my Alexei Fyodorovich? I say so because I foresee it with sorrow. For me he is remarkable, but I strongly doubt whether I will have time to prove it to the reader. The thing is that he is, perhaps, a doer, but an undetermined and uncertain one. However, it would be strange to demand clarity from people at the times like ours. One thing, perhaps, is quite certain: he is a strange man, even a weird one. But strangeness and weirdness rather harm one than give him the right for attention, especially when everyone strives to unite particulars and find at least some common sense in the general senselessness. A weird one is, in most of the cases, a particularity and an isolation. Isn't he?
Now, if you disagree with this last statement and reply with “no” or “not always so,” then I, perhaps, will be cheered up at the expense of the significance of my hero Alexei Fyodorovich. For not only the weird one "is not always" a particularity and an isolation, but, on the contrary, it happens that he, perhaps, sometimes carries the core of the whole in himself, while the rest of the people of his era, all of them, are for whatever reason detached from it by some superficial wind ...
However, I would not indulge in these very incurious and vague explanations and would have simply started without any preface: if someone like it, then it will be finished in any case; but the trouble is that I have one biography, but two novels. And the main novel is the second one which is about a life of my hero in our time, precisely in our particular present moment. The events of the first novel have happened thirteen years ago, and it is almost not a real novel, but only one moment from the first youth of my hero. It is impossible for me to continue without this first novel, because much in the second novel would become incomprehensible. But in this way, my initial task gets even more complicated: if I, who is the biographer himself, find that even one novel would be a bit too much for such a modest and undetermined hero, then what is the purpose to present the second one and how to explain such an arrogance of mine?
Getting lost in resolving these issues, I decide to bypass them without any solution. Of course, a farsighted reader has guessed long time ago that I has been inclining towards this from the very beginning, and he was only annoyed by me at the reason for wasting fruitless words and precious time. To this I will answer just precisely: I wasted useless words and precious time, firstly, out of politeness, and secondly, out of cunning: after all, they say, I warned you in advance. Nevertheless, I am even glad that my novel is naturally  split into two stories "keeping the essential unity of the whole". Once the reader gets acquainted with the first story, he will decide for himself: should he even start the second? Of course, no one is bound by anything; one can give up on the book from the two pages of the first story, so as not to open it anymore. But there exist such delicate readers who will certainly desire to read to the very end in order to not be mistaken in an impartial judgment; such are, for example, all Russian critics. But with such persons it is anyway easier for the heart: despite all their accuracy and conscientiousness, I still give them the most legitimate excuse to abandon the story at the first episode of the novel. Well, that's all the preface. I completely agree that it is superfluous, but since it has already been written, let it remain.
And now to the point.


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+9)

        The idea of a second novel is soooo intriguing.


    


    
        Jan__Hus (+8)

        Damn i wish i could join you lads. Still have some other books to read.
When are we doing Crime and Punishment or Idiot?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        We already discussed both those books in the past. You can find the discussions in the sidebar.
After BK we might do C&P though, though we'll probably do something else first.


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+8)

        And now a note on the reading, well, the mechanics of it. One of the big hurdles I had to overcome as an English reader when reading Proust and Balzac were the French names and honorees. I’m able to keep up with the Russian name transformations mostly because of all of the Pushkin I’ve read. It might be helpful to have a primer linked on how the name changes for the familiar, etc.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        I'm reading Proust currently. Do you think reading Brothers Karamazov and Proust at the same time is a bad idea? I'm a bit skeptical about this because, even tho both of them have absolutely beautiful prose, they are also very very intense in their philosophical content. But Proust did like Dostoevsky, so it might be an interesting experience, don't you think?


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+3)

        You also might want to read “The Historical Novel” by Lukacs. It literary criticism of the realist movement with a concentration on French and Russian lit in particular (the two greats of the movement)


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+3)

        Don’t stop!  Proust and Dostoevsky are wonderful companions. You get a real idea of realist literature and an idea of the cultures of the two!  I’m a bit of a Proust nerd as well. Are you reading “In Search of Lost Time”?  If so, you are reading two of the most important works of fiction ever written. You will be enriched beyond measure.


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        Yes I am reading In Search of Lost Time, stupid me always forget it's not Proust's only work. I'm reading the new Lydia Davis translation of the first volume and its smooth like butter! You've encouraged me by speaking so highly of him. If you like to nerd out over Proust, you might find interesting to help maintain r/Proust (of which I am a mod, a weird story). Please let me know if you are interested.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        While I can’t speak of your specific combination going on, I will fully support that idea that reading a few authors at the time will impact and provide depth to all of them. For a period I read a lot of Emerson’s essays while reading through all Borge’s work and it made that entire time period so amazing. It takes discipline to not get confused but I think it’s great. All great authors I think reach into the same realm language and create something amazing from it, Proust and Dostoevsky together will enhance your experience for the better.
Currently while reading TBK I’m also finishing Bachelard’s philosophical book “The Poetics of Space” and even though there’s nothing connecting the two works directly, I already feel I am getting more from Dostoevsky use of spaces and rooms thanks the Bachelard


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        Someone explained this once. I could write a post on Russian naming conventions for people who are interested, but I'm no expert.


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+7)

        That would be great. Like I said, it looks like we have some first time Dostoevsky readers and maybe some first time Russian readers coming in, and it might be helpful if they get lost/overwhelmed.
Dostoevsky has a wonderful conversational aspect to his speech that some will have to get used to, and curve balls like that can break a person’s resolve. For instance, the narrator, when talking about the father’s first wife goes off on a tangent on her temperament and tells a story about a woman like her that threw herself into a river. We get less explanation on how the first wife died.  I know sometimes my students get hung-up on Victorian era storytelling.


    


    
        whoisyourwormguy_ (+1)

        This is my first long Dostoevsky book, I read Notes from Underground before. When the author mentioned dmitri after calling him mitya a bunch, it was a bit confusing, but not bad. I just flipped back to the List of Characters at the beginning of the book to help with this.


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+9)

        Hello, gang. I am a devotee of Lukacs and French realism, and I must say, I’m quite enjoying my first read through of TBK. I read through chapter 3 because of my prep/planning for the school year (I teach British Lit at a university) and won’t have time to stay exactly on track


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        Let me know if you need me to schedule future posts ahead of time.


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+6)

        I am so confused as to which edition to read.
I have a beautiful Folio Society edition with the Magarshak translation.
And I am thinking of getting the Oxford World's Classics  which has the Ignat Avsey translation. This will also allow me to annotate the book.
(I have already read TBK, albeit 14 years ago  in the Andrew MacAndrew translation. I don't have that book with me right now.)


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        I recommend Avsey. I haven't read his translation of BK, but people speak highly of it. I loved his translations of The Idiot and Humiliated and Insulted.
I'm also a huge fan of the Oxford World's Classics books. They are almost always filled with useful introductions and footnotes, while also looking and feeling nice.


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+2)

        Me too. I absolutely adore them. The floppiness, the information and the look. I like them better than Penguins, which I only buy if I am looking for a particular translation.
I was just a bit undecided because I haven't read TBK in this beautiful edition, but I think I will go with the Oxford one. It will allow me to mark the book.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        Is it fair to say that Fyodor represents a decadent, declining small landed gentry class, set at odds with Pytor, a 1840s and ‘50s liberal? Slavophile vs Westerner? We know which side of the fence Dostoevsky was on, should we look upon Fyodor in a more sympathetic light?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+18)

        You might be on to something. As I mentioned earlier, Dostoevsky is critiquing the aristocracy here.
In contrast to Tolstoy's perfect families, Dostoevsky is showing the moral depravity of aristocratic families.
Fyodor is an extreme version. Miusov, stuck in older times, is still clinging to the very liberal values which is undermining the family - as shown in him forgetting about Dmitry just like Fyodor did.
Miusov probably thinks himself Fyodor's superior, but I think Fyodor is just putting in practise without hypocrisy what Miusov is claiming: anarchism, liberalism, revolution. Kind of a similar relationship between Ivan and Smerdyakov now that I think of it.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+19)

        I find this line at the end of Chapter 1 interesting
In majority of instances human beings, even the evil-doers among them, are far more naïve and straightforward than we suppose. And that includes ourselves.

What did FD wanted to convey here? Karamazov senior seems to enjoy the news of death of his wife Adelaida, yet also mourns her. Maybe both at the same time. Both actions are not out of character for him. He seems to be criticizing and yet sympathizing with FK. Also he gave Karamazov senior, a sensualist debauchee who don't remembers his son, his name. I find it so interesting. Like he kind of associates every not-so-good things to himself.
And what does last line meant? That it includes ourselves. Did he meant that if we are also not-so-good he still sympathizes with us because we're more naive than we think? It gives me hope for acceptance and redemption of the sins we commit in a way.
Maybe I'm overthinking it a lot.
Lastly, Mitya didn't had an ideal childhood and never experienced a real family and Fatherly love. I wonder how these things turns out for him and how past would mould his future and his character.


    


    
        adeadlyfire (+6)

        And to add to Mitya's unfortunate childhood, his mother reportedly beat Fyodor, so possibly his mother's temperament/personality carries over to the son.
Mitya is a someone who has very little control over his overwhelming impulses and passions. His is very disinhibited. This serves him well in some contexts like the honours he gets as soldier but in regular life it is a deriment. His behaviour seems very amygdala-driven and not very pre-frontal cortex constrained. Sort of like the famous nueroscience case of Phineas Gage, after getting the railroad tamping iron through his skull his personality changed drastically and he could no longer hold a job. Suddenly he had this monstrous temper and Gage transformed from someone who was "Previous to his injury, although untrained in the schools, he possessed a well-balanced mind, and was looked upon by those who knew him as a shrewd, smart businessman, very energetic and persistent in executing all his plans of operation." and following the injury:
He is fitful, irreverent, indulging at times in the grossest profanity (which was not pre­vi­ous­ly his custom), manifesting but little deference for his fellows, impatient of restraint or advice when it conflicts with his desires, at times per­ti­na­cious­ly obstinate, yet capricious and vac­il­lat­ing, devising many plans of future operations, which are no sooner arranged than they are abandoned in turn for others appearing more feasible. A child in his intel­lec­tu­al capacity and man­i­fes­ta­tions, he has the animal passions of a strong man. ^source
To contrast this, Fyodor is presented as sly and conniving. A worthy actor who has more self restraint. I mean, he seems to be portrayed as comically disgusting - cheating people out of their share, an old man dedicated to orgies, subverting familial or professional loyalty to feed his pleasure and sense of power.
I see him as less an archetypal Aristocrat than more of a social climber, ascendant merchant class. Someone not bound by 'honour' or shame just greed. Self-destructive in idiosyncratic ways, like how he plays the fool even if it hurts him socially probably because in many other cases its useful and will cause people to underestimate him.
So if we were to be talking about the birth of modernity, Fyodor is the merchant class who betrayed the french revolution and damned us to capitalism.


    


    
        [deleted] (+10)

        I resonated so much with those lines, maybe because lately I'm finding naïve people to be 'unworthy of attention' and then the line "and that includes ourselves" made me think of my own thoughts of naïve people to be naïve themselves. These lines triggered a brilliant meta thought.


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+12)

        I wonder if D wrote these lines at the end of Ch 1 to remind us that we're not as good as we might think we are.  Perhaps to caution us against judging too quickly/harshly the characters and their actions in this novel?  Maybe suggesting that we may learn a bit about ourselves in reading BK?


    


    
        Pythagorean_Bean (+6)

        I read TBK this past winter, and remember reading this line and thinking of Hanlon's Razor. My Garnett translation has it as:
"As a general rule, people, even the wicked, are much more naive and simple-hearted than we suppose.  And we ourselves are, too."



    


    
        curiosityGeorge3 (+14)

        I understood it as meaning that many evil-doers do evil because of shallowness of thought and ignorance rather then bad intentions and wanting to hurt others


    


    
        zealouspinach (+13)

        Yeah, pretty similar interpretation. I read it as we often judge evil-doers as having bad intentions and plotting all sorts of machinations, while really they may simply be acting instinctually, ignorant of the results of their actions. And we all have that streak in us, we're all instinctual beings, to a certain point (which ties in to the idea of the 'sensuality' that lies in all of us). I might be very wrong, but i guess that's sort of how i see it.


    


    
        howdoyouspellcinamon (+7)

        it's kind of random, but this reminds me of a distinction Aristotle makes between intemperance and incontinence. the former doesn't even realize they are committing a wrong and are thus considered incurable. the latter is self-aware, but has too much of an affinity for pleasure to choose reason.


    


    
        seattle_architect (+4)

        I am reading in Russian. I don’t like his writing style very dry like a history book.
I can see parallel between Fyodor’s sexual morality and Dostoevsky himself.


    


    
        Sad-Researcher-1381 (+1)

        Im 3 years late, but dry like a history book? Its subjective, but history books are so exciting and fun?


    


    
        alma-a-asker (+8)

        On a lighter note, I enjoyed the way Fyodor was described as someone with voluptuous temper, and ready to run after any petticoat on the slightest encouragement. 
Giggled a bit at that imagery.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        Yeah, I think this is the first time I'm realising how funny this book is and how much I missed my first time around.


    


    
        alma-a-asker (+5)

        First time reading this- first of any of Dostoevsky’s works actually- and I’m pleasantly surprised! I did not expect to like it already. 
Eagerly looking forward to the other characters and chapters.


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+7)

        I hate the way Fyodor thinks of Dmitry, "He deduced merely that the young man was thoughtless, turbulent, at the mercy of his passions, impatient, the kind of debauchee who needs only to be given temporary, short-term hand-outs in order"...he annoys the hell of out me..Worst dad ever!.. oh yeah, I'm reading the David McDuff version☺.


    


    
        [deleted] (+16)

        I started TBK about a month ago and now I’m gonna simultaneously start over from the beginning and keep reading from where I’m at. So after rereading these first two chapters a few things stick out
First, the importance of Fyodor not being attracted to Adelaida
“… for he was a great sensualist all his days, always ready to hang onto any skirt that merely beckoned to him. This one woman alone, sensually speaking, made no particular impression on him” (p.8, P&V), also the fact that Adelaida would physically beat Fyodor instead of the other way around. 
There’s so much to be said about this I think. As we watch Fyodor’s and Dmitri’s relation develop compared to Fyodor’s other sons I’m going to look out for how much Fyodor’s feelings to their mother acts out in his feelings towards his sons.
Also as mentioned in the comments already, how sad it must’ve been for Dmitri growing up, being essentially forgotten by everyone in his family. I come to fiction with a background in developmental psychology and this is why Dostoevsky is one of the greatest, he captures the development of the neglected child so well, and we see with dmitri, through failing to finish school and running into debt early, how not being loved leads to a difficult life. And we can’t ignore the fact that the romantic side of his mother would be present in Dmitri from the beginning, it’s one thing to neglect a child of “enlightened parents”, but the neglect of the child of one who chased a Shakespearean marriage will be all the more dramatic.
Looking forward to discussing more with you all


    


    
        zealouspinach (+8)

        That's very interesting! I read TBK a few times and i was always read Dmitri and Ivan as a 'product of their environment', sort of (Alyosha is obviously different, i guess i've read him as having inherited his mother's character, while also being special, because of course he is). But it's never crossed my mind that the the relationship Fyodor had with his children's mothers would act out in his relationships with his sons! That's super intriguing, thank you for your perspective (i have a feeling it's going to be very insightful, considering your background in developmental psychology- i find the field fascinating from a completely amateurish position).
I am currently reading Dostoevsky's 'A writer's diary' though (or Diary of a writer, not sure how it translates into English) and i was shocked to read the tirade he wrote 'against the environment'. He seems outraged that at the time, the idea that people did bad things and committed crimes were often found innocent because their actions were explained away and excused via their environment. The way i understood it, he accepts that the environment moulds the individual, but he still upholds the principal of personal responsibility and accountability (and of collective responsibility and christian precepts).


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        Yeah I can’t help but think Fyodor sees his son’s mothers in their eyes. Especially Aloysha with his innocence. Generally speaking, children will reflect tendencies to the parent. Being confronted with the worst parts of your personality in a child who reminds you of your ex wife who would beat you is not a good foundation for a relationship!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+17)

        I love the little interjections such as "The story may have been exaggerated, yet it must have been something like the truth." This lends an air of uncertainty to the narration that seems to suit the ambiguity of the characters (that's a guess, I haven't read this before) and definitely suits the ambiguity of actual life.


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        Yes re reading it now, that along with the constant referring to other conversations gives the whole narrative a fluid, unreliable account of what has happened


    


    
        darthabler (+2)

        My mind went to unreliable narrator as well. I haven't read this since high school so it should be a fun ride.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        I
It says a lot that the first words of the book, and the first words of the first chapter, which is about Fyodor Karamazov, starts with "Alexei Karamazov". Alyosha is the hero of this story even as Dostoevsky immediately starts to discuss his father.
I like how Fyodor is described as both very vile and comical. But he is also not so stupid. And he does have some feelings. Such as in how he reacted to Adelaide's death. No one is truly evil.
It's interesting how Adelaide turned to a "destitute divinity student". The exact opposite of Fyodor. Young, not old. Poor, not rich. A Christian (probably), not whatever Fyodor is.
II
Dostoevsky says that Peter Miusov had the enlightened ideas of the forties and fifties. This was exactly what Dostoevsky had before his imprisonment. Poor Folk and White Nights were written during this time. From what I've read in Frank's biography, this time was filled with a type of romanticism in literature, idealism, and the more recognizable liberalism of what we can see in France and Britain and so on. Russia was new to these ideas. In fact Frank mentions that Schiller was very popular then. And it is no coincidence that references to Schiller is made throughout the book (I haven't read Schiller, but we should do so on this sub sometime...). From what I've heard, Schiller's heroes were a bit of the romantic type like Don Quixote. So this is the context.
It's interesting though that in the same paragraph we learn that despite his anarchist leanings, Miusov has an estate with a thousand serfs. Hypocrite much? And he is out for the clerics in the monastery.
But he did care for Dmitry. So there's that.
Speaking of whom. How do you think he feels being abandoned by mother and father and every family member? How did that affect his feelings about his father and his views of life?
Actually that reminds me of something different. Dostoevsky often intentionally critiqued the idealised view of high society that many held. Think about Tolstoy's War and Peace. Well functioning aristocrats and their issues. Dostoevsky shows the other side - broken families.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        starts with " Alexei Karamazov".

I completely missed this minute detail the first time I read TBK. This time it was the first thing that captures my eyes and I was like this was right infront of me the whole time and yet I never knew it. It's incredible how much such details Dostoyevsky fills in his works which one discovers bit by bit in subsequent reads.


    


    
        Aiel_Aviendha (+2)

        In contrast, this was actually the very first thing I noticed (this is my first read). After the first sentence, I was like wait… why are we talking about FK instead of AK? Definitely pointed me to believe that AK holds a higher role (whether that be physically by word count or morally) in the story than his father


    


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        That captured my attention about Dmitri. Poor kid got passed around endlessly. We then got to Miusov and I think he’s finally found a caring parental figure, only to have him abandon him as well. Heart-breaking.


    


    
        adeadlyfire (+5)

        Don't forget Grigory Vasilievich Kutuzov! (My translation giving him 'Gregory') The child slips through the cracks, but Grigory does his best to ensure Dmitri survives and is taken care of. Of course he doesn't have the means of Miusov. Imagine if he was fond of the kid and wanted to continue caring for him, we aren't told very much about Grigory at this point, he definitely doesn't have the social capital to fend off the kindnesses of other (spuriously) interested parties.
It really feels like the 'it takes a village to raise a kid' made literal


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Oh right, I had forgotten about him. And your village comment makes me wonder if Dmitri will be symbolic of what society creates, since he essentially was raised by the entire village.


    


    
        adeadlyfire (+3)

        I like how forgettably written Grigory's help is, he's such an invisible force in the story. imo he provides an interesting contrast to Miusov's altruism


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        True. Especially seeing how "enlightened" Miusov is.
I think Dostoevsky is mocking the Westerners for believing in all these higher ideals while forsaking the family.


    


    
        michachu (+13)

        The sarcasm in some of those passages is incredible:
It turned out that, having settled permanently in Paris, he too forgot about the child, especially with the outbreak of the February revolution, which captured his imagination vividly and remained in his memory all his life.

I can just imagine Dostoevsky narrating this out loud, with a straight face, staring longingly into the horizon.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+7)

        Also that part about him owning thousand souls. I am pretty sure he meant to say progressives were just hypocrites. or maybe I am overthinking it lol


    


    
        sali_enten (+7)

        That stood out to me too, the liberal serf owner, i was thinking 'hmm that doesn't seem right'.  But I was reading it too literally, now that you've both said so I see of course Dostoevsky's pen was dripping in sarcasm throughout Pyotr's appearance


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+27)

        'As a general rule even the wicked, are much more naive and simple hearted than we suppose. And we are, too'


    


    
        SAZiegler (+19)

        That "and we are, too" is such a powerful reminder that the world isn't divided into angels and demons. I love how D shows the moral complexity of every character, and little moments like this force us to examine our own depths.


    


    
        jaefan (+10)

        Oh my, this was also the only quote that I annotated and tabbed in my book so far.
"In most cases, people, even wicked people, are far more naive and simple-hearted than one generally assumes. And so are we."
I really despised Fyodor up to this point but Dostoevsky reminded me of my own belief as well, which is that there's always goodness in people.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+3)

        cant help bbut notice the difference in trasnlations lol. we need to do this for every chapter and once and for all decide :p anyway whose work is this?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+2)

        Which translation are you reading?


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+2)

        Garnett


    


    
        jaefan (+2)

        I’m reading the Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky version.


    

The Second Marriage and the Second Family

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book I: The History of a Family
Yesterday
We were introduced to Fyodor and Dmitry. We learned how Fyodor forgot about his son and how Dmitry grew up.
Today
	The Second Marriage and the Second Family

We learn more about Fyodor's second marriage and his other two sons. He married Sophia, the daughter of a deacon who grew up as an orphan abused by her benefactress. Fyodor himself emotionally abused her himself. She went insane and died. Gregory took in Alyosha and Ivan for a while, before Sophia's former benefactress took them in. She left them 1000 roubles each in her will. The chief inheritor of the benefactor, Yefim Polenov, educated the boys at his own expense and saved up their money for them to 2000 roubles each.
Ivan grew up extremely smart, studied, and began writing articles. One of these articles made an impact on the village monastery. Ivan has stayed with his father for 2 months at the behest of Dmitry.
	The Third Son, Alyosha

We finally learn more about Alyosha. Three years younger than Ivan, he had a strong attachment to his mother before she died. He loves humanity, and everyone loves him. He had no financial issues growing up like Ivan. He wants to join the village monastery under the tutelage of Father Zossima.

Chapter list
Character list


63 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        NB: Tomorrow we only read Chapter 5 to close off Book 1


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+16)

        What's up with Grigory? I think he may be the true moral compass. He looks after the sons without being asked, he tended to the wive's graves with his own money and of his own accord... What a good man.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        This is my first time reading BK. Upon reading the intro chapters of the 3 brothers they instantly reminded me of the 3 Incandenza children in Infinite Jest: Orin,like Dmitri, is the oldest, estranged from the family, and a womanizer,  Hal, like Ivan, is intelligent and brooding, and Mario, like Alyosha, is naive, kind, and sincere. There are probably also parallels between James and Fyodor as well - will be looking for that.
I googled enough to figure out Wallace seems to have patterned the relationships on BK, but I didn't want to go further because of potential spoilers.


    


    
        howdoyouspellcinamon (+7)

        i keep thinking about the last passage. i vaguely understand what he means by ceilings and hooks, but i feel as though he makes a distinction between the two?
in the last paragraph, does fyodor mean that he hopes alyosha will still believe there is no condemnation after death  even after spending time with the monks? it seems as though fyodor respects the monks but disagrees with their philosophy there. i'm guessing it's because he will feel better about his own prospects for the afterlife if alyosha remains as he is...


    


    
        l0renzo- (+4)

        A hell with no ceiling could not support any hooks. A hell with no ceiling would also continue indefinitely, meaning that they are already in hell.


    


    
        michachu (+8)

        	I'm just mulling now over whether Ivan might've been kinder or had less angst if he hadn't faced destitution in his first 2 years of university. I don't think he resents Alyosha for not having to bear what he had to, but I'm sensing a hint to the origin of his rebellion.
	I always found Alyosha a little hard to believe - it feels a bit like a trick that we're just asked to accept at face value that he's nothing like Prince Myshkin. I do appreciate the efforts at describing his weaknesses (his modesty and tendency to suffer in silence). I'm gonna try and pay better attention this time reading through to appreciate the character.
	RE Fyodor Pavlovich: these first couple of chapters are probably the most human I remember him being depicted. He's kinda written as a caricature for much of the book, but if you ignore the narrator's descriptions and don't know anything about the rest of the book, his conversations with Alyosha almost make you think he has an arc to look forward to.
	Actually.. now that I think about it, Alyosha reminds me a lot of Camus's protagonist in "The Plague", Dr Bernard Rieux. Rieux's compassion and lack of judgement and gentleness stick out, e.g. how he bears his own suffering secretly when people accuse him of not understanding their suffering. Rieux is much more mature of course. I know Camus was a fan of FMD, but I doubt this was intended; still I'm finding it interesting.



    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Silly question but how do I block out spoilers in my comments?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        I guess you're asking how to hide text. Use it like:
>! Text you want to hide <!

You might want to check this for better explanation


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Thank you!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Me help anytime :)


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+10)

        I want to be Alyosha when I grow up :)


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        I want to be like Elder Zosima, but am currently like Ivan :)


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+9)

        A powerful theme of memory comes up in the Alyosha chapter, this idea of slanting rays (reminding him of his mother) >!- a memory that is in many ways shared by Zosima in his reflections (Book 6 Chapter 2(a)).!<
I think before we continue on, we should at the very least acknowledge the epigraph, from John 12:24:
Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit.

This idea of keeping good memories safe, of remembering family, of being a family, that having these memories will have some sort of payoff, is fundamental to Dostoevsky's faith. It's in this memory that we remember to be responsible for our brothers and sisters, and our responsibility, perhaps, obliges us to plant good memories in them.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+3)

        Good catch about that memory! for some reason I missed the epigraph, it will be interesting to see how it relates to the story.


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+6)

        I, too, was thinking yesterday that we should touch on the epigraph.  Here is a modern translation of John 12:24:
"Very truly I tell you, unless a kernel of wheat falls to the ground and dies, it remains only a single seed. But if it dies, it produces many seeds."
What might the "many seeds" produced by the dying seed be?


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+2)

        It comes up within the book at a couple moments - and these seeds can mean more narrowly good memories and love in others, or ultimately the salvation of the soul


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+11)

        I thought the best passage until now was at the end of chapter 4 about the hell. Fyodor talking about the supposed 'hooks' was really funny to me. But I also think this part eludes to the grand inquisitor chapter because Fyodor says something like "if the hooks don't even pull at me than who are they going to pull? Where would be justice in the world?". I've read the beginning of BK a couple times already but I feel like it really makes much more sense to me this time.


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        There are times where the narrator says his own understanding of the events in the book isn't really concrete and not to be meant as the as the real content of the book.
The reason for Ivan Fyodorovich's having come to us at that time was, I recall, even then a question I asked myself almost with a kind of uneasiness.

...

All the same I must say that even when I learned about this peculiar circumstance, Ivan Fyodorovich still appeared an enigma to me, and his arrival among us none the less inexplicable.

...

It is this Aleksey who presents me with the greatest difficulty in speaking of in my prefatory narrative, before i lead him out upon the boards of the novel proper.

It seems like FMD here is inviting us reader's own subjective outlook on the characters.
...
!Ivan, because his 1000 were delayed, had a pretty hard time to feed and maintain himself and his study, I think it was during this time when he was introduced to the true suffering of humans, which formed the basis of his argument in Book V. He also wrote small articles on street incidents during this time under a pen name"Eyewitness", it suggests to me that he has a real affinity for the articles he wrote.!<

...
And Fyodor Karamazov's confession to Alyosha is very fascinating too. It's interesting how he believes in the necessity of a hell with hooks and ceiling, which i think refers to physical torment, by quoting Voltaire's famous "il faudrait les inventer" (If God did not exist he would have to be invented) but also at the same time refuses to believe in such hell. "But you see I'm prepared to believe in hell, only it must be one that doesn't have a ceiling; it seems more refined, more enlightened that way - sort of Lutheran, really." There's definitely so much more going on in those ending passages.


    


    
        m1t0chondria (+1)

        Yup, after digesting the formal logic in my brain I think I came to the same conclusion that it elucidates his moral dissonance; furthermore I think the bit of Lutheranism seems to be a hint at the sardonic tone he has throughout, really trying to say he's communicating in bad faith about faith, and that his real position on religion is that it invented hell, like god, as a spiritual parallel to the pain philosophically void debauchery paradoxically brings to a man, which he himself ironically cannot come to full grips with, even though his perceived falsity of religion might help him by his own logic.

I think the point of the passage is a very implicit theologically bolstering argument in terms of intended philosophical contents from Dostoyevsky. That being said I have not gotten through the whole book and I frequently miss the mark of the fine points in such pithy texts.

Copied my reply from below to try to get better insight and feedback into this analysis.
Edit for clarification: hell without a ceiling extends indefinitely, no hooks required you're already here


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        It seems like he both wants torment because he thinks he deserves it and yet he also doesn’t want torment because… well, it’s torment. If only A could get through to him with messages of grace and mercy instead of judgment and punishment.


    


    
        m1t0chondria (+2)

        Yup, after digesting the formal logic in my brain I think I came to the same conclusion that it elucidates his moral dissonance; furthermore I think the bit of Lutheranism seems to be a hint at the sardonic tone he has throughout, really trying to say he's communicating in bad faith about faith, and that his real position on religion is that it invented hell, like god, as a spiritual parallel to the pain philosophically void debauchery paradoxically brings to a man, which he himself ironically cannot come to full grips with, even though his perceived falsity of religion might help him by his own logic.

I think the point of the passage is a very implicit theologically bolstering argument in terms of intended philosophical contents from Dostoyevsky. That being said I have not gotten through the whole book and I frequently miss the mark of the fine points in such pithy texts.
Edit: hell without a ceiling continues encompassing indefinitely, hooks not required, you've already arrived


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Great observations, especially on Fyodor Karamazov's similarly with Voltaire.


    


    
        epic_gamer_4268 (+1)

        when the imposter is sus!


    


    
        [deleted] (+13)

        Should we consider the Karamazovs as an ‘accidental’ family? Fyodor’s disregard for his sons, who live with everybody else but their father, for example. Or his poor treatment of his wives? He cheers and cries when one of his wives dies, making a donation to the church whilst mocking its adherents. These weak paternal bonds are obviously going to come back to haunt Fyodor later in the novel.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        Absolutely. The Adolescent, which shares similar themes, is also called "An Accidental Family".
Both it and BK deals with this idea.


    


    
        alma-a-asker (+6)

        J’ai vu l’ombre d’un cocher qui avec l’ombre d’une brosse frottait l’ombre d’une carrosse
I think it translates to I saw the shadow of a coachman who with the shadow of a brush was cleaning the shadow of a coach
I found that particularly interesting…still unsure of what it means and or alludes to.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+7)

        The notes in my translation (Garnett) say it's a quotation from a parody by Charles Perrault of book 6 of Virgil's Aeneid, in which Aeneas descends into the underworld.  If I recall correctly, Aeneas wants to visit the underworld to find and speak to his father's spirit.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+3)

        oh i didnt know garnett one had notes. who published it?


    


    
        SilverTanager (+2)

        My copy is by Barnes & Noble Classics, copyright 2004. The endnotes may be from Maire Jaanus, who wrote the introduction to this version, rather than Garnett.


    


    
        alma-a-asker (+2)

        I’m reading Garnett too. Don’t have the notes though. 
Thanks!


    


    
        benipres (+11)

        My comment doesn't fit exactly here but in the introduction, Dostoyevski mentioned the second novel and until now I thought it is referring to the second part of this book. Now I read on the internet that he never finished it.
Is it true that this book we are reading is only the first part of the novel and he never wrote the second part? This book is known as one of the best books of world literature and I cannot stop wondering what kind of book would be the second part. Sorry for this interruption but I am having difficulties reading it knowing it was never finished.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        Don't worry. BK doesn't end incomplete. It reads like a solid book.
But yes, he had some serious ideas in mind for Alyosha's future. It would spoil BK to describe what Alyosha would have done in the second novel.
So unless you are alright with that, rather don't look it up.


    


    
        Taquito_Lover (+19)

        Damn. I actually got a bit sad when Karamazov said "you’re the only person on earth who hasn’t condemned me—I feel it."


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+10)

        This quote speaks volumes about Fyodor and Alyosha - the former feeling condemned by everyone and the latter loving & grieving as opposed to condemning.  "Alyosha seemed, indeed, to accept everything without the least condemnation, though often grieving bitterly."
Fyodor feeling condemned by everyone would most certainly help explain his near complete disregard for everyone's well-being & happiness but his own.


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        Fyodor knows how to play a role that’s for sure


    


    
        jonana1 (+19)

        I really like how Ivan's article is described as having a conclusion which attracts both the church and the atheists; and seeing the fact that the subject wasn't related to Ivan's domain of study, I think it just shows how brilliant he actually is. 
Another thing which I've found interesting is how the narrator introduces Alyosha as "my hero" instead of, for example, "the hero of the book" or something like that. Throughout the chapter, Alyosha is presented with great care and I think that the author tries hard to not give a bad impression of Alexey's character (giving his "full opinion" before hand, trying not to paint him as a fanatic etc). I think it's a really great way to introduce a character that stands as the moral-compass of a book (and probably shows how much Dostoevsky was touched by the death of his son). This part gave me the feeling that Alyosha is that kind of person that has a glowing aura which always attracts attention when he enteres a room, (even if maybe he doesn't like it) - like having so much kindness in you that you can't even hide it.


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+8)

        Is it safe to assume that the father loves Alyosha the most? Also, by the end of Chapter 4 "he was in a bad mood and sentimental", I'm not sure why was he feeling like that? maybe because he's guilty since 2 of his sons don't like him as much and he feels bad about it?


    


    
        [deleted] (+10)

        Yes but with a caveat. It’s alyosha’s innocence. The same innocence that attracted Fyodor to his mother. I think it comes from an evil place. I think it’s a huge part of the novel, the appeal of innoncence and faith and its effect on people


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+3)

        wow, thanks for your insight..that's another interesting angle to look at :)


    


    
        jonana1 (+8)

        Yes, I think that Alyosha is Fyodor's favourite and that just only further shows how good Alyosha actually is (in the sense that he can even make someone as Fyodor feel affection of some kind). I think this quote shows this and answers your question as well:
"His father, (...) who met him at first with sullen suspicion (“He’s too quiet,” he said, “and he reasons in himself too much”), soon ended up, nonetheless, in no more than two weeks, by hugging and kissing him terribly often, with drunken tears and tipsy sentimentality, true, but apparently having come to love him sincerely and deeply, more than such a man had, of course, ever managed to love anyone else."
I don't know if any guilty feelings are yet present; Fyodor is just a sentimental/emotional type of drunk and likes to show off, maybe.


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+2)

        cool, thanks for the quote..you're right, thanks for the nice insight😊


    


    
        Shigalyov (+19)

        I think Alyosha makes him aware of his own evil. Alyosha shows him the light. 
Fyodor is both grateful and distressed about it.


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+4)

        “Alyosha's arrival seemed to affect even his moral side, as though something had awakened in this prematurely old man that had long been dead in his soul.”


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+8)

        Alysosha is a Christ-like figure.  He shines light in the darkness.


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        I kind of get Prince Myshkin vibe but I think alysosha is more chaste


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        I kind of get Prince Myshkin vibe but I think alysosha is more chaste


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+3)

        wow, good insight! thanks for that ☺


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        It’s interesting how Alyosha’s reaction (lack of) to his father calling his mother a “shrieker” had such a profound effect on Fyodor… but he donates the money to his first wife instead of his second… almost like he is repressing any feelings of remorse by donating money on behalf of the woman who beat him…
Also Prince Myshkin is my favorite character in all of literature because of profoundly he changed my idea of what the word “innocence” can mean. I think Myshkin represents the pure idea of innocence, something unattainable really. I think this idea of innocence is present in TBK, but it’s realized as an unattainable ‘thing’.


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        Same view. but i would like to be Alyosha rather than Prince Myshkin. maybe it's because idk about Alyosha's fate and I know already how it went down for Myshkin. 😅😅😅😁


    


    
        jaefan (+10)

        I am so glad at least 2 out of the 3 sons were given a proper upbringing. And to have it coming from the benefactress of their mum (who sounded terrible initially), my heart was warmed.
I wonder how’s the relationship between the two younger brothers and I can’t wait to find out. And if everyone will be charmed by Alexei/Alyosha.
Edit; just noticed my flair has the extra detail of my version of TBK, so cool. Thanks 🙏🏻


    


    
        adeadlyfire (+3)

        I'm interested in if Alyosha condemns himself, I don't know, would that be a loss of innocence if he hates himself later on? I'll be keeping an eye on whether these set up qualities are broken and what the context is


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        III
So Ivan was old enough to remember more of his mother and how they lived as children than Alyosha could. Something to bear in mind. But also aware of how dishonourable his father was. Couple that with being forced to look after himself, while being very intelligent, and you begin to understand his character and attitude to his father.
I sense he is angry at Fyodor.
It is smart how Dostoevsky keeps mentioning the monastery throughout these chapters. Only near the end of Book 1 does this place come into the foreground.
Ivan's motive for coming is left unclear. He is there for Dmitry's sake, but this doesn't explain everything. He has some kind of motive.
The article is also interesting. By appeasing both the monks and the atheists he seems to be unclear in what he is arguing for, or unsure himself.
Sophia also reminds me of The Meek One that we read recently. Also poor and good. And tortured for her humility.
IV
Alyosha is a lover of humanity "struggling from the darkness of worldly wickedness". The only one so far who is trying to overcome evil in his life.
I like how he differs from Myshkin. Myshkin was often distrusted at first. And always came off as ridiculous. Not the same for Alyosha. It is as though Alyosha is more of a complete character. Or rather that Myshkin so strongly tries to embody the ideal whereas Alyosha is still just a man. Myshkin is more of a metaphor. How do I put this? Myshkin comes across as broken and Alyosha as whole. Broken in the sad, beautiful sense. Whole in the joyful sense.
But like Myshkin is easily taken in, not proud, and brings out the good in others. As case in point is how he is making his father at least a bit more spiritually self-aware. We see a side of Fyodor which is self-conscious and aware of his own evil.
Alyosha's aversion to sex is important.
It is not a coincidence that Dostoevsky made Ivan and Alyosha complete brothers. One intellectual, the other not (although Alyosha we learn did well in school). One proud, the other humble. The one self-sustaining, the other relying on others. But yet united by the same mother, Christian, tortured, died of insanity. Something to keep in mind.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Myshkin is more of a metaphor.

Great insight! The two are similar but not identical. Alyosha is often loved and respected by all, Myshkin seems more like an idiot.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Agreed on The Meek One connection. The line "what allured him was the remarkable beauty of the innocent girl, above all her innocent appearance," F's assumption that she should be indebted to him since he "saved her," and the sad end to it.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        Ivan's article kind of resembles TBK itself in a way I guess (Though FD knew it clearly what he is arguing for unlike Ivan). Like there are chapters in TBK where FD put such a strong points for Atheists that it feels that he is siding with them, but then other chapters and book itself in general is his answer to atheism and have equally great points if not better for religion also.
Dostoyevsky was master of not only critically thinking from his perspective but also from opposition's perspective. He let both side's idea develop and then let them clash with each other. This I think is one of the most beautiful thing about him.
! I completely agrees when you said it's not coincidence that Dostoevsky made Ivan and Alyosha complete brothers. Many times either Ivan or Alyosha (or both) are the main characters in such chapters. !<



    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        I also thought that the article here is like a meta TBK itself. >!Both the article and TBK speaks to a certain kind of audience at first and suddenly it starts to resonate with the other kind.!< Really interesting.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+1)

        Yeah. Exactly.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        Great observation - I didn't catch that at all.
Ivan's article kind of resembles TBK itself in a way I guess (Though FD knew it clearly what he is arguing for unlike Ivan). Like there are chapters in TBK where FD put such a strong points for Atheists that it feels that he is siding with them, but then other chapters and book itself in general is his answer to atheism and have equally great points if not better for religion also.



    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        General's widow was such a "tough on the outside, soft on the inside character". She torments Sofya Ivanovna like a petty tyrant, out of idleness and not out of malice. Yet she cared for her, and her children. She only had one sin in her. If Fyodor Pavlovich represents Lust and Greed, General's widow represented Sloth. Though my likeness for her character skyrocketed when she just visits Fyodor Karamazov one day, say no words, slapped him twice, slapped poor Grigory (leave the poor guy alone, got slapped for no reason he didn't do anything wrong) and took custody of the kids. That was hilarious.
I also liked how upbringing of three brothers are at so contrast to each other. Mitya never got to experience real family or fatherly love. Ivan and Alyosha had similar start (spending few years with Yefim's family and experience family love), but Ivan being the proud one (maybe because he was older and understood things much better than Alyosha) didn't want to be a burden on a stranger, hence left to live on his own. Alyosha on the other hand accepted by Yefim Petrovich and his family as their own experienced a fully functioning normal family. I believe these experience had much deeper effect on molding their character. >! Maybe that's why Mitya is greedy, angry yet so passionate for Grushenka to compensate for his deficit of love all his life, Ivan is so reserved and sceptical because he always had been independent of others, and Alyosha is so innocent, selfless and have such innate love for humanity !<


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        experienced a fully functioning normal family

That's a very good point. The only one who grew up in love.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+17)

        This is just so funny
"You see, however stupid I am about it, I keep thinking, I keep thinking from time to time, of course, not all the while. It's impossible, I think, for the devils to forget to drag me down to hell with their hooks when I die. Then I wonder hooks? Where would they get them? What of? Iron hooks? Where do they forge them? Have they a foundry there of some sort? The monks in the monastery probably believe that there's a ceiling in hell, for instance. Now I'm ready to believe in hell, but without a ceiling. It makes it more refined, more enlightened, more Lutheran that is. And, after all, what does it matter whether it has a ceiling or hasn't? But, do you know, there's a damnable question involved in it? If there's no ceiling there can be no hooks, and if there are no hooks it all breaks down, which is unlikely again, for then there would be none to drag me down to hell, and if they don't drag me down what justice is there in the world? Il faudrait les inventer, those hooks, on purpose for me alone, for, if you only knew, Alyosha, what a blackguard I am."


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+7)

        I love Ivan Karamazov. Really enjoy the air of intellectual superiority he has around is head and Dostoevsky would have written him without the usual derision he reserves for self proclaimed atheists of that age (or progressives for lack of a better term).
And there is one thing I have my doubts about. The property ( or the inheritance) should be about all three boys right? Why is it Dmitri's alone? Or maybe it gets clarified later. I dont remember much. I read it a couple of years ago.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        Dmitry has a different mother, Adelaida. She left Dmitry some property.
The same did not happen with Ivan and Alyosha's mother.


    

They Arrive at the Monastery

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book II: An Unfortunate Gathering
Yesterday
We were introduced to Zossima. We learned the Karamazovs intended to see the Elder for advice on Dmitry and Fyodor's problem.

Today
	They Arrive at the Monastery

Karamazov, Ivan, Miusov and Kalganov went to see Zossima. Dmitry is late.

	The Old Buffoon

Fyodor kept telling lies to Zossima, to Miusov's irritation. Zossima told him that it is bad to lie.

Chapter list
Character list


35 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Let me know what you think of the pace so far. If it's too much, we can slow down to one chapter a day from next week.
Speaking for myself, this pacing is alright. It in fact allows more opportunity for analysing across chapters.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+13)

        Fyodor's question to Zossima "what must I do to gain eternal life" is the exact wording that we see a rich man ask Jesus in Matthew 19: 16. And in both cases, the response is a long list of things that the question-asker can't really pull off on their own. I think Matthew gives us a key what F is lacking in order to actually make those changes. There we see the lines "there is only one who is good" and "with man this is impossible, but with God, all things are possible."
The point being, it's not about you being perfect and better than everyone else, but accepting a humble heart that everyone has value. But Fyodor is way to egocentric to take this view, and instead oscillates between thinking he's better than everyone and, when he realizes he's not, wallowing in the shame of being worse than everyone.


    


    
        Winterfist79 (+5)

        Jeez , just barely caught up, my apologies. I just started teaching again, and am a little behind. I thoroughly enjoyed these chapters.  I’ve enjoyed the religious aspects in these last few chapters. There is such a stark contrast between the worldly Karamazovs and the monks/elder. They sphere of the monetary, and to quote the book “The voluptuous”. The elder, however is like a seer, he can divine their true purposes. As was noted in previous chapters, other monasteries have almost “Camp Followers” or monk-wives in brothels.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+21)

        People are right in focusing on the discourse on lies, but I think it's important to highlight the root that encourages the lies. Zosima says "above all do not be so ashamed of yourself, for that is the cause of everything."
Then he begins the discourse on lying with "above all, don't lie to yourself," seemingly equating the two (or at least positing that one quickly follows the first).
There's going to be much more to this idea of shame, and mistaking ugliness and depravity for play or for beauty and thus finding pride in it. Feeling oneself above or below another, and throwing oneself behind this proud or shameful projection. That's when the shame allows for the lie and the shameful person chooses to identify with the lie; at some point they lose the ability to discern truthfulness from invention lest they fully engage the shame.
I think when we get a bit further, I might share a paper I had done some years ago that center on this theme throughout the book, if anyone would be interested to take a look.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+14)

        Thank you for pointing this out! I’m still struggling with putting it all together.  I don’t know if I’m on the right track here or not but…
Shame (feeling insecure in oneself and/ or perceived potential for ridicule) leads us to create a false self as a means of protecting our true self.  We feel the latter cannot be expressed and so we fabricate a self: we tell tall tales, exaggerate this characteristic and repress that one, tell ourselves we believe this when we really believe that… and a certain persona emerges.  Because, however, this persona is inherently capricious we come to see ourselves and others as hopelessly flawed (e.g., people cannot control their impulses, are given to whim, they lie as serves their purposes in the moment, etc.).  Thus, having lost respect for ourselves and others we develop a “who gives a crap” attitude; we can easily justify away any selfish or cruel thing we do as simply being due to “that’s just the way people are.” If so, then it’s not hard to imagine our highest value would then become the pursuit and satisfaction of base pleasures (i.e., the decent into bestiality).
So, according to Zosima, this is what has happened to Fyodor?


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+5)

        Pretty good! Keep an eye out on who else this may apply to, not just Fyodor


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+8)

        For some reason I liked Kalganov in this chapter, although I don't really know what his role is or why he's even there. I always thought of the Idiot as Dostoevsky's funniest books but this one could very well be even funnier.
What also stood out to me is Zosima's comment on not lying to yourself. I feel really connected with the character of Alyosha and I think I will like him the best. Ivan is difficult to figure out and I am curious to know if Dmitry is really as simple of a person as he seems.


    


    
        [deleted] (+15)

        I really like these chapters because so much of Dostoevsky’s philosophy comes out in the exchange between Fyodor and the elder. One of the main conflicts of every character is their own suffering and how they deal with it. I think Dostoevsky believes something like there will always be suffering because we, as humans, need to create our own will, or something like that. 
So with Fyodor, he creates an image of himself as a fool, but suffers because of it. He lies constantly through his words and actions, and although he can admit that he is wrong he will not stop. The elder warns that those who lie and distort their reality will have nothing to fall back on except their pleasures. Which makes me think Dostoevsky believes that our human pleasures, or true desires (with Fyodor I think he is pushed by his pleasure seeking) can never be reconciled with.
Fyodor is always looking for the role to play, and in doing so he loses his sense of reality. Nothing can actually mean anything to him except his own pleasures…. I think.


    


    
        alma-a-asker (+15)

        Fyodor really went off on a tangent in this one. Especially with “your wife is a ticklish lady”. Hilarious! Alyosha cringing in the corner is so relatable.


    


    
        [deleted] (+15)

        It's almost impossible for me to not see parallels between mindsets of Fyodor Karamazov and the underground man, from Notes from Underground. Both of them are aware of how loathsome they are, yet they can't help it and are even delighted by it. It is too obvious a comparison, but what was really surprising to me in this chapter was that the most undergound-man-esque thing here wasn't said by Fyodor Karamazov but Father Zosima:
After all, it is sometimes rather enjoyable to feel insulted, is it not? For the person knows that no one has insulted him, and that he himself has thought up the insult and told lies as an ornament, has exaggerated in order to create a certain impression, has seized on a word and made a mountain out of a molehill - is very aware of this, and yet is the very first to feel insulted, feel insulted to the point of pleasure, to the point of great satisfaction, and for that very reason ends up nurturing a sense of true animosity.

To which Fyodor Karamazov even added:
I have indeed, indeed all my life felt insulted to the point of pleasure, felt insulted for the sake of aesthetics, for it is not only enjoyable but even sometimes beautiful to be the object of an insult; that's what you left our, great Elder: beautiful!

Its brilliant how much more insight Zosima has on this pleasure than Fyodor, who experiences it much more often. Is this just an example of Father Zosima's ability to "guess correctly the reason for his visitor's arrival, the object of his need, and even the nature of the torment that was racking his conscience"?
.
Also, why do you think Rakitin was defined as a 'future divine'? I did not understand the line:
At Rakitin (the seminarian), a man with whom he was also well acquainted and nearly on close terms, Alyosha could not even bear to look: he knew what Rakitin was thinking (though he was the only person in the entire monastery who did)

.
The line "Have you been tickling her?" was so damn hilarious.


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        Its brilliant how much more insight Zosima has on this pleasure than Fyodor, who experiences it much more often. Is this just an example of Father Zosima's ability to "guess correctly the reason for his visitor's arrival, the object of his need, and even the nature of the torment that was racking his conscience"?

I feel like this is partly FMD's construction. He puts so much into Zosima: a holy man who would say precisely what Christ might say (if Christ couldn't work miracles), a keen psychologist that understands the mechanics of depravity, without having to sit in those depths himself, and a gentle man with a good nature and keen sense of humor.
But I feel he speaks in general enough terms that it comes across as believable.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Yeah I agree with the comparison to the character from Notes. They both acknowledge something in society that compels people to create a reality beyond themselves and then try to apply said reality on themselves. It doesn’t work, you can’t rationalize the irrational. And both are aware that their acknowledge of their faults won’t lead to any changes of their will


    


    
        jonana1 (+24)

        If there's one thing that I admire is that Fyodor is not just a buffoon, but an assumed buffoon. He admits that he invented stories just for the sake of showing off and he knows that everyone can tell that he's just exaggerating things. Nevertheless, he's quite lucid about the state he's in and doesn't try to repudiate it; he wholeheartedly accepts his role and and revels in his foolish acts.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Yeah his more than willing to point out his flaws but he is still drawn to them and won’t stop. He always creates an image of himself for others at the price of his reality being distorted.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+7)

        I agree.  I'll also add that a couple of parts of Fyodor's ranting made me laugh, which it's rare for a book to do anymore.  Specifically, the parts about him telling someone he had tickled his wife, and the line: "Quite at home?   To be my natural self?  Oh, that is much too much, but I accept it with grateful joy.  Do you know, blessed father, you'd better not invite me to be my natural self.  Don't risk it."


    


    
        sali_enten (+3)

        i had the same reaction laughing, and cringing the more Fyodor went on. The funniest line for me was Fyodor getting up off the floor and throwing his hands in the air declaring:
"Blessed be the womb that bare thee."

he's so over the top it's hilarious, especially considering he's speaking to a 65 year old highly respected monk.


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+15)

        I like the tension between Fyodor & Miusov. I feel like an invisible monk just observing while anticipating what will happen next. I kind of want one of them to punch the other already.🤣


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        I could read many more dialogues between them, it’s great


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+1)

        agree!😊


    


    
        Shigalyov (+22)

        I love how unconcerned the monks are. Not impressed by Fyodor's money or Miusov's threats. A world beyond that.
Miusov only sees the expenses and he expects the monastery is just a veil. "...nothing but charlatanism and nonsense underneath". Is he right?
In contrast Fyodor, even though a more vile man, does not have any fear or hatred of the monastery. He has some obscene ideas about the women, but his approach is healthier. He is not opposed to to it. He accepts his own hypocrisy. Miusov does not.
Fyodor mentions that in Mt Athos women are not allowed. I knew this sounded familiar. I saw a Twitter post recently of some late journalist girl trying to go there. They are still barring women and female animals.
What Zossima says about lying and taking offense is obvious, but I wonder if he was actually targeting Miusov. The one who was actually constantly taking offense.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        In contrast Fyodor, even though a more vile man, does not have any fear or hatred of the monastery. He has some obscene ideas about the women, but his approach is healthier. He is not opposed to to it. He accepts his own hypocrisy. Miusov does not.

I never would've caught this, really interesting.
I think it's interesting how Muisov's disdain for present company (referring to Zosima as a "petty, nasty, stuck-up little man") is quickly replaced by his embarrassment by Fyodor Karamazov's shenanigans. I don't think there's a contradiction there; Muisov really is just a superficial, short-sighted 'man of action' reacting to whatever forces are on his radar at the time. And I love how Fyodor Karamazov really toys with this.


    


    
        [deleted] (+10)

        He accepts his own hypocrisy. Miusov does not.

Exactly! Miusov is very critical of most things in this scene, and he is also aware of how much this criticism is going to annoy him.
I love how the first words Father Zosima says in this novel are to Miusov:
Do not be anxious, I beg you.



    


    
        Kamerstoel (+8)

        Interesting take! Eventhough I only realised this reading how dispicable of a man Fyodor really is, I think he in the end has way more redeemable qualities than someone like Miusov, who has no depth at all (when I say depth I don't mean how good the character is written but his personality). Miusov is not that interesting of a man I don't think. There are many more just like him.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+5)

        He had me laughing, but I also felt the embarrassment of those (especially Alyosha) around him.  But there is something oddly likeable about him!


    


    
        ahop21 (+12)

        Elder Zossima's response to Fyodor Pavlovitch's lies about Diderot and subsequent prostration at the Elder's feet seeking eternal life must be among the most incisive and illuminating lines written by Dostoevsky, or perhaps anyone.
Above all, don't lie to yourself. The man who lies to himself and listens to his own lie comes to such a pass that he cannot distinguish the truth within him, or around him, and so loses all respect for himself and for others

Repeatedly lying to others necessitates that one begins to lie also to oneself, simply to compensate for the distortions of reality that the liar continually creates. These distortions place the liar in a state such that they cannot trust even their own sense of reality, and thus lose all regard for themselves and those around them. This realization alone is endlessly powerful, but Dostoevsky doesn't stop there: Zossima continues:
The man who lies to himself can be more easily offended than anyone. You know it is sometimes very pleasant to take offense, isn't it? A man may know that nobody has insulted him, but that he has invented the insult for himself, has lied and exaggerated to make it picturesque, has caught at a word and made a mountain out of a molehill - he knows that himself, yet he will be the first to take offense, and will revel in his resentment till he feels great pleasure in it, and so pass to genuine vindictiveness

The cultural significance that a passage written in 1870's Russia bears on modern affairs the world over is striking to me. People seem to fall over one another in attempts to receive what others say in the least good-faith interpretation possible, simply for the sake of taking offense. It does indeed seem that people revel in the (oft unearned) sense of moral superiority such situations afford them. Considering this quote in light of the increased push for Hate Speech Laws, as well as the proliferation of the idea that "speech is violence", makes me wonder about not only the motives but also the internal states of people who are proponents of such ideas.
I am of the mind that one's consciousness must conform to what reality dictates -- only this will allow one to rightly and reliably navigate the world. People who take offense quickly seem, to me, to believe the opposite; they are continually attempting to conform reality to the dictates of their consciousness. I wonder if this attempt to make the world reflect what one would like to believe as opposed to accepting what is is tantamount to distorting reality through self-deceit. It would certainly seem that such people, who demand regulation of speech in the name of tolerance, are often amongst the most resentful and vindictive of actors. Would love to hear other people's thought on this.


    


    
        SchopenhauersPoodle (+3)

        In Philosophy this is called Direction of Fit. As you exactly say: beliefs should fit the world; rather than the world fit your beliefs


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+3)

        This makes sense, I think.  Those most ashamed of themselves (most insecure and in fear of ridicule) are also most likely to tell lies to themselves and to build up a persona that buffers them from the potential shocks of reality.  It thus follows they’d be more likely to take offense and even relish doing so: the indignation with taking such a stance (e.g., I cannot believe someone would say or do such a thing!) places them in a position of moral superiority.  The latter is not only empowering but it also satisfies their need for security as it gives them the perception that their actions (i.e., cancelling unacceptable viewpoints) are making the world a safer place for everyone (even though it’s really about making the world a safer place for them).


    


    
        ahop21 (+3)

        Yes. Absolutely agree. You really filled in the missing pieces for me. Feeling ashamed of oneself as the root of self-deceit (and the subsequent aptness to take offense) provides the context I was missing.
The idea as I initially formulated it, I fear, gave some the idea that I was offering a moral condemnation of people who promote hate speech laws, take offense, etc. By including the fact that these are people who struggle, perhaps, with a deep sense of shame for some reason or other, you provide a justifiable and relatable reason as to why they operate in the world in this way. They do not intentionally obfuscate reality, but rather they lie to themselves as a mechanism to cope with painful feelings they experience. That's it, I believe.
The latter is not only empowering but it also satisfies their need for security as it gives them the perception that their actions (i.e., cancelling unacceptable viewpoints) are making the world a safer place for everyone (even though it’s really about making the world a safer place for them).

You could not have possibly hit the nail any more squarely on the head. Thanks for your insights.


    


    
        sali_enten (+2)

        It would certainly seem that such people, who demand regulation of speech in the name of tolerance, are often amongst the most resentful and vindictive of actors.

i think you might go slightly too far here in your generalisation; it probably needs each instance to be taken on case by case because while it's true some are vindictive and resentful, very many are genuine and compassionate.
As Zossima speaks about 'the man' not 'the group', I read it as he's aiming at the individual (Fyodor, Miusov or both) to reflect on themselves rather than finding fault in the other.


    


    
        ahop21 (+5)

        Fair point - my language there certainly seemed to imply a sweeping generalization, when case by case evaluations are definitely the proper mode of operation here. I'll also agree that many individuals who advocate for policies akin to those I mention are indeed genuine and compassionate people, although my own experience suggests that we need be wary of individuals who may be using that outward show of compassion as a mask for their feelings of resentment.
Also agree whole-heartedly concerning looking at individuals rather than groups, I feel your reading is accurate. Thanks for pointing that out. I simply was hoping to use this a lens through which to potentially gain greater understanding of a current social phenomena, and hopefully be able to leverage Zossima's insight here as a way to better understand people I encounter.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+9)

        I really dont feel comfortable about equating someone lying to themselves to actual/perceived hate speech. sorry maybe i am reading too much but this sounds like giving benefit of doubt to 'conservatives' aka all kinds of reactionary elements who still want everyone to be accepting of their locker room racist, misogynistic talk.


    


    
        ahop21 (+7)

        What about the identification of these two phenomena, as I stated them here, gives you discomfort? I don't mean to be inflammatory, but this response feels more like a recitation of general anti-'conservative' talking points than an engagement with the ideas as I presented them. I'm simply trying to parse out a potential mechanism behind some instances of a particular modern social phenomena. Perhaps I ought to add, those on 'the right' are by no means exempt from the phenomena Zossima explicates; the forms in which it manifests in them simply differ from what I've described here.
I do not condone speech that is vile or hateful for the sake of being vile or hateful, and I think those who partake in such speech should be socially excluded as they always have been. But attempts are being made to restrict modes of speech that are not hateful and vile by intent - rather, modes of speech that are engaged in by good faith actors trying to find truth. That is what I take issue with.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        This was highlight for me this chapter. That whole paragraph was so insightful it made me introspect and examine how much these line resembles me. Do I lie to myself similar to FK? Do I also find pleasure in taking offence and make mountain out of molehill? 
Elder Zosima is my favourite character so far.


    


    
        ahop21 (+5)

        Definitely agree! Not sure if you've read TBK before, but these are themes that certainly continue throughout the book. I look forward to keeping better tabs on them as I read through for the second time.
If this is a topic that interests you, you could check out Sam Harris's essay titled "Lying". You can find pdf versions of it online. Pretty quick read. He (somewhat surprisingly) finds agreement with Jordan Peterson on the topic, as least as JBP lays out the idea in Rule 8 of his book 12 Rules for Life - "Tell the truth, or at least, don't lie". Which is also a good read imo!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+2)

        Oh, interestig. I'll surely check out the essay. Thanks.
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        proseboy (+13)

        We take it for granted today, but psychologists and psychiatrists obviously didn't exist at the time. The church took on that role via confession and counselling as illustrated in chapter 3. Later, once psychology became more established, it also meant that the church lost a bit of its importance.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        I think they did exist back then. Dostoevsky often plays with psychological analysis of events. Late in the book it will become especially important.
But yes, psychiatrists have become modern-day priests in secular societies. Not that they are not necessary, but that they are filling a role traditionally filled by actual priests.


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        Book 2 Chapter 3
FMD examines three examples of suffering here: a woman whose 4th child had died, one who hasn't heard from her adult son, and one racked with guilt by her sin. In each case Zosima confidently addresses it the way a convincing holy man might. I was anticipating a Socratic approach (e.g. using questions to drive a point home) but that was completely unnecessary.
Rereading this.. I see the gravity of his responses, whereas on the first pass, because they're handed to us on a platter, it was hard to see the weight of them. His response to the first woman speaks to >!the "Rebellion" chapter where Ivan uses the deaths of children as the key example of the problem of evil!<. For me the third example >!hints to the murder of Fyodor Karamazov itself, but also calls back to Raskolnikov's plight in C&P.!<
Book 2 Chapter 4
FMD flexes a tiny bit here by how changes gears; he goes from (chapter 3), to psychology and the dangers of self-deception (Mrs Prokhorovna), to the capers between Alyosha and the little girl in the wheelchair. I can see how this chapter helps make the questions of faith more relevant to a more upper-middle class, more educated readership, who'd have different questions about faith than the peasant women.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+17)

        I was particularly taken by this passage (chapter 3 of book 2 on page 65 Ignat Avsey translation).  Just some of my thoughts on it (the relevant quote followed by my interpretation/paraphrase)…
“'Don't be afraid of anything, never be afraid, and don't torment yourself. Only be steadfast in your repentance, and God will forgive you everything. There is no sin, nor can there be any sin in the whole world, that God would not forgive the truly penitent. It is altogether beyond any man to commit a sin so great that it would exhaust God's infinite love. For can there be such a sin as would exceed God's love? Keep your thoughts on repentance alone—continually—and cast out fear from your mind.”
We are sinful creatures and must always be conscious of our sinning.  Not that it’s alright to sin per se, but that we will invariably do so (to err is human!).  What is most important is that we recognize that we have sinned and ask for forgiveness.  And if we are truly penitent, God will forgive us.
“Do not forget that God loves you beyond your imagining, for he loves you sinful as you are and despite your sin. There is more joy in heaven over one that repents of his sins than there is over ten righteous ones; this was spoken long ago.”
God recognizes the broken creatures we are and still loves us.  It’s alright to be completely messed up as long as we are trying (and, to try, I think, is to emulate – walk in the footsteps of the Christian role model – Jesus Christ).
“Go then, and do not be afraid. Do not be distressed by people, nor harbour anger if they have offended you. Forgive the deceased in your heart, however he might have offended you, and be truly reconciled to him. If you repent, you must love. And if you love, you are of God... Love gains everything, redeems everything. And if even I, a sinful being just as you are, have been moved and have pity for you, how much more so will God. Love is such a priceless treasure that you can purchase the whole world with it, and redeem not only your own but other people's sins too. Go now, and have no fear.'”
And because we know no matter what sin we commit that being truly repentant means we will always be loved by God, we need not experience shame and fear from the judgment of others (and thus there is no need to take offense!).  And just as we are sinners and have been forgiven, then we too should also forgive others who have sinned so that they may like us be redeemed.
Sinning, forgiveness, redemption thus seem to be an eternal cycle (perhaps a necessary one for healthy intrapersonal and interpersonal human functioning?).
The act of asking for and giving forgiveness enables us and others to rise from a fall (from continually falling!). Is this what love is then? And is that why we can “purchase the whole world” with it?
Does all of this, however, necessitate a belief in God? Or, even if one does believe in God, what exactly is one believing in?
After reading chapter 4, Zosima seems to answer my questions...
How do you become convinced of the existence of God and immortality?
The practice of active love. Because as you serve others and see them transformed so shall you be transformed as well.  (Chapter 4 of book 2 on page 71 Ignat Avsey translation).
“'By the practice of active love. Try to love your neighbours actively and steadfastly. The more you practise love, the more you will be convinced of the existence of God and the immortality of your soul. Should you attain total renunciation of self in your love for your neighbour, then your faith will be absolute, and no doubt will ever assail your soul. This has been tried, this has been tested.’”
How do you love in the face of ingratitude?
(Again, this theme of not tellig lies to oneself emerges).  By honestly acknowledging that which you deem disgusting in yourself (Chapter 4 of book 2 on page 73 Ignat Avsey translation).
“The main thing is to abhor dishonesty, any kind of dishonesty, but above all, dishonesty with regard to your own self. Be aware of your dishonesty and ponder it every hour, every minute of the day. Never be squeamish, both with regard to yourself and others; what appears to you disgusting in yourself is cleansed by the very fact that you have acknowledged it within yourself. Avoid giving in to fear too, since all fear is only the consequence of falsity. Never be afraid of your own faint-heartedness in the endeavour to love, nor even too fearful of any bad actions that you may commit in the course of that endeavour. I am sorry I cannot say anything more comforting to you, for active love compared with contemplative love is a hard and awesome business.”
So where is God in all this?
God is found in service to others, not mere contemplation.  It’s a brutally hard road.  To walk it you need to honestly acknowledge your reactions: as irritating, agonizing, upsetting as they are, you need to live with them and continue to forgive, support, and serve others.  As you do so, you’ll see how others are transformed and in time, perhaps, come to understand the power of God (Chapter 4 of book 2 on page 73 Ignat Avsey translation).
“Contemplative love seeks a heroic deed that can be accomplished without delay and in full view of everyone. Indeed, some people are even ready to lay down their lives as long as the process is not long drawn out but takes place quickly, as though it were being staged for everybody to watch and applaud. Active love, on the other hand, is unremitting hard work and tenacity, and for some it is a veritable science. But let me tell you in advance: even as you may realize with horror that, in spite of your best efforts, not only have you not come any nearer to your goal, but you may even have receded from it, it is precisely at that moment, I tell you, that you will suddenly reach your goal and clearly behold the wondrous power of God, who has at all times loved you, at all times mysteriously guided you.”
For a Christian, then, your highest value – that which you live for, organize your life around – is love (selfless service to others).  And so, what a Christian means by God is precisely this – love.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        There seems to be some interesting parallels between the Lady of Little Faith and Fyodor. Both receive somewhat similar advice from Z, “don’t lie to yourself.” But there’s an interesting difference between the two: Fyodor wants to know what he can do to be better than others and ‘earn’ heaven, whereas the lady wants to know what she can do to rebuild her relationship with God. It reminds me of the end of the Torah, where Moses runs through all the laws, but says that those don’t do any good without a changed heart. The lady gets that she needs a new heart, where this seems far from Fyodor’s thoughts.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Well said. But Hohlakov too has a broken view compared to the peasants. Unlike the peasants she cannot believe whole heartedly, but unlike Fyodor she really wants to.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+11)

        The whole bit from the mother whose infant baby died was so heart-wrenching.
If I could only take one little peep at him, take one little look at him again, I wouldn't go up to him, I wouldn't say anything, I'd hide in a cormer, just to see him for a single moment, hear him playing outside and coming in and shouting in his dear little voice: "Mamma, where are you?"

I wasn't ready for the feels so early in the book. This whole section, mother lamenting her infant son and Elder consoling her, reminds me of the time when we read "The Heavenly Christmas Tree"  So heartbreaking, yet so calming and warm at the same time. That was insane.
Mrs. Khoklakhova's confession about doubt in immortality of soul and able to help others only in exchange of a reward, a praise, is something I too find myself struggling with. I also need to practice "Active Love" as Elder suggested.
Also the story of the doctor Elder shared, about able to love the concept of humanity in general but not a particular person, I can imagine Ivan Fyodorovich saying something similar like that.
These two chapters as a whole were very relatable to me, the conflicts characters had and how Elder tried to resolved them. It's something I had to keep in mind and try to implement in my life.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        It really was. Reminded me of the famous six word story (sometimes incorrectly attributed to Hemingway): For sale: baby shoes, never worn.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        Damn those six words hit deep


    


    
        3unpun (+9)

        i find the "A Lady of Little Faith" very brave. it takes lots of courage to admit you are struggling with your beliefs! Zossima doesn't judge her.
I shut my eyes and ask myself, ‘Would you persevere long on that path? And if the patient whose wounds you are washing did not meet you with gratitude, but worried you with his whims, without valuing or remarking your charitable services, began abusing you and rudely commanding you, and complaining to the superior authorities of you (which often happens when people are in great suffering)—what then? Would you persevere in your love, or not?’

that's was the part i liked the most so far. as a someone who will work on health field i ask myself this often.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+5)

        Yeah, she was being brutally honest to herself. Even to the point where Zosima says something like "really?" When she says that she told him these things just to get a positive reaction or compliments. My translation even used the word self-flagellation to describe what she was doing.


    


    
        [deleted] (+10)

        That's a gracious name. After Alexis the Man of God?

In Chapter 3, there's an interesting note about why the mourning woman's, and Dostoevsky's too, dead infant child was named Aleksey. The note is in the Penguin Classics version of TBK, I think people reading some other version might find this interesting:
Alexis the Man of God, reference to the Russian St Alexis (actually a Greek anchorite,  who died c. 412) whose vita possessed a symbolic significance for Dostoyevsky, and was indeed one of the principal sources of inspiration for the plot of The Brothers Karamazov. 'Alexis the Man of God' leaves his family in order to devote himself to heroic asceticism (podvizhnichestvo) and salvation, and then returns to his family again. Returning to the secular world, he must remain faithful to God.



    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+4)

        Thank you for adding this.
Do you mind sharing how you feel about the McDuff translation?


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        I read Garnett's translation of TBK last year, and in comparison, McDuff definitely feels more smooth to me, probably because it's a newer translation (or because I know it's a newer translation). Its actually my first Dostoevsky read that's not translated by Garnett, so it does feel fresh, haha. What about you?


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+5)

        I have previously read TBK in the Andrew MacAndrew translation and I really liked it. But I was a teenager then, so my discernment wasn't quite good enough...so, I really don't know how good it was. It felt good enough back then.
This time, I compared a few translations (Magershack, Garnett, McDuff, P&V and Ignat Avsey) and I liked Ignat Avsey's the best, so I am trying this one out in the Oxford edition.
It's just so difficult to find out which one is the best translation...!


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Yes you are right, its difficult to pick the best translation, and when I read the same line from a different translator and its a bit different then I feel I picked up the wrong one. This mess is a nice excuse to learn Russian and read it all in the orignal, haha.


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+3)

        Funny you should say that...I literally started learning Russian because of Dostoyevesky. My Russian is good enough to read Harry Potter 1, but nowhere close to being good enough to read Dostoyevesky. A real pity. I have still ordered A Hero of our Time by Lermontov and The Idiot in Russian. Maybe someday my Russian improves enough to actually read the originals. Fingers crossed!


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Oh wow! I'm planning to learn Russian too, mainly because of FMD and those Tarkovsky movies, haha. Really, Soviet films are alone a great incentive to learn Russian. How difficult do you think it is? And how long have you been practicing? Can you share any resources for beginners?


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+1)

        Oof!
So, I would definitely say that it is a very tough language. I also speak German (my third language) and it took me around a year and a half to become (relatively!) fluent in it. It was so so so easy compared to Russian! I have been learning it on and off for many years. I tend to get overwhelmed and take breaks from it, something I never felt the need to do with German or now with Italian (which I am still learning).
Basic resources are honestly endless. I am a traditionalist in language learning (lots of paper flashcards, grammar books, text books, etc.). With Russian one would have to obviously start with the Cyrillic alphabet, for which a normal text book would be good. I use a lot of textbooks, some russian folktales books, Harry Potters, Anton Chekov's stories, songs, a language partner, etc. when I am studying it. So just check out some Amazon or something in your country and see which Russian textbooks are available. Some good books are by a company called Russkiy Yazik . On YouTube, there are a few channels : "Russian with Max" and "About Russian in Russian", which are both great. Try and get a language partner who is learning your language, that should hasten up the process.
This is not a language one learns casually, so if you go for it, be committed and don't take too many breaks. It's something I regret doing.
Even just for reading comprehension, it takes quite a while as compared to romance languages. So, just be determined and very patient.
All the best!


    


    
        [deleted] (+8)

        I was just over halfway finished with the novel for the first time just before this discussion was beginning, so I joined you all and began re reading. And the Dostoevsky themes that will see in future chapters, are building very quietly in these beginning chapters ( >! The theme of “Strain” from book 4 has completely changed my outlook on these first 3 books, for example Ivan mocks the elder’s consultation towards the mother who lost her child  in book3 ch.5. !< ).
These chapters feel purposely opposed to the previous two. Setting, characters, dialogue, it literally feels like you stepped out from a crowded, loud, over stimulated conversation.
Can someone reply the Garnett translation of The lines “Lamentations ease the heart only by straining and exacerbating it more and more. Such grief does not even want to consolation; it is nourished by the sense of its unquenchableness. Lamentations are simply the need to constantly irritate the wound” (p. 48 P&V) I’m curious what other translations say, because I feel the novels main ‘takeaway’ (at least for me anyways) is that there will always be an unquenchable desire towards some type of suffering. In other words, this rational way of living, this rational way of look at others through psychoanalysis is also rooted in irrationality. We’ve created rational ways of being and observing the world, but when we attempt to turn towards ourselves as humans with these rational systems we’ve created we will miss a fundamental essence of our being. Dostoevsky attempts to reconcile these forever incompleteness. We’re told ‘active love’ will save us, but such active love seems only possible in theory. Something will always be missing from any explanation you may have. There is a necessary laceration, or strain, or pain, or whatever you call it, that will push us on. It is this strain or etc. that makes the man from the underground state that we will choose suffering to spite any perfect world.
I’ve gone on longer than I thought but these chapters feel simultaneously so unimportant and of upmost importance to me. Dostoevsky quietly says it out loud here.


    


    
        sekhmet0108 (+3)

        "There is a kind of grief among the common people that is mute and long-suffering, that turns inwards and is silent. But there is also a convulsive grief which will sometimes break out into tears and turn to keening. This is found particularly in women. It is no easier to bear that the silent grief. For keening soothes only in that it inflames and wears out the heart. Such grief seeks no consolation; it feeds on its own unassuageable despair. Keening is only a compulsion to keep reopening the wound."
	The Ignat Avsey translation



    


    
        SilverTanager (+3)

        At the same time that these chapters feel opposed to the two prior chapters, there are also some parallels/repetition.  For example, Zossima gives the same advice to Mme Hohlakov in Ch4 as he gave to Fyodor (or, perhaps, per someone's comment on yesterday's thread, Pyotr?) in Ch2: don't engage in self-deception.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Yeah I agree, the contrast between the two is important. I’m not sure how, but it is important. And I’m seeing that a lot of the elder’s teachings are used/misused by other characters throughout the novel, either in a mocking tone or ignorant tone


    


    
        SadHipsterLlama (+4)

        Garnett translation:
Lamentations comfort only by lacerating the heart still more. Such grief does not desire consolation. It feeds on the sense of its hopelessness. Lamentations spring only from the constant craving to reopen the wound.



    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        “It feeds on the sense of its hopelessness” I like this translation much more, the imagery of grief feeding on the hopelessness it creates… a parasitic cycle of the human experience


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        The McDuff translation those lines is:
The recitings and lamentings provide assuagement only by irritating the heart and causing it still greater hysterical anguish. Such grief desires no consolation, it nourishes itself upon its sense of unassuagability. The recitings are only the need to constantly rub the salt in the wound.



    


    
        jonana1 (+17)

        Reading the women's lament about their children, I started thinking about how other parents treat their children. These women would do anything to help them while they're still alive or are painfully grieving their dead babies, willing to do anything just to see them again; on the other side we have the three brothers who never had great parental figures (apart from Dmitry, in a way...) and were sent back and forth to their relatives because their dad didn't really care for them. Those who are "worth" having a child can't enjoy this gift, but those who are the least worthy seem to be ignorant of their blessings.
Another thing that piqued my interest was what Hokhlakova said here:
"I think, all my life I’ve believed, then I die, and suddenly there’s nothing, and only ‘burdock will grow on my grave,’ as I read in one writer? It’s terrible!"
The writer she's talking about is Turgeniev and she's referring to Bazarov from "Father and Sons". He is a nihilist who basically rejected everything from religion to Russian's class system etc. Now I don't know if Hokhlakova willingly chose to read this or did it just because Turgeniev was in fashion at that time, but seeing how Turgeniev's figure was kind of parodied in 'Demons', it seems that Dostoevsky wants to prove a point yet again about his beliefs regarding Russia's future. Apart from its social implications, I think that this narrative strategy of including a problem like this in the plot is brilliant and more subtle than how it appeared in the other novels. Things like this clearly show that BK is really Dostoevsky's masterpiece.


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        I love Zosima's reply to this; it's positive:
"No, for it is enough that you should agonize over it. Do what you can and it will be rendered to your account. You have accomplished much already, for you have come to know your own self deeply and sincerely."

... but he tempers her:
"If, however, you are speaking as frankly as you are doing now merely in order to be praised for your truthflness, then of course you will never attain active love, you won't progress beyond the contemplative stage, and your whole life will flash past like a shadow."

In general the cohesiveness in all of Zosima's replies to every character really strikes me. He doesn't say "everything will be okay" but espouses love and trying with all one's might.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+11)

        The first thing I noticed was the following passage:
"But there is a grief that breaks out, and from that minute it bursts into tears and finds vent in wailing. This is particularly common with women. But it is no lighter a grief than the silent. Lamentations comfort only by lacerating the heart still more. Such grief does not desire consolation. It feeds on the sense of its hopelessness. Lamentations spring only from the constant craving to reopen the wound."

This seems to be a theme with Dostoevsky. About suffering leading to some sort of joy. Last chapter Zosima talked about finding joy in getting hurt and it can also be found in the underground man.
I loved the part with the first mother who lost four of her children and Zosima quoted someone which reminded me a lot of "The Beggar Boy at Christ's Christmas Tree" which I read just a week ago:
"‘Knowest thou not,’ said the saint to her, ‘how bold these little ones are before the throne of God? Verily there are none bolder than they in the Kingdom of Heaven. “Thou didst give us life, O Lord,” they say, “and scarcely had we looked upon it when Thou didst take it back again.” And so boldly they ask and ask again that God gives them at once the rank of angels. Therefore,’ said the saint, ‘thou, too, O mother, rejoice and weep not, for thy little son is with the Lord in the fellowship of the angels.’ That’s what the saint said to the weeping mother of old. He was a great saint and he could not have spoken falsely. Therefore you too, mother, know that your little one is surely before the throne of God, is rejoicing and happy, and praying to God for you, and therefore weep not, but rejoice.”"

I took these quotes from the public domain but in Dutch I find them to be much more beautiful. Especially the last line according to my translation means more something like: "So it is okay to weep, but weep with joy in your heart."
I find real comfort in that, it made me handle grief in a different way. Also knowing that (as Zosima points out later) your loved ones who are deceased weep over you from heaven and that I can trouble them is something that I find really beautiful.
"and a long while yet will you keep that great mother’s grief. But it will turn in the end into quiet joy, and your bitter tears will be only tears of tender sorrow that purifies the heart and delivers it from sin."

I'm having trouble describing how beautiful I think this is, especially in English but I just love what Zosima says about it being okay to weep as much as you want and that in the end you will weep of joy and not of sadness.
I also loved it when Zosima says that even if he, a sinner, can pity that woman than just imagine how much compassion God himself can give.
Will update when I've read chapter 4.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        "‘Knowest thou not,’ said the saint to her, ‘how bold these little ones are before the throne of God? Verily there are none bolder than they in the Kingdom of Heaven. “Thou didst give us life, O Lord,” they say, “and scarcely had we looked upon it when Thou didst take it back again.” And so boldly they ask and ask again that God gives them at once the rank of angels. Therefore,’ said the saint, ‘thou, too, O mother, rejoice and weep not, for thy little son is with the Lord in the fellowship of the angels.’ That’s what the saint said to the weeping mother of old. He was a great saint and he could not have spoken falsely. Therefore you too, mother, know that your little one is surely before the throne of God, is rejoicing and happy, and praying to God for you, and therefore weep not, but rejoice.”"

This is my second read-through of TBK, and I have to concede that on the first read, being handed these words on a platter, I didn't appreciate the significance of them. But on the second pass they ring like a bell, and I can't understand how I managed to just gloss over these pages the first time.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+3)

        Exactly! That's what I'm experiencing now aswell.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        I shared it in a post a while back. The consolation Zossima gives to the grieving mother is almost word for word what Dostoevsky received from Father Ambrose after the death of his child, called Alyosha (yes, Fyodor Dostoevsky's son was Alyosha, just like in BK. That's no coincidence).
I can't shake the feeling that I am missing a tonne of symbolism in everything Zossima did here. I am reminded of Myshkin telling the stories of Mary and the condemned man, and how that foreshadowed events in the book.
Here it might be the same. Dostoevsky said the entire book is the answer to The Grand Inquisitor (and related to it, the chapter Rebellion). And in these examples below I can see some hints of how he answers what the characters will struggle with. Let's look at every person he met.
(I mark some of this as spoilers. I made it vague enough for you to read these "spoilers" without problem, but I marked them just in case you wanted to leave the ideas of the Inquisitor for later. Though this doesn't affect the plot. It only "spoils" some of the issues the brothers are working through).
First he dealt with the "crazy" women. Dostoevsky implies that whether it is psychological or spiritual, it is the same. It is the faith in God through Zossima that heals them. Even in this more secular sense, true faith in Christ is needed for psychological healing. It reminds me of Demons, which is based on the passage where Christ cast out the devils. In the book it was a metaphor for the social sickness of Russia and the evil of the villains. But all psychological and social.
What does the Inquisitor say? >!Mystery, miracle, and authority.!< Zossima cast out the demons. >!He has the authority!<. Is there another character that struggles with evil in his own life? >!Dmitry !<perhaps?
Then the woman who lost her child. This has to be for >!Ivan!<. As we will see, he struggles to believe that t>!he children who suffer in this world would or should be happy!<. And he does not want to accept that >!the parents of the children who suffered should forgive their suffering!<. Zossima's solution to children suffering and dying is that they suffer no more and are happy and don't resent what happened.
Then we have the woman who wanted to sin in order to have her son send a letter to her. Who would have used God for her own ends. The third temptation of the devil >!and the Inquisitor!<. Worship Satan and he will give you what you desire. Or maybe I'm stretching this one. But there is something to this idea of the woman almost willing to abuse God for her own ends that really reminds me of >!the Inquisitor!<.
Then there is the last one. The woman who killed her husband for being evil. And struggling with her conscience. This is definitely >!Ivan and Dmitry!< in different ways. What is Zossima's solution? That she should ask forgiveness (she has). And that she should accept that she is forgiven. What would have happened if she did neither? I'd rather say no more on this.
The last woman (they are all women!) simply wanted to see if Zossima is alright and gave him money to give away. What do we make of this?
We should revisit this chapter after reading Rebellion and The Grand Inquisitor.
IV
I like how these two chapters contrast. First peasant women of little faith. Now a lady of little faith. How do the two differ? How does their faith differ?
Oh and of course there's a German doctor.
Holhlakov is suffering from the fear that her belief is a lie. A type of existentialist dread. To be honest I've been going through something similar lately, which suddenly makes her more interesting to me. She wants proof.
Zossima's answer? Love. Love your neighbour. By doing so you become sure of God and the immortality of your soul and you will believe without doubt. Again, this seems like it foreshadows the doubts of >!Ivan!<. Here is a way out for him. A leap of faith.
On top of this she also struggles with what might happen if she truly loves. Whether she would be able to endure it. Again, I have often wondered the same. If I do get the opportunity to really become a preacher or help others or if I do have the opportunity of martyrdom - would I be able to go through with it? Like Holhlakov I've started to doubt that.
I've felt exactly like the doctor Zossima mentions. Getting extremely annoyed at people and their small issues. His answer? Firstly, don't just seek approval as if your self awareness is itself good enough. Secondly, avoid lies and don't be afraid of your difficulty in overcoming this.
--
So so far each character has some issue of some sort. Miusov's pride. Fyodor's buffoonery. Alyosha's shyness. Ivan's doubts. Dmitry's conflict with his father. Hohlakov's existentialist dread. And Lise's feeling of unworthiness.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Chapter IV really hit hard. I always imagine (dream) of myself doing great things and loving others, but when I am confronted with a real life interaction, I can’t help but feel some sort of automatic disdain at the small issues people have like the doctor in Fr. Zossima’s story does, or Mme. Hohlakov who cannot handle the ingratitude of others and the fact she isn’t “repaid”. I’ll share a recent personal anecdote that relates directly to this.
Less than a week ago before I read this chapter, I was on the road and stopped at a cafe to get a quick drink, and there was a drunk homeless man calling himself an “Indian warrior” that looked like he wanted a bite to eat. My first reaction? I automatically tried to avert my eyes and paid attention to something else. I have often imagined myself serving the homeless and being a loving neighbor, as there are many of them where I come from. But when confronted with an actual homeless man, my gut reaction is to avoid him because of his pitfalls. Fr. Zossima’s description of love in dreams and love in reality is very true: 
“[For] love in action is a harsh and dreadful thing compared with love in dreams. Love in dreams is greedy for immediate action, rapidly performed and in the sight of all... But active love is labor and fortitude, and for some people too, perhaps, a complete science.” 
It is amazing how Dostoevsky is able to articulate such aspects so well, he truly is a master concerning the human psyche.


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        Great food for thought. I didn't think to tie all the women he addresses to the individual brothers - I caught the one who'd lost her child pre-empting >!Ivan's "Rebellion"!<, but didn't think of tying the 'sorcery' to >!Christ's trials in the wilderness!< or the murder. The murder felt like a callback to Raskolnikov, and maybe a hint that >!Dimitry really was the murderer and had to bear his cross (which obviously doesn't apply because...)!<.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+8)

        Now we are really into what I loved so much about TBK- Dostoevsky pitting believers and non believers. If I am being honest, the part where the elder 'consoled' the grieving mother was horrible. Like imagine saying "its pretty cool your baby is dancing with the gods now" and it takes straight back what Ivan says (don't want to get into spoilers). Just shook my head all through the chapter.
A lot of what the lady (lise's mom) said resonated with me tbf
You see, I shut my eyes and ask myself if every one has faith, where did it come from?
And this part I have always wondered about parents passing on their religion to their children and growing in an orthodox hindu family it was pretty mechanical for quite a long time. It took a lot of effort only to come out of the conditioning. And even now there is a lot of muscle memory associated.
But I only believed when I was a little child, mechanically, without thinking of anything.


    


    
        mcgurck164 (+1)

        I got to say, I totally agree with you. I thought it was a lackluster response by the Elder, especially considering she‘s struggling with her faith. Why would anyone just believe that the kid is better off now? How does that even begin to address the grief the mother feels? Is a person that struggles with faith just gonna believe this feel-good story? 
To me (as an atheist), this has about as much depth as saying „no worries“. It‘s the religious equivalent of a motivational poster.
I do, however, strongly suspect that I‘m missing something here, so I‘d appreciate any further insights!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        The issue you had with Elder Zosima's consolation, I can sort of see what you mean, but would totally disagrees with you on that. In current times, we all have lost someone we knew, someone close to us we cared about. Even though I'm a non-believer, I would be lying if I say I wouldn't care when someone genuinely console me like Elder Zosima did at that. I would break down and be thankful, if nothing then for their kind intentions. For me it was not what words were said, but with what intentions and kindness those were said mattered the most. I read TBK first time last year, and this scene particularly hit me hard because of circumstances. This scene alone makes Elder Zosima my favourite TBK character along with Ivan.
Your little boy will see from up there that you have abandoned his father, and he will weep for the two of you; why are you spoiling his beatitude? After all, he is alive, alive, for soul liveth for ever; and though he be not in your house, he is invisibly with you.


I will pray for the repose of your infant's soul, what what his name? Aleksey, little father.

This line must be really hard for Dostoyevsky to write. His 2 year old son also died and he was consoled by an Elder (who inspired character of Elder Zosima) in similar way. Guess what was his son's name.
growing in an orthodox hindu family it was pretty mechanical for quite a long time.

I can personally vouch for that too. Though religion never resonated with me, I never had problem with their beliefs. Every religion kind of have similar teachings. I guess I'm one of those who accepts values but not religion itself.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+2)

        Agree with the intentions part. Elder seems like a good men and he is earnest. It's just I always assume the worst of intentions about religious men and my bias almost always clouds my view


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        Zossima's consolation is taken almost word for word from what Dostoevsky heard from a priest after the death of his own baby.


    


    
        3unpun (+2)

        it's quite heart breaking to be honest.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+2)

        Oh! I didn't know this. Wow


    

So be it! So be it!

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book II: An Unfortunate Gathering
Yesterday
Zossima spoke with a number of peasant women, and then with Madame Hohlakov. During this meeting Lise gave a message to Alyosha telling him Katerina wants to see him.

Today
	So Be It! So Be It!

Ivan shared his article on ecclesiastical courts with the monks. He believes the state should be absorbed into the Church. This annoyed Miusov. Ivan is struggling with whether the soul is immortal and the implications of it.

	Why is Such a Man Alive?

Dmitry arrived. He and his father had a fall-out. We learn more about a "creature" (>!Grushenka!<) and a woman Dmitry is betrothed to (>!Katerina!<). It seems both father and son are in love with the "creature".
NB: We also hear that Dmitry assaulted some retired captain in a tavern.
Zossima bowed before Dmitry before leaving. Everyone left. Ivan and Miusov are attending the meal with the monks.

Chapter list
Character list
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        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        I’m trying to flesh this out so I thought I’d post it separately… Ivan’s in a bit of a pickle, isn’t he?
“Only five days ago, in the course of an argument in local company consisting mostly of ladies, he solemnly observed that there was absolutely nothing in the whole world to induce men to love their fellow men, that there was absolutely no law of nature to make man love humanity, and that if love did exist and had existed at all in the world up to now, then it was not by virtue of the natural law, but entirely because man believed in his own immortality. He added as an aside that it was precisely that which constituted the natural law, namely, that once man's faith in his own immortality was destroyed, not only would his capacity for love be exhausted, but so would the vital forces that sustained life on this earth. And furthermore, nothing would be immoral then, everything would be permitted, even anthropophagy. And finally, as though all this were not enough, he declared that for every individual, such as you and me, for example, who does not believe either in God or in his own immortality,\^ the natural moral law is bound immediately to become the complete opposite of the religion-based law that preceded it, and that egoism, even extending to the perpetration of crime, would not only be permissible but would be recognized as the essential, the most rational, and even the noblest raison d'etre of the human condition.”
As Zosima subsequently points out, Ivan believes God and the afterlife are necessary for morality. But he cannot bring himself to believe in God and the afterlife.  If so, there is no basis for morality (there is nothing holding us accountable!), and anything goes.
What do we do with this? Well, hmmm… we are endowed with a conscience, aren’t we?
As Zosima explains… Chapter 5 of book 2 on page 81 Ignat Avsey translation…
“If there is anything, even in our time, that can protect society and reform the criminal, make a new person of him, then it is Christ's law alone, operating through his own conscience. Only by recognizing his own guilt as a son of Christ's society, that is, of the Church, can the criminal recognize his guilt before society itself, that is, before the Church.”
What is Christ’s law here? The best I can come up with is that it’s not well-defined but may be best interpreted as ‘Love Thy neighbor’.  So, when someone transgresses against their neighbor, they should naturally experience guilt.
If God is love, then He works through us; a person's conscience is activated when someone loves (forgives and supports) them.  This in turn leads them to examine their conduct (Am I abiding by Christ’s law?).  If they have indeed transgressed, they feel guilt and a desire to confess and redeem themselves.
Isn’t this what happens when Zosima prostrates himself in front of Dmitry?
Chapter 6 of book 2 on page 94 Ignat Avsey translation…
“For a few moments Dmitry Fyodorovich stood thunderstruck: the starets kneeling at his feet—what could it mean? At last he cried out, 'Oh God!' and, covering his face with his hands, rushed out of the room.”
Did the unconditional, non-judgmental love shown by Zosima activate Christ’s law (Love Thy Neighbor) which then acting though Dmitry’s conscience cut him to the quick (i.e., led him to strongly rebuke himself)?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Good insight!
Would you mind marking that part of Raskolnikov as spoilers?


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        Just some thoughts on punishment vs. love and shame vs. guilt as means to reform.
The state attempts to reform the criminal by punishing them.  And they are punished by locking them away and through hard labor.  This, of course, only alienates them from society.  The result is that they only grow to resent and to blame society for all their ills.
The church’s approach is different.  It neither ostracizes the criminal nor punishes them with hard labor.  Rather, the church forgives and welcomes the criminal into the fold; though they committed a heinous act they are nevertheless treated with love and respect.  Here, then, instead of the criminal being alienated from society, they are alienated from themself: their conscience rebukes them (e.g., how could you do something so terrible to such nice people!), they feel guilt for what they did, and they desire to amend their actions and become a functional member of society (Christ’s Church).
Chapter 5 of book 2 on page 82 Ignat Avsey translation…
“…the Church does not actually punish at present, but it reserves its judgement as a vision for the future, and the criminal instinctively recognizes this. What was said here a moment ago is perfectly true; if the judgement of the Church really were to be established in all its power, that is, if the whole of society were to become the Church, then not only would the judgement of the Church have a more reforming effect on the criminal than ever before, but indeed crime itself would perhaps be drastically reduced. And in many instances the Church of the future would have a quite different attitude to the criminal and to crime; it would be in a position to return the outcast to the fold, to warn the prospective transgressor and to succour the fallen.”
The state’s approach is thereby through shame, whereas the church’s is through guilt.  Shame leads to a sense that ‘one is bad’ and that ‘one cannot be fixed’ and is associated with a desire to cut oneself off from others (maybe even violently strike back at them!).  Guilt, on the other hand, leads to a sense that one ‘did something wrong’ and is associated with a desire to make amends and to reoccupy one’s position in the group.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+15)

        I was intrigued by Dmitri's statement "I had come to forgive him if he held out his hand; to forgive him, and ask forgiveness." On one hand, it shows a noble nature that we don't really see in Fyodor. Dmitri is hoping to patch things up with his father, whereas Fyodor is merely hoping to trap his son (telling him the wrong time, for instance). But the order of operations is off. Dmitri will ask for forgiveness only if his father goes first. It needs to be earned. I wonder if Z's bow at the end of the chapter sets up a counter-example. Z shows humility before Dmitri not because D has earned it, but because he is human and hurting. If D had done the same thing to his father, perhaps things would have turned out differently. (I'm operating under the assumption that things are going to turn out poorly, but hopefully I'm wrong!)


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Interesting take on Elder's bow to Dmitry. Yup, I completely agree with you.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+12)

        Ivan Fyodorovich and Elder Zosima finally met. One represents doubts, one represents faith. Perfect way for Dostoyevsky to explore and develop two contrasting themes simultaneously. It's genius.
Loved how both characters interacted with each other. Both acknowledging each other, conversing so as not to prove one right or wrong but with aim to enhance thier own's perspective. I find it very interesting that it was Elder Zosima who finally understood Ivan's struggle, and understood he himself doesn't believe on the idea he is presenting in the article.
Though I'm not sure I agree with Ivan's conclusion on immortality of human soul. If I'm not wrong he concluded that if one doesn't believe in immortality, he would be driven by his desires alone. They'll find evil-doing not only lawful but necessary too. They won't be troubled with thier morality in other sense.
! But this is exactly the point Dostoyevsky made in C&P I think. That even a liberal, extraordinary guy as Raskolnikov would be tortured by his consciousness. He didn't even had religion or morality at that time, religion came way after and was pathway for his redemption. His consciousness had been tormenting him since the moment of killing Pawnbroker and Lizaveta. !<

Also I can't help but imagine this scene everytime I think of Dmitry and Fyodor Karamazov greeting each other. Thanks u/CeleritasLucis XD
Edit: PS: I'm not sure why would Fyodor's servant would tell Mitya wrong time for the meeting. Was he working on Fyodor's instructions or did he had some personal reason behind it? What purpose could it possibly be?


    


    
        phaetan29 (+2)

        Can you please explain what does "Immortality of human soul" means? I recall having a hard time understanding it.


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        
here i have made a video about it.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        Sorry for late reply.
I may be wrong but I interpret "Immortality of human soul" as the idea that body may perish but soul is immortal,  life doesn't end at death, and you'll have to answer to God for your actions, where he will judge everyone. Basically the concept of God in afterlife.
Ivan said the if we reject the idea of "Immorality of human soul", that there is no God, no afterlife and one cease to exist after thier death and they won't be judged on thier actions, then there will be no morality, no reason for human to not to commit sins and maximize thier worldly pleasures, even at cost of others. I basically didn't agreed with this idea, and gave example of Raskolnikov.
Hope it helps :)


    


    
        phaetan29 (+2)

        Thanks! I also made a somewhat similar conclusion.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+15)

        It's interesting to me that the son who seems most estranged from Fyodor, Dmitri, is also the one who seems most like him.  He's apparently engaged in debauchery; he is or was engaged to a woman, but is now pursuing someone else; he seems prone to rages.


    


    
        Skibatumtee (+2)

        There’s some Oedipal/Girardian Mimetic Rivalry going on here for sure. 
I’m simplifying, but basically, if u did a 3 dimensional graph with similarity, mutual affection and scarcity of common aim on the 3 axes, the affection axis would go up in tandem with similarity as long as the availability of a common desired object remained the same, but as soon as scarcity of the desired object is perceived, the affection would steeply and immediately decline. 
I’d recommend ‘Deceit, Desire and the Novel’ by Girard for more on that. It’s fascinating stuff.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Oh that's a good point. I wonder if Dostoevsky is setting Fyodor up as a potential future version of Dmitri if he lets his anger take over, followed by the shame that follows.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        #Book 2 Chapter 5
So I'm trying to reconcile 2, maybe 3 threads of thought:
	Zosima appears agreeable to the proposal in Ivan's article, i.e. the church absorbing the state, and all the advantages it comes with,
	But then there's the notion (in book 1 chapter 3) that "some perceptive minds concluded that the article was simply a brazen attempt at mockery", which I do believe Ivan completely capable of (and I originally assumed was his real intention),
	The chapter of >!the grand inquisitor!< exists, where #1 does occur, but >!at the top of the mountain is someone of a very different disposition to that of Zosima's. I think it's important to note that Ivan tells this story.!<.

So back to #2: is Ivan actually trying to goad people into agreeing with his article's proposal, the way Zosima might have agreed? Is >!The Grand Inquisitor!< his counterargument? Is it a counterargument at all?
I might be getting into heavy spoiler territory off a bad tangent.
#Book 2 Chapter 6
"If the question cannot be resolved in a positive sense, it will never be resolved in a negative one either;..."

I wasn't sure what "positive" and "negative" meant here - I originally thought positive meant "in a favorable light", but some comments I'm reading seem to suggest "in the affirmative for immortality".
Still I love Zosima's words here:
"...you yourself know this attribute of your soul, and therein lies the reason for your torment. But give thanks to the Creator for endowing you with such a noble soul, capable of undergoing such torment..."

These words from Fyodor (RE the "creature") sound like Ivan:
YOSIF: "It wasn't for that kind of love that Christ forgave"

FYODOR: "Wrong, it was for that kind, precisely for that kind, holy monks, for just that kind! Here you are, saving your souls on pickled cabbage, and you imagine yourselves to be righteous! You eat gudgeon, one gudgeon a day, and you think you can buy God with gudgeon!"

Edit: saving some points for later weeks


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        Regarding positive and negative, my first reading also follows the interpretation of immortality does or does not exist. It seems to make the most sense.
The entire discussion by Ivan is very poignant in my eyes. I think I find myself doing a very similar thing in my own discussions regarding faith: I am able to make substantial arguments and conclusions for one premise or another, but I myself am never quite sure if I believe in the argument, or I am trying to goad people into a belief or discussion.
Zosima seems to understand the indecision on Ivan’s part, and he doesn’t try to answer one way or another, but acknowledges that it can’t be decided in the affirmative or the contrary. And then he praises Ivan for his ability to wrestle with such questions.
Great characters, great writing.


    


    
        jonana1 (+6)

        I feel like there are so many things in these two chapters alone that would require entirely another book in order to be properly discussed!
This quote stood out to me:
"Take the Church’s own view of crime: should it not change from the present, almost pagan view, [...] and transform, fully now and not falsely, into the idea of the regeneration of man anew, of his restoration and salvation ... ?”
Dostoevsky cleverly incapsulates the debate of a century in just a few words. At the end on the 19th century, Russia was looking for a "revitalised" faith, in the sense that a lot of writers, artists, and intellectuals touched upon themes like mysticism or spiritualism and they had a certain "attraction" towards the private prayer, the subconscious etc. Probably Dostoevsky was referring to the materialistic views of the state that led Russia to a moral disaster and Miusov represents the liberalist (quite utopic) society?
There is also this quote right here: "It is true,” the elder smiled, “that now Christian society itself is not yet ready, and stands only on seven righteous men". Is this a reference to the Seven Sages of Greece ? Seeing as the aphorisms of these men are considered to be just legends, is the staret mocking the Church?
Another interesting quote: "Incidentally, it turns out that socialism is confused with Christianity not only by liberals and dilettantes, but along with them, in many cases, by gendarmes as well.." Seems that things did not change that much since the 19th century.
Then there is also Dmitry's curious outburst when he hears that "Evildoing should be acknowledged as the most necessary and most intelligent solution for the situation of every godless person". Up until that point, he remained silent and even wanted to change the subject of the conversation, but these words right here sparked his interest. What is Dmitry thinking about?
And last but not least, we have Ivan who, instead of receiving the staret's blessing, he goes on an kisses his hand. What is Ivan trying to say by this gesture? Is he denying the holy rites (the blessing) and instead accepts only the love of the church (the kiss)? Is he only trying to show respect? (even so, respect just because the staret is an elder or because they have the same ideas?).


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+3)

        About the "seven sages of Greece". My translation has a notation on that passage that refers to the Book of Acts 6:3 this is the passage where Jesus tells his disciples to find 7 righteous men among them. I think this is what Zosima is referreing to, but I still don't quite get what he is trying to say with it.
Edit: oh I see now that this has been pointed out already.


    


    
        michachu (+8)

        And last but not least, we have Ivan who, instead of receiving the staret's blessing, he goes on an kisses his hand. What is Ivan trying to say by this gesture? Is he denying the holy rites (the blessing) and instead accepts only the love of the church (the kiss)? Is he only trying to show respect? (even so, respect just because the staret is an elder or because they have the same ideas?).

That's really interesting - I only took it as Ivan wanting to show his sincerity, i.e. by pre-empting with his own gesture he publicly acknowledges the starets' keen perceptiveness and other qualities. My reasoning for this is that he's thunderstruck by the starets' insight into his personal torment (which is unravelled in full in >!the nightmare chapter!<), and I'm certain.. appreciative of it. He needs an entire 2 chapters to explain it to Alyosha, meanwhile this dude is reading him on their first encounter mostly via discussion of an article he hasn't even read.


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        As I understand it, he both received the blessing and kissed the elder’s hand:
“… the latter rose from his seat, went up to him, received his blessing, and kissing his hand went back to his place in silence.”


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        Yeah, I don't think Ivan is trying to be coy or clever here at all
In other news, that flair deserves a blessing all its own


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Thanks haha. There was something about my physiognomy that reminded me of him.


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        Wow, you have given me a lot to think about. It is so interesting seeing how Dostoevsky put his philosophies to the test by looking at them from the point of view of the starets.
Looking at one of your points:
There is also this quote right here: "It is true,” the elder smiled, “that now Christian society itself is not yet ready, and stands only on seven righteous men". Is this a reference to the Seven Sages of Greece ? Seeing as the aphorisms of these men are considered to be just legends, is the staret mocking the Church?

Like someone else mentioned, the McDuff edition’s notes reference Acts 6:3. Here is the entire section for some context:
“And in those days, when the number of the disciples was multiplied, there arose a murmuring of the Grecians against the Hebrews, because their widows were neglected in the daily ministration. Then the twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It is not reason that we should leave the word of God, and serve tables. Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among you seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost and wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business. But we will give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the ministry of the word. And the saying pleased the whole multitude: and they chose Stephen, a man full of faith and of the Holy Ghost, and Philip, and Prochorus, and Nicanor, and Timon, and Parmenas, and Nicolas a proselyte of Antioch: Whom they set before the apostles: and when they had prayed, they laid their hands on them.
And the word of God increased; and the number of the disciples multiplied in Jerusalem greatly; and a great company of the priests were obedient to the faith.”
These seven men were Greek-speaking, and the appointment of these men sparked the establishment of Christianity beyond Jerusalem, specially with Stephen and Philip.
You raised a good point with the element of mockery associated with the starets. I get the feeling that there might be a note of irony in the narrator’s voice describing the looks and behaviour of the starets and the monks, although this might just be the interpretation McDuff imposes in his translation. I didn’t sense the same tone in the narrator’s voice the first time I read the novel.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        What is Dmitry thinking about?

I think Dmitry saying "I shall remember" is a key moment in this book. This is one of the main reasons why I love this book so much. This will spoil a big part of the book so only open it if you're rereading. I think this moment is important because >! It is foreshadowing Dmitry's contribution in the murder of his father. Although he did not technically kill his father, Dmitry did attempt the murder willingly. Dmitry respects Ivan and really hates his father. So by proclaiming "Everything is permissible if there is no God" Ivan here unknowingly provides intellectual justification for Dmitry to attempt a murder. And it is only too late that Ivan realises, while listening to Smerdeyakov's confession, what he has done. And then Ivan is terrified as he finds himself guilty for his father's death because he provided the moral grounds for the crime.!<
...
Is this a reference to the Seven Sages of Greece?

McDuff has a note here that says this was a reference to Acts 6:3
Therefore, brothers, select from among you seven men confirmed to be full of the Spirit and wisdom. We will appoint this responsibility to them

I did not understand this, like much of the fifth chapter.


    


    
        jonana1 (+3)

        I was thinking exactly about that! I didn't want to go further because 1. it's quite a big spoiler and 2. in the P&V translation, Dmitry's dialogue line is not indented (i.e. it looks like this ), so I was a bit confused.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+22)

        How Ivan ignores Miusov is brilliant. It reminds me of Demons where Dostoevsky had a similar theme whereby the newer generation of liberals abhorred the previous generation.
It is also like Ivan does not take Miusov's ideas seriously. Neither do the monks it seems.
Ivan's article is interesting. It includes all three sects of Christianity: Protestantism, Catholocism, and Orthodoxy. He has a point in "Lutheranism" being Christianity absolved within the state, with the state at best giving some small area for it to be practised in. That's a reality in the West. Catholocism is Christianity turned into a state in itself, in Dostoevsky's view. It merges Church and state. But the "correct" one of Orthodoxy would absorb the state.
It seems this Christian Church would have higher goals. Crime would be less because to commit a crime would be to commit a sin. And also because such a society would be more lenient and aim at transformation rather than punishment and exile. It would take redemption seriously. But, crucially (Miusov misses this point), this does not mean Christianising the state's laws. That would be Catholocism and socialism. So trying to make the state virtuous is to miss the point.
Though I don't quite understand this either.
I think I understand Ivan's point on immortality. If we are immortal, then this life is not all there is. And if it is not all there is, our final goal is not here. And if our final goal is not here, then paradise won't be here either. I think. Conversely, take away immortality and this life is what there is. Us, our egoism, our pride, paradise on earth (i.e. socialism).
If Christianity is about self-sacrifice of theego for others, then if you take that away then we revert to egoism. That seems to be the drive here.
I like this:
“But can it be answered by me? Answered in the affirmative?” Ivan went on asking strangely, still looking at the elder with the same inexplicable smile.

“If it can’t be decided in the affirmative, it will never be decided in the negative. You know that that is the peculiarity of your heart, and all its suffering is due to it.

Ivan has a problem. If immortality can be proved rationally, then it could also perhaps be disproved rationally. But if it can never be proved or disproved, then he will never know. Not by reason anyway. And that is what bothers him. He would be willing to believe in immortality on rational grounds. But as there are not rational grounds for or against it, he is left with an irritating agnosticism. He can't know.
Both Ivan and Dmitry had their moments with Zossima here. Alyosha as his acolyte doesn't need one yet. But all three brothers are influenced by him. Ivan out of his own will received Zossima's blessing and kissed his hands. And Zossima bowed before Dmitry.
I think this is also a contrast to their relationship with Fyodor, the other paternal figure.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+16)

        Irritating agnosticism, great phrase for it.
Agree with your understanding of Ivan’s immortality argument. Because I had to look it up, egoism is the ethical theory that a man’s self interest is the basis of morality. So if we’re not immortal, egoism (self interest) prevails. If we are immortal (we’re going to be judged and paradise comes later as you say), then love of your neighbor (rather than yourself) becomes the prevailing virtue.
On another note: isn’t that an interesting loop? Assume we are immortal according to Ivan’s argument. Then paradise is our goal by way of loving our neighbor. But we’re still only loving our neighbor to act in our own self interest, right? To obtain paradise?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        You are completely right. That's where the question of socialism comes in.
For Dostoevsky, the moment altruism becomes a means to serve egoism it is destroyed. That's why he was against socialism. At least an atheistic one. It appeals to self-interest: help each other SO THAT you can benefit. That for Dostoevsky destroys the point. That's why true socialism can only be achieved in willing self-sacrifice of the ego for one another without a reward in sight.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        Awesome tidbit, thanks for sharing.  I’m listening to Atlas Shrugged in parallel, it’s like worlds of thought are converging.


    


    
        ahop21 (+1)

        A kindred spirit! I read Atlas Shrugged just recently, and I am making my way through Rand & Co's selection of essays entitled Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal concurrently to reading TBK here. Curious if your insights on TBK will at all line up with my own given this particular similar influence as we read -- can you elaborate on your comment about this feeling like "worlds of thought are converging", in this context?


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+1)

        Of course, with the caveat that I’m only halfway through Atlas Shrugged. From what I’ve picked up Rand, as an atheist, basically advocates for egoism as a righteous moral standard throughout the book - Rearden and Dagne work for money and their own rewards, and explicitly don’t work to benefit mankind or to help the less fortunate, although that is a byproduct. They rage against the influence of the looters and their stated intentions of helping the little guy (regardless of whether the looters are effective or honest, the two groups have different intentions).
Dostoevsky seems more likely to see egoism as an unfortunate product of a non-Christian world, but I think it comes to the same result: a belief that socialism is flawed given the assumption that men aren’t Christian and are therefore egoists.
I’m taking some leaps with my knowledge of Dostoevsky, interested to hear your thoughts.


    


    
        ahop21 (+3)

        That sounds spot on for Rand. Her philosophy (Objectivism) advocates for rational egoism on the basis that one's own life is the highest value, and therefore happiness in this world is the purpose of life. Which is to say: acting against one's own self-interest is both irrational and immoral. In her view, selflessness is not a shining standard of the good, rather, it is akin to sacrificing one's own life and value for the sake of another. Or as she'd say: 'to treat man not as man, but as a sacrificial animal'. There are caveats of course - many of which are semantic and based heavily in language - but that's the basic point as I understand it.
It's interesting that Dostoevsky says that altruism is destroyed as soon as it becomes a means to serve one's own self-interest. Rand would likely argue that this is the only time that "altruism", as we generally think of it, would be moral at all. She rails against the notion that anyone should be forced to give away their means/labor/goods/etc to someone else just because they are 'in need' - this should be done only if there is a benefit to be gained by the actor giving away those means/labor/goods/etc.
From what I’ve picked up Rand, as an atheist, basically advocates for egoism as a righteous moral standard

Exactly. Furthermore, she rejects socialism AND Christianity on the basis that both hold, as a foundational belief, that self-sacrifice is how mankind achieves utopia (whether in this life or the next). Ultimately, it seems that Rand's philosophy more or less agrees with the idea proposed by Ivan that without immortality, we are left with egoism. However while Ivan suggests this necessarily leads to a world of immorality and lawlessness, Rand embraces egoism and proposes a system through which it could (allegedly) yield man's highest flourishing.


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        Both Ivan and Dmitry had their moments with Zossima here.

Yes! Also, the title of the fifth chapter is a quote by Ivan, and that of the sixth is a quote by Dmitri. These chapters were really dedicated to the two brother's interaction with Zossima.
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Ivan discussed his article on ecclesiastical courts with the monks. He also spoke about the necessity for the immortality of the soul.
Zossima blessed Ivan and bowed before Dmitry.
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We learn from Rakitin that that he thinks there will be a crime committed soon among the Karamazovs. We learn that "creature" is called Grushenka. He says Grushenka wants him to bring Alyosha to her. According to him, Ivan is after Dmitri's fiance.
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        ivanpkaramazov (+8)

        I am late to this. Wonderful discussion as always. I really enjoyed Fyodor saying this to father superior. Always love when religious institutions who often gobble up property and money are attacked
“Tut—tut—tut—sanctimoniousness and stock phrases! Old phrases and old gestures. The old lies and formal prostrations. We know all about them. A kiss on the lips and a dagger in the heart, as in Schiller’s Robbers. I don’t like falsehood, Fathers, I want the truth. But the truth is not to be found in eating gudgeon and that I proclaim aloud! Father monks, why do you fast? Why do you expect reward in heaven for that? Why, for reward like that I will come and fast too! No, saintly monk, you try being virtuous in the world, do good to society, without shutting yourself up in a monastery at other people’s expense, and without expecting a reward up aloft for it—you’ll find that a bit harder. I can talk sense, too, Father Superior. What have they got here?” He went up to the table. “Old port wine, mead brewed by the Eliseyev Brothers. Fie, fie, fathers! That is something beyond gudgeon. Look at the bottles the fathers have brought out, he he he! And who has provided it all? The Russian peasant, the laborer, brings here the farthing earned by his horny hand, wringing it from his family and the tax‐gatherer! You bleed the people, you know, holy fathers.”


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+12)

        I love how Dostoevsky elucidates psychology.  Here he explains the curious origins of Fyodor’s spitefulness.
Chapter 2 of book 8 on page 109 Ignat Avsey translation …
“He wanted to take revenge on everyone for his own tricks. He remembered too how he had once been asked long ago: 'Why do you hate so-and-so so much?' And he had replied in a fit of clownish impudence: How shall I put it to you? It's true he hasn't done me any harm, whereas I played one of the dirtiest tricks imaginable on him, and the moment I had done so, I suddenly couldn't stand the sight of him.’… His innermost feeling at this moment could perhaps have been expressed as follows: 'I can't hope to rehabilitate myself now, so I'll spit in their faces and be damned! I'll not be ashamed of myself in front of them and that's that!'”
Fyodor thus intentionally insults others and by doing so he feels ashamed.  But that shame only makes him hateful and vengeful. This all harkens back to Zosima’s insight about the gratification that comes from taking offense, I think.  In reply to that, if you remember, Fyodor went on about how much he enjoys this…
Chapter 2 of book 2 on page 56 Ignat Avsey translation…
“Exactly, all my life I've been taking offence and enjoying it, taking aesthetic pleasure from it, because it isn't only gratifying, at times it can be sheer joy to be offended—that's what you've forgotten, Most Reverend Father, sheer joy!”
My God, we are such loathsome creatures! Ha-ha… I find myself both cringing and laughing at his antics.  It just seems all so contrived with Fyodor, like it’s a big game he relishes in playing; he’s such a troll!


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+8)

        Why does Fyodor call Ivan "Karl von Moor"? Any significance?


    


    
        meherabrox999 (+2)

        Did you find the reason? I'm quite confused about that part.


    


    
        Final-Yak-8323 (+1)

        In Schillers Robbers, Karl (Ivan) is the fathers favourite. This partially causes some tension with the other brother, Franz (Dmitri). Can draw some parallels already. Perhaps adds to some of the Rakitin foreshadowing.
I've just started reading TBK but have noticed that FD does mention Schiller in another book, I think it was Demons.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        Ivan's entire theory is a piece of vileness! Mankind will find within it the strength to live for virtue, even if it doesn't believe in the immortality of the soul! It will find it in a love of liberty, equality and fraternity...

Rakitin seems such an interesting character. I wonder how come he became a fellow seminary along with Alyosha. His idea are much much closer to a French liberal, a revolutionary than I would expect from a person associated with church. Though he described Ivan so accurately in a single line:
He (Ivan) isn't on quest of money, or peace of mind. He may possibly be in quest of torment.

Elder Zosima made prediction for Alyosha that he presently do not belong in church. He have much travrlling ot do, get married, endure hardship and then he will return to the church. But Elder wasn't the only character who made prediction for someone. Ivan too seems to made a detailed prediction for Rakitin.
If I (Rakitin) didn't assent to the career of an abbot , I would without question depart for St Petersburg and attach myself to one of the "fat" journals, most likely in the critical section, write doe a dozen years or so and end by transferring the journal to my ownership. Then I'd reissue it, most likely in the critical section, write for a dozen years or so and end by transferring to the journal to my ownership. Then I'd reissue it, most likely with a liberal, atheistic slant and a nuance of socialism, even a little out-and out socialism, but keeping my ears pricked up, or rather, to be more precise, running with the hare and hunting with the hounds and deceiving the fools. The end of my career, according to your brother's interpretation, will consist in my dash of socialism not preventing me from putting the money raised from subscriptions into a current account and on occasion investing it in stock and shares, under the guidance of some little Jew or other, until such times as I'm able to rustle up the resources to build myself a St Petersburg tenement into which I shall move the journal's editorial offices, letting the remaining floors to tenants, He even predicted the site of the tenement: near the New Kamenny Bridge over the Neva from Liteyny Prospect to the Vyborg Side, which they're planning to build in the capital...

:Warning for some heavy speculation territory:
I'm not sure Ivan Fyodorovich predicted it in jest or what, but it's hard to imagine him in mood of jest. If he seriously predicted this, is Dostoyevsky trying to portray him as opposite to Elder Zosima, like Ivan is at higher level to an ordinary nihilist as Elder Zosima is higher level to a novice Alyosha? They both predicted future for someone who resembles their ideas (Elder predicted for Alyosha, Ivan predicted Rakitin). They seemed to exchange their thoughts among each other in previous chapter freely almost as an equals would do. >!At least it wasn't as big of an authority gap as it was between Ivan and Alexei in chapter Grand Inquisitor, where Ivan continuously attacked Alyosha, and Alyosha couldn't give a single reasonable logical reply. Though towards the end Alyosha gave a powerful reply, which I would save for that chapter. !<  If that is the case that Ivan is developed as a character opposite of Elder, Rakitin would be opposite to Alyosha too (which he seems to be). >!Dostoyevsky had plans for Alyosha in his intended sequel, could he possibly have planned something for Rakitin too?!<


    


    
        michachu (+6)

        He (Ivan) isn't on quest of money, or peace of mind. He may possibly be in quest of torment.

I think Alyosha said this and not Rakitin.
They seemed to exchange their thoughts among each other in previous chapter freely almost as an equals would do.

I agree with this! I imagine for Ivan this was a shock - finding someone who understood him spiritually, possibly for the first time in his life.
But I would argue there's still a considerable gap in worldliness; Zosima is able to grasp Ivan's essence in a single meeting, articulating Ivan's article for others despite not having read it, all off a discussion in the room that began in his absence. Meanwhile >!Ivan needs 2 chapter to lay out his essence to Alyosha later on (Rebellion and The Grand Inquisitor).!< I feel like Zosima could get close to converting Ivan if they spent a month in the same accommodation.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        Yeah you're right on Rakitin-Alyosha confusion. I must've confused that line while reading. My bad :P
But I would argue there's still considerable gap between the worldliness

Yup totally agreed. If Ivan was comfortable enough to speak with Elder Zosima freely, it was because Elder let him be. I just meant that their character is dual to each other.
Edit: spellings.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+2)

        I think you're onto something here. I believe Rakitin was even called Alyosha's opposite in one of the chapters. Maybe this wasn't intentional but you could very well look at them that way. >!Although I think that Smerdyakov could also kind of serve as Ivan's inferior!<, but maybe I'm wrong about that it's been a long time since I've read it.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+2)

        Ah yes. >! Smerdayakov!< You're right, I believe he could be too. >!If I'm not mistaken, he kind of see himself to be his follower in a sense, it was Ivan who rejected him!<


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+2)

        Spoilers ahead:
yeah, I felt kind of bad for him the first time I've read BK. He wanted to be Ivan's companion really bad but Ivan despised him (for quite understandable reasons I think). He was always an interesting character to me but I've never read the whole book so I wonder what is going to happen with him. For me BK is the most difficult book of Dostoevsky to comprehend in its entirety. It's difficult to keep track of all the different characters and their viewpoints.


    


    
        proseboy (+9)

        Everyone always knew the father is a big clown, so why did the sons agree to this strange meeting in the monastery? Especially Ivan, what did he have to gain from this?


    


    
        Aiel_Aviendha (+6)

        I think  the idea for the meeting was that zossima would help speak some sense into Dimitry and Fyodor. Perhaps a Hail Mary attempt, but it was at least something to try and patch their relationship.
It was even talked about how Alexey/Alyosha was nervous about the meeting and knew his family would embarrass themselves


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+4)

        Rakatin speculated that Ivan has a lot to gain from the feud between Dmitri and his father. He told Alyosha that he can get Katerina if they fight over Grushenka. But that is quite a cynical explanation. Maybe he was just interested to see Zosima. Ivan is quite difficult to understand sometimes.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+11)

        I'm amazed that Fyodor's rant before the Father Superior ends up getting him (or almost getting him, because Ivan seems to prevent him from getting on the carriage) a convert, Maximov!


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+5)

        Yeah, what was up with that? Fyodor insults Maximov (Von Sohn) but he wanted to go with him. I wonder if we'll learn more about that character


    


    
        takii_royal (+1)

        It was quite obvious to me. Fyodor promised Maximov, a poor farmer, an easy life full of good food, alcohol, and comfort. We expect him to be humble and be appalled by the offer (per his previous character interactions) so the reveal he's as much of a flawed human as anyone else is a bit surprising to the reader.
Ivan spared him of an awful fate by pushing him, I say Fyodor would've kept toying with "Von Sohn" and belittling him until he got tired of it and left Maximov with nowhere to go.
That's how I interpreted it, anyways. I'm still reading the novel.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        I didn’t quite follow that either.


    


    
        takii_royal (+1)

        It was quite obvious to me. Fyodor promised Maximov, a poor farmer, an easy life full of good food, alcohol, and comfort. We expect him to be humble and be appalled by the offer (per his previous character interactions) so the reveal he's as much of a flawed human as anyone else is a bit surprising to the reader.
Ivan spared him of an awful fate by pushing him, I say Fyodor would've kept toying with "Von Sohn" and belittling him until he got tired of it and left Maximov with nowhere to go.
That's how I interpreted it, anyways. I'm still reading the novel.


    


    
        michachu (+17)

        Okay, yeah so Rakitin is a bit of a dick. Still he spells a lot of things out for us: the "practical jokes" Ivan is playing by writing theological articles, the implications of Zosima's bow, the sordid details of the dynamics between Ivan/Dmitri/Katerina/Grushenka/Fyodor, and finally the sensual 'Karamazov nature'. In a novel full of extreme personalities, he's a cynical spectator we can relate to (though I dont' remember what happens to him the rest of the book).
I still do love the description of Rakitin:
...Alyosha, who was very attached to him, was tortured by the fact that his friend was dishonourable - and that not only was he totally unaware of this, but just because he knew he would not steal money lying on a table he considered himself unquestionably to be a man of the highest integrity. No one, not even Alyosha, could convince him otherwise.

The farce Fyodor puts us through is amazing, and I don't think I'll ever get bored of him trying to give Miusov a stroke.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Made me think of the line from The Big Lebowski: “You’re not wrong, you’re just an asshole.” But of course going through life as an asshole sometimes does lead someone to miss things due to their cynical nature, as seems to be the case with Rakitin.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+12)

        I really wonder what someone like Rakatin is doing in the monastery. He is really different from the other monks like Iosif and the like. He strikes me more as a cynical atheist.
I loved how Ivan supposedly characterized him and predicted how his future could have been, with the socialist magazines.


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        I think his character says something about how even holy and pure acts can be pursued with an ego


    


    
        BecomingNostalgia (+4)

        He definitely sticks out from the rest of the folk there. Very bitter person.


    


    
        benipres (+8)

        I am not sure if there is any relation at all but just wanted to share this idea that maybe Fjodor is refering to this proverb when he is yelling at father superior at the dinner.
This is a Bible proverb at the beginning of the book ;
" Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except a corn of wheat fall into the
  
ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it dies, it bringeth forth much
  
fruit."
This is the Fjodor speaking to Father superior;
Excuse me, Father Superior,
 although I'm a buffoon and play the buffoon, still I'm an honorable knight
  
and I want to have my say. Yes, I'm an honorable knight, and in Pyotr Alexandrovich
  
there is wounded vanity and nothing more. I came here today, perhaps, to
  
look around and have my say. My son Alexei is saving his soul here; I'm a father,
  
I'm concerned for his future, and I ought to be concerned. I was listening and
  
performing and quietly observing, and now I want to give you the last act of the
  
performance. How is it with us generally?  With us, once a thing falls, it lies there.
  
With us, if a thing once falls, it can lie there forever. I won't have it, sirs! I want to
  
rise! Holy fathers, you make me indignant.
I don't think Fjodor has read the Bible at all, but here in this dialogue, it sounds like he is aware that he is a fallen man and wants to have a chance to plant a seed and save himself somehow. Would Dostoyevski put this proverb in Fjodor's mouth or is it just my reading? By the way, I am reading a translation of P&V so it may be a translation thing as well.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        With us, once a thing falls, it lies there. With us, if a thing once falls, it can lie there forever. I won't have it, sirs! I want to rise!

That's a great catch - the Avsey translation misses this completely!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        He definitely read it. His statements are full of referenced to literature. Which, I think, shows he is not an idiot. He is a cultured man deciding to be uncultured.


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+8)

        Sorry, a bit off-topic, while I was reading this, the character of Rakitin reminded me of Lord Varys of Game of Thrones. He is something to watch out for. Trusting him can have dire consequences. I wonder if George R.R. Martin read Dostoyevsky🤔..☺


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        Varys seems to good-intentioned to me, would Little Finger be a closer match?


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+2)

        🤔you might be right😏


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        Haha yeah I was reading this thinking "wow, this Rakitin guy is a bit of a dick."


    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+3)

        🤣agree, he's an interesting piece of..character!😁...I bet there'll be more of those types as we turn the pages


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        This passage where Zossima tells Alyosha he will have a wife and see a great sorrow seems to be a very early prelude to Dostoevsky's >!sequel !<where Alyosha will in fact>! marry, suffer,!< and at the end >!repent!<.
Rakitin seems like Alyosha's evil counter-part. Also a young novice in the monastery, but cynical whereas Alyosha is faithful. It's interesting that Rakitin was surprised when Alyosha told him he also thought of that possibility of murder. As if at that moment the Karamazov side of Alyosha came through and united him with Rakitin's cynicism.
I don't know if Joseph Frank or C. S. Lewis or someone else made this point (Lewis I think), but the cynical or evil people can see the evil in others but they miss the good. It's like saying man is an animal, which is true, but missing what makes him more than that. Similarly Rakitin shares Alyosha's insight - he analysed Dmitry and saw what drives him. His sensuality. He sees the evil. But he doesn't see the good. Not in Dmitry or Zossima or others. And that is a weakness. Good understands evil, but evil cannot understand good. The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness does not comprehend it.
BUT I think in this chapter Rakitin outdoes Alyosha in insight. This is a mild spoiler, but Rakitin is right that Dmitry >!desires Grushenka!<. And he is right (larger spoiler) that Dmitry might>!kill his fathe!<r. Alyosha does not believe the former, and he doubts the latter. But ultimately Rakitin will >!fail !<by not seeing the good. He will not predict >!Grushenka choosing Dmitry out of love!< and he will not predict >!that Dmitry will be innocent!<. His cynicism will >!blind him!<.
It is almost like Rakitin is Alyosha's devil just like >!Ivan will have his devil!<.
"You're a sensualist from your father, a crazy saint from your mother".
Alyosha encapsulates both these dimensions in him. His dark side and his lighter side (though it's always interesting to remember that Ivan has the same parents).
"That's where Dmitry comes in, he has no money, but he's red to marry her".
Here we see an interesting contrast between Dmitry and his father. Both sensual and passionate. But Fyodor wants to use Grushenka as a prise, whereas for Dmitry she is the prise. Fyodor wants to sleep with her but Dmitry wants to marry her. Perhaps he wants to marry her because of her beauty and for bad reasons, but nonetheless he wants to marry. There's a glimmer of virtue there.
By the way, isn't it brilliant how Dostoevsky hypes up Grushenka and Dmitry's fiance (>!Katerina!<) like this? We learn about them through rumour. It reminds me of The Idiot where Myshkin constantly hears about Natasha from different people before finally meeting her. Only after I wrote the above did we finally learn his fiance's name: Katerina. Dmitry said her name while dancing with gypsies.
It's interesting that Rakitin calls Ivan "A man of no consequence and a beggar".
I love how Ivan acted at the end. Getting rid of Maximov and shutting down his father.
Let's reflect on Book 2 a moment. Book 1 was clearly the introduction. Book 2 brought all the characters together - minus the two women. It also set up and deepened the divisions between everyone, while hinting at future events.
Book 3 is the end of Part 1. Something to keep in mind as well.
One more thing:
"Why, it was you that got up all this monastery business. You urged it, you approved of it. Why are you angry now?"

Fyodor right now.


    


    
        l0renzo- (+6)

        I know it’s been a year. But buddy, your spoiler tags don’t work if you only cover up the word that’s the spoiler. I can get nearly everything out of context. Make your spoiler tags bigger, come on.


    


    
        Twintysix (+1)

        Exactly my thoughts, i skipped the entire paragraph cause it was making me feel anxious lol


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Wonderful summary, as always! I love your point at how brilliantly Dostoevsky delivers exposition on the two women. It’s hidden in engaging dialogue, so we’re not aware that D is feeding us information. And even then, he’s feeding us partial information, since we’re getting rumors. We have to decide how much we should weigh these details, which sucks us into the story.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+6)

        Hey, why can't I see these posts in the main subreddit?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        I schedule these posts so that they don't flood the subreddit. But they're accessible through the chapter list.
They will post automatically at 5 AM GMT.


    

Another Reputation Ruined

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
Dmitry assaulted Fyodor. Afterwards Alyosha visited Katerina where he also encountered Grushenka.

Today
	Another Reputation Ruined

Alyosha encountered Dmitri between the house and the monastery. He told him all that happened. Dmitri said he might be ruined and that he will not see Alyosha again.
Alyosha then went to the monastery where he realised Zossima is dying. Before he went to sleep he found a love letter from Lise.

Chapter list
Character list
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        We only read chapter 11 today to close off Book III and Part 1.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        I’m curious about the serialized publication. What would the end of Part I have meant? Was there a break between this and the next book or is this merely a structural distinction?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        This chapter has one of the few thing about Elder Zosima I don't understand/don't agrees with. Why would Elder wants to read letters by monk's family before monks themselves? Why this lack of privacy? I can unwillingly accept the idea of monks making confessions to Elder in public but reading thier letters is too much.
This would also mean Alyosha breaks the monastery law by reading Lise's letter before giving it to Elder (though he was not in condition to read it). I don't know if this all means anything but this all is confusing me.


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+2)

        I did not catch this! I was confused about why there was a page about the open confessions and Zosima reading the letters. It seemed somewhat irrelevant and out of no where.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        This would also mean Alyosha breaks the monastery law by reading Lise's letter before giving it to Elder

That's a very good catch. I didn't see that. Alyosha opened the letter just a few paragraphs after we hear about Zossima opening the letters. That's no coincidence. Alyosha even felt somewhat sinful, yet he didn't let Zossima read it. That Karamazov spirit is in him too, even if just a tiny bit.
But as to why, I think it has to do with the trust and openness in this mirror of the perfect society. In the Garden of Eden there are no secrets and no shame. Compare that with all the intrigue and secrets in Book 3 and before. Ivan with some agenda. Grushenka with some agenda. Fyodor who wants Ivan to leave so he can be with her. Dmitri who is hiding something. The world of Zossima is the opposite.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+3)

        I don't think the world of Zossima is opposite. Even in the monastery it seems the monks lie to avoid the public confession to 'seem' to be complying with the practice. Monastery is not without secrets and intrigue it would seem.


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+1)

        Agreed. The anxiety and deceit surrounding the open confessions do seem to show that even the monastery is not perfect. Also as an aside, why does Zosima open and read the letters before the receiver? Does this show a inherent level of distrust in the monastery?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        In the Garden of Eden there are no secrets and no shame. Compare that with all the intrigue and secrets in Book 3 and before.

Oh that's a great point. That makes sense. Thanks.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+10)

        Almost a dozen rereads and never caught Alyosha's rule breaking!
However, I think (especially with what we'll learn from Zosima a little later) that this perfect world of Zosima isn't too idealistic, which I think is really one of Dostoevsky's major points. If we acknowledge that it is entirely human to fall, to stumble, to feel shame, that everyone, even someone 'pure' or 'perfect' like Alyosha has this "Karamazovian insect" of sensuality, of impulses and thrusts of pride and want, then and only then does Zosima world of listening and kindness become possible. Let's not all be Dmitri and ballet ourselves off a cliff. Let's not be Fyodor and snarkly remark at everything that moves. Let's not be Ivan >!and become fixated on the terrible cruelty we are capable of, to the point where life can only be an abstract love.!< Let's not be Smerdyakov >!and throw through life listlessly, acting as if it truly doesn't matter. Let's not be Grushenka and lash out at others in fear of relational failings. Let's not be Katerina and hold onto long grudges only to act on them in fatal ways.!< If we get past the pains of the world, if we get past our injured ego and perceived injustices, maybe we can properly live in this world together. Let's remember not just the tough stuff, but the good memories, so that one day those good seeds can bring forth much fruit.
Also, the monastic rule of no secrets makes sense within the smaller context of a group of people committing themselves to this more ascetic lifestyle. Importantly, Alyosha is not a monk!


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+3)

        If we get past the pains of the world, if we get past our injured ego and perceived injustices, maybe we can properly live in this world together.

I needed this!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+2)

        Excellent analysis on each character. Beautifully expressed. Thanks.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+2)

        Thank you! Excellent stuff!
Every character serves as a warning to us.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+9)

        Two impressions:
Dmitry is very caught up in passions, isn’t he? He sets out to wait for Alyosha, but while he’s waiting he thinks about hanging himself, but he doesn’t go through with it because Alyosha gets there first. He’s just swept violently from one thing to another, the same as in his love life.
Second, Lise seems very childish to me.  I guess she’s around 14 years old? She is still flirting with boys by teasing them, and her love letter seemed rather… shallow. I will be very disappointed if Alyosha capitulates to her affection. It would be as if Alyosha himself was just swept along by the will of others, rather than taking control of his own destiny (although I suppose that would fit his character to some degree).


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+1)

        He sets out to wait for Alyosha, but while he’s waiting he thinks about hanging himself, but he doesn’t go through with it because Alyosha gets there first.

My initial read was to liken it to Fyodor's impulsive lying, but you might be right here. Especially since he did just beat up his father. Even though Fyodor might have deserved it, Dmitry still understands a line has been crossed.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+2)

        Agreed, I don't get Alyosha at all. He seems to have no agency of his own. Merely things happen to him and he is propelled to action by others.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Yeah she's 14, which makes this a bit weird. But Alyosha is 20, and if they wait like Lise said then that is just four years. Especially if they could be betrothed at her being 16 I think. From what I've read from Russian literature this was not uncommon.


    


    
        benipres (+11)

        I agree with others on how good is book 3 but for me especially the ending and this paragraph.
"P.S. Only, Alyosha, you must, must, must come! Lise." Alyosha read the note  
with surprise, read it a second time, thought a moment, and suddenly laughed  
softly and sweetly. Then he gave a start; this laughter seemed sinful to him. But  
a moment later he laughed again just as softly and happily. He slowly put the  
note into the little envelope, crossed himself, and lay down. The confusion in his  
soul suddenly passed. "Lord have mercy on them all today, unhappy and stormy  
as they are, preserve and guide them. All ways are yours: save them according  
to your ways. You are love, you will send joy to all!" Alyosha murmured, crossing  
himself and falling into a serene sleep."
After putting and testing Alyosha in front of so many extraordinary situations and by evoking on him every kind of feeling from sadness, confusion, fear, trouble, and mixing them with all other possible feelings during the whole day, then Dostoyevski ends it beautifully with this love letter and perfect description of Alyosha’s joyful reaction after reading it. It is like giving Aloysha and us the readers some peace of mind in the end but somehow it still feels like it is only a calm before the storm.


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        Im currently reading War and Peace.
Im enjoying the summaries and discussion even I already finished reading BK back last year. This chapter was entertaining and quite funny despite its seriousness.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        War and Peace is a good book to compare BK with.
I read an academic article today which says that Ivan in his way critiques the ideas of Tolstoy in War and Peace.


    


    
        Coolgirlreadingbooks (+1)

        Hi 
I don’t know if you still remember but can share the article’s title?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        I will have to look for it. I cannot remember at all. But I would have downloaded it.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        I love how part one ends with the word "Alyosha", atleast in the orignal and McDuff translation.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+2)

        Thanks for noting that!  The Garnett translation ends it with "sleep," not "Alyosha."


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Yes I saw that too, I guess translations just doesn't sync well with orignal in word to word detail. Almost all translations started the book with "Alexei Fyodorovich Karamazov" and I just found out its not this way in the Russian orignal :(


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+8)

        Hope you're all enjoying the ride because it's about to get wild! Dostoevsky masterfully sets up his characters and lets them each interact with each other. Within his bibliography - although some may still not be satisfied with over 100 pages of 'intro' - he finally strikes the balance of setting up a satisfactory volume of characters to a in-depth-enough degree.
Now that all the springs are loaded, where is this mad horse going? We know where Alyosha at least intends on going (poor guy has been walked to and fro), and much weighs heavily on his heart. We know that a fair number of characters have been caught lying to themselves: Fyodor, Dmitri, Ivan, possibly even Katerina, and Grushenka. Remember Smerdyakov is around too; it may be easy to forget about him in the midst of the rest of the action.
I recall a couple comments I made previously about lying and being ashamed, particularly of oneself: one and two.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+2)

        I don't know, Ivan seems to be really honest with himself.


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+1)

        Ivan does seem to be very honest with himself. But it does seem like he's conflicted (i.e., what Zosima said to him) and he is trying to reckon with something inside himself. Two contradictory things fighting each other.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        Now that you mention it, Alyosha did put in some miles.  I wonder what his Fitbit step count registered for this day.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+12)

        "Here, I've written you a love letter. Oh, dear, what have I done?"
Absolutely love everything Lise says and her love is so earnest and she expresses in such an adorable/poetic way


    


    
        BecomingNostalgia (+11)

        I love when Dmitri finds out that Katrerina knows he told Grushenka about her ‘selling her beauty.’ Dostoevsky builds it as though he will explode with anger, but instead “Dmitri Fyodorovich suddenly dissolved in the most irrepressible, the most genuine laughter. He literally dissolved in laughter, and for a long time could not even speak for laughing.” I found this part hilarious (and shocking). He really is a scoundrel! This read is my first delve into Dostoevsky and absolutely loving it so far. I’m surprised, through the obvious sadness, how much humour there is too.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        The "selling her beauty" phrase brought two things to mind: (1) she's still bothered by it even though everyone knows her intentions were completely noble (to sell herself to save her father) so it's mostly her pride talking, and (2) it's such a contrast to Sonia in C&P who did this everyday to feed her siblings and parents.
I found this part hilarious (and shocking)

Oh good God yes, now that you mention it


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        As I started this chapter I realised everything from the beginning of book 2 to now happened in a single day. From the meeting at the monestary to Alyosha walking alone at night. I love it when a novel uses its time like this. It makes it more organic.
Someone pointed out recently that one of the characters (Ivan?) lied to themselves. Here I see the theme again. Dmitry says of Katerina:
No, she really was fascinated by Grushenka, that's to say, not by Grushenka, but by her own dream, her own delusion - because it was her dream, her delusion!

This is not a spoiler, but to put emphasis on it would spoil it. In this chapter Dmitry said the following. If you've read the book before you'd notice the significance of this.
>!“Stay, Alexey, one more confession to you alone!” cried Dmitri, suddenly turning back. “Look at me. Look at me well. You see here, here—there’s terrible disgrace in store for me.” (As he said “here,” Dmitri struck his chest with his fist with a strange air, as though the dishonor lay precisely on his chest, in some spot, in a pocket, perhaps, or hanging round his neck.) “You know me now, a scoundrel, an avowed scoundrel, but let me tell you that I’ve never done anything before and never shall again, anything that can compare in baseness with the dishonor which I bear now at this very minute on my breast, here, here, which will come to pass, though I’m perfectly free to stop it. I can stop it or carry it through, note that. Well, let me tell you, I shall carry it through. I shan’t stop it. I told you everything just now, but I didn’t tell you this, because even I had not brass enough for it. I can still pull up; if I do, I can give back the full half of my lost honor to‐morrow. But I shan’t pull up. I shall carry out my base plan, and you can bear witness that I told you so beforehand. !<


And here we reach the end both of Book 3 and Part 1. And what a beautiful and peaceful ending. Book 1 was purely exposition. The first point of the current narrative started at the monastery and it ended at the monastery. After all the vile drama we've seen, including in Book 1, we end on a peaceful note of Alyosha's prayer and peaceful sleep.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+2)

        I was shocked that this all happened in a single day and if not for Lise's letter I would never have realized that.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        The ending note of peace, in contrast with suffering, seems important.


    

In the Servant's Quarters

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
Fyodor embarrassed himself and others at the monks' meal.

Today
	In the Servants' Quarters

We learn more about Gregory and his wife, Marfa. They lost a deformed son at only a few weeks old.

	Lizaveta

We learn about Lizaveta. She was an "idiot" girl who lived in poverty of her own choice. There are rumours that she was raped by Fyodor decades ago. She died giving birth to Smerdyakov. Smerdyakov was raised by Gregory and became Fyodor's cook and valet.
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        WobbleWobbleWobble (+1)

        Four years too late! There is statement which I am very surprised was not brought up. It occurs only a few paragraphs into Book 3, Chp 1:
"Alyosha 'pierced his heart' by the fact that 'he lived, saw everything, and didn't condemn anything.' Besides, he brought with him something that his father had never seen before: a complete absence of contempt for him, his old man. On the contrary--constant affection and perfectly natural attachment to him, who deserved it so little. All of this came as a complete surprise to the old lecher and a man with no family ties, who had up to this time loved only 'depravity.' Upon Alyosha's departure, he admitted to himself that he had understood something that he had not wanted to understand before."

What did Fyodor admit to himself he understood that he had not wanted to understand before? Clearly, it relates to Alyosha's non-judgement and unconditional love. It seems to have made Fyodor realize something about himself--about his debauchery--that he has either long suppressed or could never name/ identify. To me, it reads as if Fyodor realizes one of two things: (1) There is true and honest good in the world, or (2) That Fyodor does want to feel/ be accepted.
The quotation above does come after we find out that Fyodor will randomly call upon Grigory--even in the late hours of night--to simply be observed and seen without judgement, absolved of the shame that was took a hold of his heart so suddenly. Being told--through absence--that his actions are okay. I wouldn't be surprised if Fyodor did not realize why he did this until Alyosha came around. At the same time, Fyodor's actions are very clearly driven by shame. Maybe he just didn't know that until now?


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+10)

        I thought Lizaveta's story was so bittersweet. The kindness of the community, her innocence, the line that implies she had a disability and those with a disability are closest to God. How different is that to Grigory's reaction to his son with 6 toes and how he didn't deserve to be christened because he is a dragon?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Thought it was interesting that Grigory "was fond of the book of Job" since that story focuses on the meaning of suffering, which I believe is going to be a central question in TBK (first time reading). Job explores the question of why bad stuff happens. A false dichotomy is provided that either it is because Job deserved it or because God is unjust. But later we see that Job is redeemed through his suffering and rewarded at the end (not necessarily because he 'deserved' that either, as he kind of lashed out at God). I'm curious to see if any of these ideas are explored in TBK.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        The story of Job always bugged me. The entire point is to show that suffering happens and it's right to bear it without any hope of reward, because God works in mysterious ways.. yet at the end Job is rewarded for bearing it, completely undermining that message.
There was some discussion from another week here for anyone interested in this thread (SPOILERS!):



    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        So I really like how the BibleProject describes the book. They stress that Job did not earn the bad things that happened to him, and he didn't earn the good things either. There is some method to all this madness, but we couldn't possibly figure out what it is. Us trying to take God to court (like what we see in the grand Inquisitor chapter) is kind of absurd. But good or bad things happening to you isn't salvation or hell.  The BibleProject also points out that most of the time when the Bible talks about heaven or hell, they're not talking about the next life, but rather an experience that you can bring about in this one when you accept that you are fully known and fully loved for exactly who you are. That's the salvation (not just getting a bunch of stuff back) that Job experiences at the end of the book when he accepts God's wisdom.   
I think this connects to our text. The characters that seem to experience salvation (possibly the ones described as "innocent," I'm not quite sure) seem at accept being fully loved and are therefore able to fully love others. We see this in Alyosha not treating Fyodor with the scorn that F thinks he deserves. We see this with Zossimo bowing down to Dmitri despite Dmitri not deserving it (if I'm reading that scene properly). And the characters that think that they need to be better than others in order to earn a good afterlife are the ones who truly seem to suffer. Fyodor asks Zossimo what he needs to do to earn the afterlife, instead of asking what the woman a couple chapters later asks: What do I need to do to have faith that there is a God who loves me? As a result of this, Fyodor is constantly dwelling on his placement in relation to others, and either lording himself over them, or embracing the shame that he thinks he deserves. That is true suffering.   
Also, on a structural level, The Book of Job is just a bunch of people discussing the meaning of suffering for 40 chapters, which seems to tie nicely to Russian literature.  
Note: I haven't read TBK before and The Book of Job is over my head, so this post could be way off.


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+2)

        Great. I love that you mention salvation as being fully known and fully loved for exactly who you are because Grigory knows that Fyador values him because he knows Fyador's awfulness but accepts him anyway. And that sometimes Fyador goes to talk to Grigory about nothing important and is able to sleep like one who is just (sleep soundly) despite all the wrongs he does and says.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+16)

        Lizaveta was given the name Smerdayashchaya - "The stinker". This name remained with Pavel Smerdayakov (born of the stinker? Son of the stinker?) It's also worthy to note that his middle name is Fyodorovich, and even FK didn't have problem with that.
A guy who is constantly reminded of his past, that he was born of a "Stinker" who was assaulted, and he is most probably son of a rich landlord, still he had to live in poverty in an outhouse and serve his "Father". I think this is sure to have resentments over the years. >!This would also justify why he's so resentful and jealous of Karamazovs!< This makes me sympathize him to some extent.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+7)

        This is my first time reading the book, so I didn't look at your spoiler, but I agree about your assessment of Smerdyakov.  At least he grew up in a real family, with adoptive parents who hopefully loved him, though?  But the resentment of having to be a servant to his likely father, in poor conditions and uneducated, would probably be extreme.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Then again, his brothers would probably have ended up like Smerdyakov if other family members didn't help them.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+4)

        True.  I'm wondering what would be worse: to grow up like Dmitri (rejected/ignored by his father, semi-adopted by Miusov then also rejected/ignored by him, and finally sent to sub-par schools by his brothers, and ending up in his father's debt) or Smerdyakov (rejected/ignored by his father, adopted by Grigory and Marfa, maybe no education?, and having to serve his likely father)?  Probably Smerdyakov had it worse due to having to serve his likely father, but it's understandable why Dmitri is so angry.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        I'm probably trying too hard to read into Smerdyakov's construction (and understand his disposition, which is spoiler territory):
	"born of the devil's son and a righteous woman",
	raised by 2 servants with a spiritual bent

We realise later that he's impressionable, having >!taken an interest in Ivan's work, but decides to agree with it even without fully understanding (the same way Grigory re-reads a book of sayings and sermons and cherishes it precisely because he can't understand a thing about it)!<.
But basically we have someone >!as potentially sweet as Alyosha, who wishes he were as intelligent as Ivan, but whose disposition ironically runs deeply counter to his mother's!<. Would he have been >!as dangerous if he hadn't read Ivan's work? Or if he'd been raised outside servants' quarters?!< Neither Alyosha, Ivan, nor Dmitri have >!a chip on their shoulder the way he does!< and I'm wondering what would've made the greatest difference.


    


    
        [deleted] (+9)

        With Smerdyakov, I think we will see how the 3 brothers see the Karamazovian blood through an outside perspective with how they interact with Smerdykov. Just from his (alleged) parents he receives polarizing ‘virtues’. And I think the whole incident being equated to a “legend” is important in some way…
Also I think the whole incident highlights Fyodor’s obsession/attraction with innocence, and it reminds me of >! Ivan’s remarks about child suffering, and that there are those type of people who love children because of the potential suffering they can experience. !< think of how he sees Alyosha, and how he saw his mother, and how that type of adoration, which can be quite admirable, can turn into such a dishonest act as raping the holy fool.
Also I see Fyodor’s actions as an attempt to make amends, but doesn’t attribute his actions as doing so. He loves Smerdyakov, and takes care of him. Could this be because he feels guilty for how he treated his own sons? And now he’s able to indirectly give fatherly love to someone? Or is it because he feels guilty of his actions towards Lizaveta? The way he describes or thinks of Smerdyakov doesn’t imply that he thinks his actions are in response to some type of guilt. Idk maybe I’m looking too much into it but it does interest me the simultaneously polarizing aspects of these characters.


    


    
        jonana1 (+17)

        Man, Fyodor must feel really alone if he enjoys even the rats' companion in his house. I liked how this chapter portrayed his more "human" side. Also, his relationship with Gregory is certainly... unique. This might be a bit of a stretch, but seeing the fact that Gregory's name is Kutuzov, maybe this is a reference to commander of the Russian forces during the Napoleonic wars? This would imply that Gregory is actually the "commander" in house, hah.
Lizaveta is also an interesting character. She seems to be an occurring type not only in Dostoevsky's fiction, but in Russian literature in general? . I think this says a lot about a nation and its values.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+6)

        Lizaveta is my favorite Russian name and I was always curious why feature in so many of Dostoevsky's work. thanks for this!


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        I never made the broader Lizaveta connection, thanks for pointing that out! Agreed, very interesting.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+20)

        I think in a way Gregory represents that stock old harshness of peasant tradition. Especially the harder serfdom-type. Harsh, somewhat moral, superstitious.
Lizaveta in turn is an interesting character. Incredibly pure in her own way, living like that because she gives everything away. Yet also with a sense of pride if you consider where she chose to die.
It's interesting that Smerdyakov is introduced in the book called "The Sensualists". Not in the first book about the family. But as another sensualist, a servant.


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        I think in a way Gregory represents that stock old harshness of peasant tradition. Especially the harder serfdom-type. Harsh, somewhat moral, superstitious.

I'm just thinking about this now.. in Bulgakov's "Heart of a Dog", the protagonist (Poligraf Poligrafovich) is intended as a caricture of Stalin's new Soviet man. I wonder if Smerdyakov is intended as critique in the same vein - e.g. >!what happens when you introduce an uneducated class to new sexy European ideas they aren't equipped (nor inclined) to question!<. Except, FMD was writing this well before the Bolsheviks did anything.


    

The Confession of a Pasionate Heart - in Verse

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
We learned more about Smerdyakov and Gregory.

Today
	The Confession of a Passionate Heart - in Verse

Alyosha intended to go to Katerina, but came across Dmitry instead. He wants to send him to her anyway, but he first told him about issues he is dealing with.

	The Confession of a Passionate Heart - in Anecdote

Dmitry reveals his relationship with Katerina. We learn she was willing to sacrifice herself to Dmitry to save her father. Although he did not go through with it.
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        SAZiegler (+20)

        I just gotta say that I love how Dostoevsky constructs his narratives. I've only read the books we've tackled in this subreddit the last year, but it really strikes me how impressive his non-linear approach to story-telling is. He's constantly filling in gaps in plot and character through chapters like this where someone is relating a story that took place beforehand. I find when other authors attempt this, I often end up lost, losing track of where and when I am. But Dostoevsky does it brilliantly, and the effective is some extremely immersive story-telling as he drips little bits of characterization in throughout his books.


    


    
        srfahmy (+3)

        He's just by far the best fiction author in history ... That's my opinion, and I'll stand by it.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        I’m struggling to make sense of all of this.  Just thinking out loud as I try to work it out.
Dmitry was scorned by Katerina, treated as if he didn’t exist.
Chapter 4 of book 3 on page 140 Ignat Avsey translation …
“I approached her some time later, again at a party. I spoke to her but she hardly glanced at me, she curled her lips disdainfully, and I thought, "You wait, I'll get my revenge!"”
He perceived her to be upright and moral; he, however, was anything but.  Still, he was upset she couldn’t see him as a person (that he wasn’t really that bad?!).
Chapter 4 of book 3 on page 141 Ignat Avsey translation …
“…she had character, she was proud and indeed virtuous, moreover she was intelligent and educated, while I was none of these things. You think I had designs on her? Not at all, I simply wanted to get my revenge on her for not recognizing what a fine fellow I was.”
He’s hell-bent on revenge. And as fate has it everything works out so that he’s in a position to have her, this divine creature, come and beg to him, a louse and a scoundrel. (If I’m reading this correctly) He entertains something vile that he would have her do in exchange for the money.  And, boy, it makes him feel ecstatic!
Chapter 4 of book 3 on page 143 Ignat Avsey translation …
“What made her particularly attractive at that moment was that she was pure and I was a scoundrel, she was magnificent in her generosity and in her sacrifice for her father, and I was just a louse. And she was now utterly dependent on me, louse and scoundrel that I was, she was at my mercy, body and soul. I had her cornered. I don't mind telling you that that thought, the insect's thought, was the sweetest thing I ever experienced. It seemed as if there could be no question of any struggle: why stop now, why not just go ahead like the louse, like the evil tarantula that I am, without the slightest compunction... I couldn't breathe.”
And then he entertains coldly turning her down outright.  But alas, he “does the right thing” and gives her the money.  And when she prostrates herself before him, he experiences profound ecstasy.
But why did he feel such ecstasy? Is it because he got his revenge with this morally superior creature bowing down before an inferior one (a kind of triumph of evil over good)? Or is it because he overcame his temptations for evil (and thus a triumph of good over evil)? Or is it because he perpetrated both good and evil in the same act? Earlier in talking about beauty, he mentions the duality and contradictions inherent in beauty.
Chapter 3 of book 3 on page 136-137 Ignat Avsey translation …
“Beauty's an awesome, terrible thing! It's awesome because it's indefinable; as indefinable and mysterious as everything in God's creation. It's where opposites converge, where contradictions rule! … What the intellect finds shameful strikes the heart as sheer beauty! Is there beauty in Sodom? Take it from me, that's just where it lurks for the vast majority of people—you didn't know that, did you? The awesome mystery of beauty! God and the devil are locked in battle over this, and the battlefield is the heart of man.”
The again, he did stand to benefit from his actions.  Maybe then he was just happy he had overcome his earlier temptations; although it might have felt great in the moment to humiliate her, those actions would not have been in his best self-interest in the long run.


    


    
        BecomingNostalgia (+12)

        I read the ecstasy as coming from a place of temporal superiority. Someone as beautiful and prestigious as her kissing the floor in front of him, being completely reliant on him for the safety of her Father, completely at his mercy.


    


    
        ahop21 (+12)

        We are seeing Mitya developed as a character with wide ranging depths of emotion. He is a sensualist, very much akin to his father, but he appears to be a bit more subdued by some sense of conscience. We also see, though his quoting of poetic verse, that he is indeed a man with some intellect, and perhaps a poetic nature himself. We associate poetry with a connection to deep passions, as a way of elucidating to (and evoking in) the reader those emotions that we lack ability to communicate in prose. That said, in speaking with Alyosha, Mitya offers a couple of rather poetic explications of his dealings with Katerina Ivanovna.
I took notice, initially, of the way Mitya references three different kind of insects as he details his more base feelings toward Katerina: flies, a centipede, and finally a "venomous spider". These are of course in reference to the ending of the Schiller poem that Mitya quotes in Ch 3, which culminates with the line "to insects - sensual lust". Mitya lays special emphasis on this line, stating that all Karamazovs are these insects and are therefore prone to the 'tempest' of sensual lust. Likewise, as Mitya's intentions in his dealings with Katerina become increasingly devious, the insect he uses to describe himself becomes increasingly repulsive - starting with the fairly benign fly, before moving to the centipede, and ultimately a venomous spider. Given the escalation in severity of the analogy, and the corresponding repulsion one is intended to feel towards Mitya as a result, it's almost surprising that he decides not to go through with his plan to take advantage of Katerina. Although he offers explanations for this action - spite, better judgement regarding potential outcomes - I wonder about his actual motives. Maybe he is not quite the insect he has portrayed himself to be. Or perhaps he has been, and is on the road to a change, whether or not he himself is aware of it yet.
Another notable part of Mitya's speech in Ch 4 was the way he described his emotional states using terms we would conventionally consider antithetical to one another - I had a tough time parsing out just what these meant. Would love an assist. I feel as if there is something to be understood about Mitya's character here, but I am not sure what.
First
Would you believe it, it has never happened to me with any other woman, not one, to look at her at such a moment with hatred. But, on my oath, I looked at her for three seconds, or five perhaps, with fearful hatred - that hate which is only a hair's-breadth from love, from the maddest love!

The notion of the deepest hatred only manifesting against someone you have loved is a common one. I have not encountered this notion presented this way before though. This hatred is provoked by Mitya's internal dialogue on what would happen should he "lose the game" with Katerina by playing her for a fool, and saying he was joking about the money. It's almost as if his hatred - which he led himself to - provokes something akin to love for Katerina. I'm not sure what to make of it.
Second
She jumped up and ran away. I was wearing my sword. I drew it and nearly stabbed myself with it on the spot; why, I don't know. It would have been frightfully stupid, of course. I suppose it was from delight. Can you understand that one might kill oneself from delight?

I can't make heads or tails of this one. It definitely indicates the depth of Mitya's emotion in his purported triumph over Katerina. Perhaps Mitya is just raving at this point, in the same way we've seen Fyodor do when he gets carried away in his grand narratives. What do you all think? I haven't before encountered this idea of 'suicide by delight'.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        It definitely indicates the depth of Mitya's emotion in his purported triumph over Katerina.

This is how I read it. For me it was like "I'm never gonna top this - every interaction I have with her is going to be downhill from here."
And yes, completely agree with these parts below. I never appreciated Dmitri before this read-through (it was always Ivan and Alyosha who were memorable). But as well as artistic and clearly passionate, he is the ablest psychologist of the 3 brothers (which makes sense as he's the most worldly of the three).
We are seeing Mitya developed as a character with wide ranging depths of emotion. He is a sensualist, very much akin to his father, but he appears to be a bit more subdued by some sense of conscience. We also see, though his quoting of poetic verse, that he is indeed a man with some intellect, and perhaps a poetic nature himself. We associate poetry with a connection to deep passions, as a way of elucidating to (and evoking in) the reader those emotions that we lack ability to communicate in prose. That said, in speaking with Alyosha, Mitya offers a couple of rather poetic explications of his dealings with Katerina Ivanovna.



    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+4)

        I'm with you.  I'm struggling to make sense of exactly what happened here (see my ramblings above).
Also, in the Ignat Avsey translation, there's also mention of a scorpion ("an evil insect") just prior to the spider.
And I notice Dostoevsky commingling contradictions with how evil (hate) and good (love) interact and/or shade into one another.
"The awesome mystery of beauty! God and the devil are locked in battle over this, and the battlefield is the heart of man."


    


    
        ahop21 (+2)

        Good catch - Upon rereading that portion at the end of the Ch 3, which you quote from, I see how Dostoevsky has already baked this idea of co-existing extremes into the way Mitya views the world.
Per the Garnett translation:
Beauty is a terrible and awful thing! It is terrible because it has not been fathomed and never can be fathomed, for God sets us nothing but riddles. Here the boundaries meet and all contradictions exist side by side

At the root of this intermingling of opposing extremes, as Mitya describes, is beauty. What an interesting concept. I hope to keep tabs on this line of thought and see if it will better inform us with regards to Mitya's motivations and behaviors later on.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        I think he hated her and himself for, somehow, actually making him do something honourable instead of base. He wanted to humiliate her but he couldn't get himself tl do that. It's annoying for him somehow.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+16)

        Here we go! I always felt these chapters really get the pace of the book going.
Recall Zosima's warning not to be ashamed of yourself and not to lie to yourself. Dmitri begins his trio of confession chapters with lofty language not his own, borrowed to nail his performance. Then he continues to align his narrative with selective memories to 'prove' the trend of his actions to Alyosha.
In reality, Dmitri is greatly upset by the relational distance he has with his father, and puts everything on the moral debt he claims he is owed. Unrequited, he erects a beautiful, terrible obelisk of poetic exaggerations he can reflect on to ignore the strain between his father. Depending on the translation, here and throughout the book, there are plenty of references to strains. It may be insightful to point out that in the Russian, the word used is надрыв - meaning 'rift' or 'tear.' It's a bit more violent and seemingly irreversible than a strain.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Are you reading P&V? One of the criticisms I've heard against them (and in favour of Garnett) is that "laceration" is a better word. "Strain" hides the self-inflicted and painful (and somewhat religious) nature of "laceration".
Edit: See this. Just search for "strain" and the relevant paragraph will pop up.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+5)

        I have used the P&V the most but read the Garnett a while ago. I had forgotten she used laceration!


    


    
        michachu (+10)

        Just a PSA for anyone struggling with the poetry in this chapter!
You'll probably still need to reread them, but it helps a little if you read them to the Ode to Joy


    


    
        Feisty_March5932 (+1)

        Symphony No. 9 - Finale, on Schiller’s “Ode to Joy”
Also adding this one


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Great choice. Beethoven is the perfect complement to Schiller.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        I never would've known without Avsey's notes - apparently the last movement of the ninth is based on Schiller's An die Freude (literally "Ode to Joy", duh)


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        It’s worth noting the importance of the landscape and setting in the novel too. I love Dostoevsky’s thick descriptions of the Russian countryside! The gardens…the dilapidated summerhouse where Dmitri ruminates on his immorality and dissolute existence. The fertility of the fields and gardens with their verdant, abundant variety perhaps mirror the grow in our knowledge of the characters and their growing passions, in love and conflict.


    


    
        [deleted] (+8)

        These chapters are evocative of Dostoevsky in this novel. The novel seems to be made of scenes, snapshots of the humanity of his characters. Dostoevsky succeeds in displaying the richness and depth of Dmitri’s character; at once a lovelorn poet, the next a cad and a rogue! Clearly he has inherited his father’s propensity to womanise, maybe fused with a passion and sensitivity from his mother? Though of course Fyodor his hardly insensitive and boorish in his entirety!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        3
It's odd. So far Brothers Karamazov's chapters meanings elude me. It's like I'm seeing the shadow of a deeper message that Dostoevsky is painting here.
Based on chapter 3 alone it seems like Dmitry is torn between good and evil. Like his father he can debase himself. But even in "Sodom" he is aware of God and loves him. That is his conflict. It is also interesting that this sensual man in this sensual Book III is the first one to really point to Beauty.
I've been thinking about Beauty since we read The Idiot last year. It is the only thing that can save you from sensuality. It makes you aware. It makes you awake and makes you long for more than what you are currently desiring. It stops you in your tracks.
With this in mind I can understand that Dmitry is the one who struggles with beauty, because he is the one constantly struggling with the imitations and corruptions of beauty.
Joseph Frank pointed out that this book is full of quotations of Schiller. Here Dmitry, like Fyodor, keeps quoting him. But his poem of Schiller referring to Ceres reminded me that Dmitry (if I recall correctly) is the only one who uses pagan Greek ideas in his dialogues. As if he himself is not a full believer yet, but like the Greeks in search of wisdom. The Greek philosophers had a very strong emphasis on virtue. On being honourable. And the myths Dmitry quotes, in turn, shows the more poetical side to his nature (just like the poems he quotes). He is not a man of reason like Ivan. Or even of faith like Alyosha. But one of passion. A man of poetry and myth and seeking.
If Fyodor is just the bestial side of man, then Dmitry resembles the true man who is, yes, bestial, but also more than that. A creature that seeks his Creator.
But all of the above is a stretch.
4
His story of the girl he forced to kiss him has clear parallels with the story of Fyodor and Lizaveta. Except it seems Dmitry did not cross that line, and he did feel bad about it. Like his father, but with a conscience. However... (initially) blackmailing Katerina to sleep with him is not much better either. And yet, he did not go through with it. Here is a riddle and an important detail to keep in mind for the rest of the book. Tempted, had the opportunity, but did not go through with it. Why? What stopped him?
If Alyosha is good with that touch of evil in him, then maybe Dmitry is the opposite. And Ivan equally torn?
On a re-reads you tend to notice a constant foreshadowing of Alyosha. Almost every time someone speaks with Alyosha, they point out that he has a bit of the evil Karamazov in him. Even here Alyosha himself admits that he is like Dmitry, just after Dmitry told him about his sexual exploits? Something to keep in mind. Clearly this was meant for >!the never-finished sequel to BK!<.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+2)

        I don't understand the use of the word Sodom here. I can't see it in context at all. Seems like a poor word choice but it seems to have be used by Dostoevsky as it is capitalized I think and not just a translator's preference. Can anyone provide some context?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Sodom

Sodom is often used - as Dostoevsky does here - as a metaphor for extreme sensual (especially sexual) vice. It is the archetype of a degenerate society.
So Dmitry is saying that even when he is being so evil, even when he is is supporting this culture, STILL a part of him believes in God and knows what is right. This makes additional sense when you consider Dmitry and Fyodor's sexual exploits.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+2)

        Thanks, that makes sense.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+1)

        That good/equal balance is an interesting one. It brings to mind A's comment that "the ladder's the same. I'm at the bottom step, and you're above, somewhere about the thirteenth. That's how I see it. But it's all the same. Absolutely the same in kind. Anyone on the bottom step is bound to go up to the top one." Without knowing what's coming next, I'm wondering if this quote ties to the foreshadowing you mentioned. It also makes me think about A's empathy and lack of judgment; he doesn't view himself as better than others, but merely in a different ring of the same ladder.


    


    
        sali_enten (+5)

        Your explanation of Dmitry is really good, i was feeling something along those lines but I couldn’t really articulate it. But labelling the 3 brothers passion, reason, faith is very apt.
Dmitry does come across as very similar to his father in his story, the way he takes pleasure in cruelty. But somehow because we get told it by him with all the justifications it seems less odious.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        If Alyosha is good with that touch of evil in him, them maybe Dmitry is the opposite. And Ivan equally torn?

Great point and beautifully put into words. It's something I didn't realized at first but now I can't unsee it while reading.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+9)

        The way I look it is this, regarding Alyosha. Dostoevsky always tried to write 'his Christ'. In the form of the idiot of course, but he later pointed out he wasn't quite happy with that book. Alyosha is his other real attempt to achieve this. But it feels to me as if he died to soon to really write this character he was dreaming of writing. Dostoevskys work has a real profetic quality to it. You can see it quite clearly at the end of crime and punishment aswell. Also a couple chapters ago about a state which turns into the church. This sets him completely apart from other writers like Tolstoy who completely lack this quality I think. It is hard for me to explain but to me his books can feel similar to a gospel, a completely new gospel about a somewhat different Christ and for a different audience. A gospel for the Russia he hoped that would come and he was convinced that would come.


    

The confession of a Passionate Heart - "Heels Up"

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
Dmitry explained his relationship with Katerina.

Today
	The Confession of a Passionate Heart - "Heels Up"

Dmitry continued his explanation. He believes Ivan is in love with Katerina.
He met Grushenka because Fyodor gave her an I.O.U to sue Dmitry. But instead he took her to a lavish party in Mokroe and spent 3000 roubles there. This money Katerina gave him to mail to someone, so he owes it to her.
Fyodor himself has 3000 roubles he keeps to give to Grushenka if she comes to him. According to Dmitry, Fyodor wants Ivan to go to Tchermashnya for a few days to settle for the woodland so that Fyodor can be alone with her.

	Smerdyakov

Alyosha arrived at his father's home. Fyodor and Ivan were there. We learn more about Smerdyakov's past and personality. He was sent to Moscow to learn how to cook. He suffers from epilepsy.

\"Contemplation\" from Ivan Kramskoy

Chapter list
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        LilWaynebutimSober (+1)

        I’ve seen many people talking about how the reason Dmitri is choosing to go with Grushenka rather than K is because she asks of him much less.  He views himself as a scoundrel, yet at times seems to have a clear view of what is morally right,  yet often fails to act morally even so.
I agree with this,  yet as someone who has suffered with addiction in my life, I see a lot of shame in Dmitri.  I believe he feels an immense level of shame and guilt for stealing the 3000, and believes not only is he unworthy of K, but is writing the “reality” of how K feels about him in his brain without being able to face the facts of what she really says.  She might forgive him if he could face her, but instead he’s wanting to send Alyosha, and just revel in the shame… thus he thinks Grushenka is all he really is worthy of.  He’d rather have love than no love though, so alas, Grushenka is the route he must go for.


    


    
        IlushaSnegiryov (+4)

        This is my 3rd time reading BK and I find myself much more interested in Smerdyakov this time through.  I guess there are just so many layers in BK that you can't chew on every nuance in one reading... that's what makes BK a classis of classics.  I wonder who I will be fixated on next time through :)


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        Same here. My third time as well and this time everyone seems even more alive than last time. It's like a living breathing world. And reading it slowly really brings out the symbolism and hidden depths behind the characters, like Smerdyakov.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        I think it's interesting to compare what the two women ask of Dmitri. K asks Dmitri to repent and that she wants to save him from himself. Whereas G says "say that you won't beat me, and will let me do anything I choose, and perhaps I will marry you." And who does he turn towards? The woman who asks less of him because he doesn't see himself as worthy of Ks high expectations. This all makes Zossimo's deep bow to him all the more fascinating


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+10)

        I can’t decide what I think of Dmitry. In my mind, he is almost worse than Fyodor: the Father is unrepentant, but he is dependably depraved in a way. Dmitry on the other hand shows remorse for his actions, but does them anyway. He lures you into trusting him with his words, but demonstrates little capability to be trusted with his actions.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+1)

        Made me think of Alyosha’s ladder comment. I wonder if Dmitri becomes a version of Fyodor with a few more decades of seasoning, if he doesn’t turn away from the self loathing.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        I think the fact that he shows remorse counts for a lot. He's made of the same stuff as Fyodor; he just chooses to obey his conscience maybe 60% of the time compared to Fyodor's 1% of the time. In some ways.. that's kinda more impressive than Ivan/Alyosha, who are presented to be of wholely different temperaments (despite being Karamazovs).
I guess the other thing is he's dishonest in describing his motivations in a way akin to Fyodor, but is starting from a much higher bar. He talks himself down, giving a spectrum of reasons for doing "the right thing" that ranges from good feeling to egoism to sheer momentum. But at the end of the day, 9 times out of 10, Fyodor would've taken advantage of Katerina Ivanovna, and Dmitri would've lent her the money. Dmitri struggles to articulate why, and is obviously more comfortable attributing it to "ecstasy" at having done something noble (whereas someone like Miusov would've easily cited his noblest intentions). But it's exactly the type of psychological egoism his father isn't consistently capable of.
Is something noble really noble if you're doing it because it brings you satisfaction? Maybe not.. but I'm gonna say 9/10 times it's better than the Fyodor Karamazov alternative.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        Yeah kind of I agree with you. He really didn't strike me better than Fyodor Karamazov till now. He stole money from Katerina, spend it all on Grushenka, now he wants Alyosha to ask money from FK for him, which he himself agrees FK doesn't owe him. Only redeeming part he had was when he didn't misbehave with Katerina when she was vulnerable. He has some positives but still overall not a good guy.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+12)

        Smerdyakov seems interesting character to say the least. Antisocial, tends to get lost in his own world, keeping to himself and showing no emotions, he seems to have strong inferiority complex and under a lot of emotional stress. If we also takes into account his strange habits he showed as a kid (analyzing food piece for a long time from every angle before eating it, his violent behaviour towards defenceless cats and then cremating them) it is very possible he had some mental illness because of dealing with tremendous emotional stress (I speculate because of his mother and possible father incident) from such young age.
The first time he was physically punished, he had his first epilepsy attack. Though I'm not an expert but I think stress (physical or mental) coupled with mental illness can induce seizures. I'm not sure this is how Dostoyevsky meant him to be interpreted but that how I see it.
Poor bastard. >!I pity him, still I hate him so much.!<


    


    
        jaymavin (+2)

        He obviously has mental issues given who his mother is and the abuse he gets from Grigory, and living/serving a man such as Fyodor must drive him insane. I don’t like the idea that he is “trying to be smart/intellectual” when you can see he’s clearly more aware than any of those men and had a horrible upbringing. He’s anti social of course and contemptuous of religion but that all has to do with his upbringing, in my opinion


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        There was a thread a few months back which clarified for me the "staring at his food" thing (which the "contemplating" thing seems to be possibly another manifestation of):



    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        Yes, That's exactly what I meant to convey!! That's there's no clever or intelligent thing about it. It seems like a mental illness or cry for attention, to have that mysterious vibe around himself. What's funny to me that they thought he is some Gourmet guy and send him to study food.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+5)

        Smerdyakov's personality seems terrible, but at the same time, both his adoptive father and possible biological father describe him like an animal or less than human:  Grigory asks if he's even human, and Fyodor describes him as Balaam's ass.  I'm interested to see what else happens with him in the book.


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+4)

        He seems a bit of a sociopath.


    


    
        michachu (+6)

        I'd actually welcome the idea that he is, but I'm not sure if he is in the strictest sense.
Throughout FMD's books the people who think themselves Napoleons would "step over the threshold" and be panged by conscience, the argument being this is an innate tendency that tethers people to each other.
The special case in reality is of course the sociopath, who steps over without batting an eye. However >!given how Smerdyakov's fate turns out I'm undecided on whether he is one.!<


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+8)

        I am just probably gonna just be sharing quotes making fun of theists. This is probably the funniest yet,
At the second or third lesson the boy suddenly grinned.
“What’s that for?” asked Grigory, looking at him threateningly from under his spectacles.
“Oh, nothing. God created light on the first day, and the sun, moon, and stars on the fourth day. Where did the light come from on the first day?”
Grigory was thunderstruck. The boy looked sarcastically at his teacher. There was something positively condescending in his expression. Grigory could not restrain himself. “I’ll show you where!” he cried, and gave the boy a violent slap on the cheek. The boy took the slap without a word, but withdrew into his corner again for some days. A week later he had his first attack of the disease to which he was subject all the rest of his life—epilepsy.
And this is exactly how most 'believing' adults act around me (Hindu orthodox family)


    


    
        GreatSphinxofGuizar (+2)

        A bit late to this (just read this Chapter last week), but this isn't a particularly new discovery. I remember reading in Augustine the same discovery, but that led Augustine to interpret Genesis allegorically, whereas Balaam's ass only sees it as proof against Christianity
Although the slap may be characteristic of some


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+1)

        not sure what point you're making, though? that it's unoriginal?


    


    
        GreatSphinxofGuizar (+2)

        Yes I was a bit unclear
That if Dostoevsky was intending to show that Christianity is incoherent/nonsense, the passage isn't that
But if he was just trying to show how quick Grigory is to anger, then that's where I have no quibble


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+2)

        haha I'm not religious by any means and it's really funny.  I don't really care if this paragraph can be explained away.
anyway Dostoevsky's intention is anything but that. he's one of the few people whose faith genuinely astounds me.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        This was hilarious. FMD not afraid to show there are Christians and there are Christians.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        You're damn right. I know tons of people who resemble Grigory.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        This whole web of relationships is hilarious! Dmitry and Fyodor vying for Grushenka. Dmitry engaged with Katerina. And Ivan (presumably) in love with Katerina! Only Alyosha is not part of this love-fest.
Dmitry said that Katerina loves her own virtue. What to we make of that? It is something to keep in mind.
There is a kind of egoism that takes pride in sacrificing onseself to others. Dostoevsky explored this in other books too. You want to suffer for others, and you want them to know you are suffering for them, and you want to prove to yourself how good you are for suffering for them.
But we haven't actually met Katarina yet. Everything has just been rumours. Just like the rumours about Grushenka. They also have their own issues.
It seems obvious that Dmitry is struggling with his conscience. A part of him wants to do the right thing, even though he doesn't. That's what sets him apart from his father, who knows what is right but wants to do evil anyway.
On a re-read I realise that Grushenka and Katerina are good foils to each other. Katerina is the >!"virtuous" woman!< who eventually >!chooses her pride!< and >!damns Dmitry!< at the end. Grushenka is the one with a low reputation>!, but she chooses to be good and save Dmitry!<.
6
It must suck for Smerdyakov to be made a fool by his possible father and in front of his half-brothers.
I am reminded a bit of Rogozhin when I think about Smerdyakov. That feeling of death and lifelessness in him. But Smerdyakov's conceit and pride is on another level.
I also wonder if his name, which relates to "stinking", is a deliberate parallel to>! Father Zossima's decaying body which also stank. As if this smell has a connotation of corruption and evil!<.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        I feel like Dmitri suffers a very similar egoism - except his is somewhere in between Katerina Ivanovna's and his father's, in terms of (a) inhibition and (b) self-awareness (Fyodor's being the greatest on both counts). But he balances this self-awareness with a genuine desire to do the right thing, even if he's quite hopeless at that.
Take the episode when Katerina came to ask for the money - he saw pleasure in all the possible choices presented to him: (1) the basest in the most insect-like option as described, (2) pleasure of a different kind in the option of shutting her out, but (3) a kind of ecstasy still in the choice he ultimately does make.
For these reasons I think he's incredibly difficult to predict, even moreso than Fyodor (who goes for the most primal option available 99% of the time). I mean... >!it might be the entire reason the identity of the perpetrator of the novel's central crime is a plausible mystery!<.
I also wonder if his name

Wow, never would've caught this. Hmm... great food for thought.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        You made a really good point on Smerdyakov’s name and Zosima’s body, I've never thought about it that way before!


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        There is a kind of egoism that takes pride in sacrificing oneself to other. Dostoevsky explored this in other books too.

Oh you're so right. I felt that Katya's letter to Dimtri was almost condescending. In what other books does FD explore this? I'd love to read more about it.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        In what other books does FD explore this

Varvara in Demons is pretty domineering "for his sake" even though he only wants space. She's a good example.
But if you really want to look at it, try C. S. Lewis's The Four Loves. He spoke about a family he knew where the mother constantly kept everyone down because she always had to serve them while complaining about them.
Here's the passage:
I am thinking of Mrs. Fidget, who died a few months ago. It is really astonishing how her family have brightened up. The drawn look has gone from her husband's face; he begins to be able to laugh. The younger boy, whom I had always thought an embittered, peevish little creature, turns out to be quite human. The elder, who was hardly ever at home except when he was in bed, is nearly always there now and has begun to reorganise the garden. The girl, who was always supposed to be "delicate" (though I never found out what exactly the trouble was), now has the riding lessons which were once out of the question, dances all night, and plays any amount of tennis. Even the dog who was never allowed out except on a lead is now a well-known member of the Lamp-post Club in their road.

Mrs. Fidget very often said that she lived for her family. And it was not untrue. Everyone in the neighbourhood knew it. "She lives for her family," they said; "what a wife and mother!" She did all the washing; true, she did it badly, and they could have afforded to send it out to a laundry, and they frequently begged her not to do it. But she did.

There was always a hot lunch for anyone who was at home and always a hot meal at night (even in midsummer). They implored her not to provide this. They protested almost with tears in their eyes (and with truth) that they liked cold meals. It made no difference. She was living for her family. She always sat up to "welcome" you home if you were out late at night; two or three in the morning, it made no odds; you would always find the frail, pale, weary face awaiting you, like a silent accusation. Which meant of course that you couldn't with any decency go out very often.

She was always making things too; being in her own estimation (I'm no judge myself) an excellent amateur dressmaker and a great knitter. And of course, unless you were a heartless brute, you had to wear the things. (The Vicar tells me that, since her death, the contributions of that family alone to "sales of work" outweigh those of all his other parishioners put together). And then her care for their health! She bore the whole burden of that daughter's "delicacy" alone. The Doctor--an old friend, and it was not being done on National Health--was never allowed to discuss matters with his patient. After the briefest examination of her, he was taken into another room by the mother. The girl was to have no worries, no responsibility for her own health. Only loving care; caresses, special foods, horrible tonic wines, and breakfast in bed.

For Mrs. Fidget, as she so often said, would "work her fingers to the bone" for her family. They couldn't stop her. Nor could they--being decent people--quite sit still and watch her do it. They had to help. Indeed they were always having to help. That is, they did things for her to help her to do things for them which they didn't want done. As for the dear dog, it was to her, she said, "just like one of the children." It was in fact as like one of them as she could make it. But since it had no scruples it got on rather better than they, and though vetted, dieted and guarded within an inch of its life, contrived sometimes to reach the dustbin or the dog next door.

The Vicar says Mrs. Fidget is now at rest. Let us hope she is. What's quite certain is that her family are.



    


    
        Capable-Ad-4025 (+7)

        I was surprised by this, did not expect this coming. Fyodor, Mitya and Grushenka! Interesting how they come to love 1 woman who doesn't even care about them when it comes down to it. Classic tale of entanglement. Grushenka is clearly disturbed, she enjoys manipulating the two, while Katerina is sort of like a martyr when it comes to her love for Mitya..I do admire them both, made me kinda asks the questions which woman would you like to have? (if you're a guy), and which woman would you like to be? (if you're a girl)..


    


    
        ahop21 (+7)

        I definitely see the idea of Katerina and Grushenka as foils for one another. Your comment made me notice an interesting contrast between the two of them as they relate to Mitya. Katerina offers herself up to Mitya in an entirely subservient manner; Grushenka, on the other hand, demands that Mitya be entirely subservient to her should they be wed.
Katerina, in her letter to Mitya:
"I love you madly", she says, "even if you don't love me, never mind. Be my husband. Don't be afraid. I won't hamper you in any way. I will be your chattel. I will be the carpet under your feet."

Now the terms Grushenka sets out to Mitya, as Mitya relates them to Alyosha:
"I'll marry you if you like," she said, "you're a beggar, you know. Say that you won't beat me, and will let me do anything I choose, and perhaps I will marry you". She laughed, and she's laughing still!

Nigh exact opposites. This is especially interesting when considering the power dynamic established in each relationship. Katerina prostrates herself, metaphorically, at Mitya's feet - she grants him free rein to behave entirely as he pleases - >!and becomes prideful when she is refused.!< Grushenka sees Mitya prostrate himself at her feet, even telling Alyosha "when lovers come, I will go to the next room". His act of subservience (from good will? - unconditional desire? - self-contempt? - I'm not sure) ultimately >!provokes a showing of love / good will in return. Katerina's condemnation of Mitya due to her pride, and Grushenka's choice to overcome her purported baseness / low position to save Mitya both appear to stem from feelings evoked as a direct consequence of their (inverse) sense of power in their respective relationships.!<


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        whole buncha spoilers

Love this take - I was happy to be able to see the dichotomy between Grushenka and Katerina's starting positions >!but not in how they resolved!<. That's fascinating.


    


    
        SiebeA (+13)

        "
A physiognomist, studying him, would have said that his face showed neither thought nor reflection, but just some sort of contemplation. The painter Kramskoy has a remarkable painting entitled The Contemplator: it depicts a forest in winter, and in the forest, standing all by himself on the road, in deepest solitude, a stray little peasant in a ragged caftan and bast shoes; he stands as if he were lost in thought, but he is not thinking, he is “contemplating” something. Ifyou nudged him, he would give a start and look at you as if he had just woken up, but without understanding anything. It’s true that he would come to himself at once, and yet, if he were asked what he had been thinking about while standing there, he would most likely not remember, but would most likely keep hidden away in himself the impression he had been under while contemplating. These impressions are dear to him, and he is most likely storing them up imperceptibly and even without realizing it—why and what for, of course, he does not know either; perhaps suddenly, having stored up his impressions over many years, he will drop everything and wander off to Jerusalem to save his soul, or perhaps he will suddenly burn down his native village, or perhaps he will do both. There are plenty of contemplators among the people. Most likely Smerdyakov, too, was such a contemplator, and most likely he, too, was greedily storing up his impressions, almost without knowing why himself.
"
The profundity of the character description by Dostoyevski seems unmatched.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        It's interesting that Garnett didn't say who the painter is. I wonder if she ignored it or if other editions added it.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+7)

        oh I had it in my Garnett edition


    

The Controversy

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
Dmitry finished his explanation and we learnt more about Smerdyakov.
Today
	The Controversy

Smerdyakov gave a diatribe about how it denying Christ is not really such a big deal, to the annoyance of Gregory.
	Over the Brandy

Fyodor gave his own views to Ivan and Alyosha. Ivan confirmed that he does not think God exist and that there is no immortality. Alyosha stated the opposite.
Near the end Fyodor recalled how he treated Alyosha and Ivan's mother, which made Alyosha undergo an attack. Just after that Dmitry barged in.
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        I think the plot is going to start ramping up, so if you think the pacing should be reduced please let me know. Then we can do that from the week after (30 August).
This week should still be alright, but from next week on we will start dealing with some longer and more important chapters, such as Rebellion, The Grand Inquisitor and Father Zossima's exhortations. Each of these at least will have at least a day to themselves. Perhaps two for Zossima (it's 37 pages for a single chapter).


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        I might be projecting my own biblical interpretation onto Dostoevsky, but it occurs to me that when Smerdyakov and Fyodor talk about the Kingdom of Heaven, they do so thinking solely about the peace or punishment they're due in the next life. It seems like Alyosha and Zossima (and the woman who asked for her faith to return) get that faith is about bringing about the Kingdom of Heaven in this life. The true suffering we see isn't the people who have awful things happen to them, but the ones whose insides are all twisted and distorted.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+6)

        They all seem to be suffering in some way, shape or form, though.  Each seems to have found a way of temporarily dealing with it, however: Alyosha has God, Fyodor and Dmitry have their sensual pursuits (drinking, sex, fighting, just acting like imbeciles), Ivan and Smerdyakov their intellects.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Oh that's good. It seems like Dostoevsky likes to divide up all the possible responses to something across his characters. I'll keep this in mind as I read on.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        Yeah, it's an interesting contrast. Smerdyakov's examples are essentially legalistic, looking at the letter of the law rather than the spirit (and even then, poorly). Even Ivan knows to look at the spirit, but it's also essentially why his faith has been broken.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        Two random thoughts came into my mind while reading these chapters:
	Dostoyevsky himself believed that Russian soldier was worthy of sainthood and was true essence of Russia, yet through Smerdyakov, he attacked this view such that no other character could refute them. He did this throughout the book. I wonder why. Did he meant to convey that religion and belief may very well be beyond the realm of logic? Afterall he was famous for saying something similar to "If he had to choose something between Christ and logic, he would pick Christ everytime".
	It's a bit of strech but Fyodor Karamazov seems to have all Karamazov Brothers traits to some extent. He is sensualist like Dmitry. He is self-conscious of his actions and his dialogues with servants and his sons in last chapter, or with the Elder in the beginning, suggested that he may not be as big of a buffoon as he seems. He might not be as inteligent as Ivan but he has some qualities. Also he himself stated and Alyosha agrees that he has that Russian essence,

that faith, somewhere deep within him. Though I still thinks Alyosha inherited most of his faith from his mother. >!If that's the case I wonder what Smerdyakov inherited from FK. Envy? They both certainly are opportunist!<


    


    
        michachu (+8)

        	Yeah.. Smerdyakov feels like the guy who watches Mulholland Drive after hearing it won an Oscar, dissects the screenplay, and at dinner smugly goes "... so logically, it couldn't have happened that way. See? Plothole. Checkmate, theists."
	It's interesting how the examples Smerdyakov gives precede >!the Grand Inquisitor chapters!<, as some allude to >!the trials of Christ in the wilderness!< (though he insists on the mechanical application of select spiritual "rules", to drive his point home). Obviously Ivan is aware of the liberties Smerdyakov takes in his argument, though he stays quiet, while Grigory is genuinely dumbstruck.
	I'm struggling to think of a word or a phrase that describes Smerdyakov's essence (the way we have "passion", "intellect", and "goodness" for the other three, maybe "sensuality" for Fyodor). "Lackey" seems more a comment on his effectiveness, i.e. would he still behave like a lackey if he had a million roubles? So here I am, wondering what Smerdyakov the millionaire might be like, and how he might be different from (say) Svidrigailov.
	RE the previous question: maybe it's as simple as "vanity"?



    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        I imagine the millionaire Smerdeyakov will resemble Daniel Plainview by the end of There will be Blood.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        Here I was thinking I was an Ivan, turns out I’m just a Smerdyakov :(
Edit for discussion:
So this is Smerdyakov’s chapter, but we have Fyodor egging on the discussion and Grigory who seems to be an ineffectual participant in an argument.
What I want in the future is more discussion between maybe Alyosha and Ivan? Or Zossima and Ivan? Where is the counterpoint?
Additionally, I am interested to see more of Zossima in particular, given the discussion about him from Fyodor.


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        What I want in the future is more discussion between maybe Alyosha and Ivan? Or Zossima and Ivan? Where is the counterpoint?

Additionally, I am interested to see more of Zossima in particular, given the discussion about him from Fyodor.

Ohh boy. Should we tell him? :D
Hang tight my dude, F.M. Dostoevsky has got your back.
Here I was thinking I was an Ivan, turns out I’m just a Smerdyakov :(

I'm trying to find the post where this was exactly the topic. Let me see if I can.
Edit: here it is (beware spoilers!)



    


    
        Armageddon24 (+3)

        Perhaps he will act just the same with all the rubles in Russia. His entire approach is mechanically taking things apart seeking, maybe, confirmation bias that things don't work in this world - that there's nothing (more) to life. To him, what does it really matter
Decrepit, rot, or idle are the 1 word depictions I'd pick.


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        I tried reading P&V and Avsey side by side for this pair of chapters and I have to confess, there are some choices P&V make that seem more natural than Avsey's. Some examples below, with my confusion in bold. Note: I might be biased because this is my second read-through.
(Would be great to have anyone reading the original Russian comment on this too.)
Start of Book 3 Chapter 8, referring to Smerdyakov. "Top dog" in Avsey feels really awkward, and I never would've gotten the cannon fodder/revolution context from it alone. It's only examining the 3 I can piece together "better ones" means "more suitable cannon fodder for revolution".
P&V
"He has taken to respecting me; he's a lackey and a boor. Prime cannon fodder, however, when the time comes."

"Prime?"

"There will be others and better ones, but there will be his kind as well. First his kind, and then the better ones."

Avsey
"He's decided to show me respect, he's a lackey and a scoundrel. But when the time comes, he'll be top dog."

"Top dog?"

"There'll be others - even worse than him, but there'll be his sort too. First his sort, and then the really bad ones."

Garnett
"He’s pleased to have a high opinion of me; he’s a lackey and a mean soul. Raw material for revolution, however, when the time comes."

"For revolution?"

"There will be others and better ones. But there will be some like him as well. His kind will come first, and better ones after."

Book 3 Chapter 3 (I missed that chance to do this earlier), talking affectionately with Alyosha about Grushenka:
P&V
"... for in all the world... I really... re-al-ly... (understand?)... love only you!"

He spoke this last line almost in a sort of ecstasy.

"Only you, and also one other, a 'low woman' I've fallen in love with and it was the end of me."

Avsey
"... in the whole wide world... dee-eep down (listen! listen to me!), you're the only person I love!"

He uttered these last words almost in a kind of frenzy.

"Only you, and a little slut that I've fallen in love with, to my undoing."

Garnett
"...for in the whole world—in reality—in re‐al‐ i‐ty—(can you take it in?) I love no one but you!"

He uttered the last words in a sort of exaltation.

"No one but you and one 'jade' I have fallen in love with, to my ruin."

I mean.. how you go from 'low woman' to 'little slut' to 'jade' is beyond me, but I guess that's Russian (and why we have a dozen translations).


    


    
        proseboy (+8)

        — Ровно ничем, — ответил тот, — уважать меня вздумал; это лакей и хам.  Передовое мясо, впрочем, когда срок наступит.  
— Передовое?
The literal translation of передовое мясо would be "meat in the frontline"; so cannon fodder would capture that, but передовое also has another meaning of "foremost, prime".
Будут другие и получше, но будут и такие. Сперва будут такие, а за ними получше.  
получше just means better, so the Avsey translation doesn't make much sense, unless you interpret 'top dog' as sarcasm
Одного тебя, да еще одну «подлую»  
подлая would literally mean "lowly (in a moral sense), mean, rude (woman)"  
slut or jade are a bit more specific, but work as well I guess


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        Hey, thanks so much for this - this is really informative, and really illustrates how this translation business can be challenging.
It's also a little funny a non-russian speaking audience can spend so much time debating the merits of these, when it's mostly a non-issue for Russian speakers (though I suppose the non-English speaking world does similar with Shakespeare).


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+4)

        the first one. am I biased or Garnett's makes the most sense? the revolution thing. I am sure that is what Dostoevsky preferred too considering what went on with Pyotr Verkhovensky?


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        Agreed... but maybe she added words omitted from the other versions because in Russian (or in 1870s Russia) it'd be obvious? Hmm..


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+14)

        A lot of insights to Smerdyakov , and how people in the house treat him like some sort of amusing court jester.  And Ivan's intelligence is visible just from this.
“There would have been no civilization if they hadn’t invented God.”
If anyone wants to explore this particular part about how god and order came about this is really good.
the origins of political order by francis fukuyama


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+3)

        Right, Ivan sees God as nonsense but, it seems, a kind of necessary nonsense.  Also, in talking with Fyodor…
Chapter 8 of book 3 on page 168 Ignat Avsey translation …
“'Why sweep it away?' Ivan asked.
'So that truth should triumph all the sooner, that's why.'
'Once truth triumphed, you'd be the first to get fleeced and then... thrown on the scrap heap.'
'Ah! Come to think of it, you may be right.”
Smerdyakov, on the other hand, seems more interested in simple rational justification without thinking through the real-world repercussions.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        Dostoevsky and Fyodor kept referring to Smerdyakov as Balaam's ass. In case you don't know the story, in the Biblical book of Judges Balaam was hired by Israel's enemies to curse Israel.
On his way to the Israelis, Balaam's donkey kept going out of the way and injuring Balaam in the process. Balaam, furious at the insolence of the donkey, kept hitting him. But then the donkey spoke and asked Balaam why he was hitting him. He told him that he was avoiding a man with a sword right in front of them - an angel.
So in a sense the donkey - usually a symbol of simplicity and burden - showed common sense and spiritual insight.
Balaam himself did decide to bless the Israelis, but he had a transactional view of this. He tried to bribe the gods (or just God?) to bless them. So later on in the Old Testament he became a metaphor for people who are not principled but instead sell their spiritual gifts. Similarly, Smerdyakov is willing to abuse God's law for his own benefit.
It is also interesting that calling Smerdyakov Balaam's ass is meant as an insult, and yet if you consider the story it would seem as though Fyodor is mocking Smerdyakov - the simple servant (like the simple donkey) - for his ideas.
Smerdyakov being willing to sin with the idea that he can make up for it later is interesting. He believes any sin is pardonable, even willfully denying Christ. Spoiler: >!This makes him murdering Fyodor make more sense. He thought these moral lines are cross-able, and that he could simply repent for it afterwards. Yet by committing suicide he showed that he was unable to bear this guilt. !<
VIII
Ivan admitting that God does not exist and that immortality is false, means that he does believe everything is permissible. Recall his conversation with Zossima. Without immortality everything is permissible.
On Ivan's mother, I read this article on how the P&V translation miss the jest of this passage. Worth a read (there are not spoilers for Dostoevsky but there are spoilers for Tolstoy's books).
It is funny though how angry Ivan is at Fyodor for forgetting this detail. Fyodor spoke like that about his mother without even realising it is his mother. That's insulting because it shows how little Fyodor cared for Ivan's origin and youth that he did not even remember that.


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        I clicked to see the spoiler like an ass. Didn’t think it would be an actual spoiler but damn I will never click another spoiler ever again. Didn’t read the whole thing but... damn


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Don't let it bother you too much.
What happens to Fyodor, as you'll see, is part of the exposition of the book imo. But I hide it just to make that that extra bit spoiler free. It's more how the characters deal with this which is important.
Smerdyakov's destiny though does mean more. Although you still don't know when and where this happens.
Also, these books were meant to be read and reread. It is my third time now. So now that you know this spoiler you might miss out on the plot, but you'll have a better understanding of the motivations and cryptic ideas in the book.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Yeah I’m not overly upset about it and since the book is 700 pages I assumed this was only 1 piece of a large puzzle. When reading the sentence about him going to Jerusalem or burning down the whole village I definitely felt that he was going to cause some chaos. Haha!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        Oh that Balaam's ass story is fascinating, thanks! Seems to capture something about Fyodor's odd intellect. In some ways, he's incredibly learned, as illustrated by an allusion such as "Balaam's ass." But then he seems to often miss the point in a way that makes him look foolish, such as he does here; if Balaam's ass (the servent) is the intelligent one, and Balaam (the master) the ignorant one, is Fyodor inadvertently insulting himself?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        Good catch! I think he is.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+2)

        That is a really interesting article; thank you for sharing it!


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        On Ivan's mother, I read this article on how the P&V translation miss the jest of this passage.

I completely forgot about the existence of this article until I got to that part in the book. I have a few more comments on some other passages but I'll save them for another comment. RE the above, comparison below for the lazy:
P&V:
"But my mother, I think, was also his mother, wouldn’t you agree?"

Avsey:
"Doesn't it occur to you that his mother was my mother too?"



    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+5)

        I think Smerdyakov thought ' these moral lines are cross-able' but not because he could repent no? He is not religious by any means and the this whole discussion around it was merely to make fun of Grigory.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+6)

        Right I didn't see it as a wager in that he could simply repent later. I think he adopted Ivan's 'everything is permitted' as confirmation that moral lines are invention and certain actions don't make a difference.


    

The Sensualists

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book III: The Sensualists
Yesterday
Smerdyakov, Fyodor, Ivan and Alyosha discussed Christian ethics.

Today
	The Sensualists

Dmitri assaulted both Gregory and Fyodor because he thought Grushenka was there. Ivan and Alyosha restrained him. Fyodor afterwards asked Alyosha to come to him the next day. Ivan also asked Alyosha to see Ivan the next day.

	Both Together

Alyosha went to Katerina, where he also encountered Grushenka. Katerina said an officer "they" loved is coming to town. The two women fell out. Katerina asked Alyosha to visit her again the next day. (So far Alyosha has to see the Holhlakovs, Ivan, Fyodor, and Katerina).

Chapter list
Character list


15 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Tomorrow we only read Chapter 11 to close off Book III.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        I really love the way both Katrina and Grushenka are introduced. I like thier character a lot. At first glance it feels like Nastasya Filipovna got split in two. Katerina inherited her beauty and pride; Grushenka inherited her spontaneity and her treacherous character. Grushenka and Nastasya both were used to be seen as "dishonorable creature" so thier malice to others kinda makes sense. Excited to see how their characters develops.
Why, he told that brute creature what happened there that fatal day, that eternally cursed, cursed day! "You used to go and seek your charms, dear young mistress!" She knows! You're brother is a scoundrel, Aleksey Fyodorovich!

This means Dmitry also told the incident to Grushenka, although he just swore a couple of chapters that only Ivan and Alyosha knows of that. His unreliable character, couple with his violent tendencies, beating old man Grigory (poor guy did nothing wrong) and Fyodor, I really hate him. What a scumbag.


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+2)

        Dmitry's telling of events in Book 3, Chp 3 do not seem like a perfectly accurate representation of events. I'll let Dmitry's earlier words, stated in response to Fyodor's account of events with the Elder, describe his approach to re-telling the story:
"'That's a lie! It's true on the outside, but it's a lie on the inside!' Dmitry Fydorovich cried, trembling with rage."

Even in the same chapter (at the very end of B3C3) he states:
"And it even seems that as I've been telling you all about these struggles, I've padded it out a bit, to elevate myself. But so what? Let it be."

Book 3 makes it clear that Dmitry is not only on the same 'Karamazov ladder' as his father, but not too many rungs away from his father: binges of 'debauchery', feels immense shame, etc.  What makes him different from his father is that currently he not only knows what he is doing is incorrect (Fyodor knows this of his own actions too), but he wants to change (at least in part). It seems that Dmitry knows he is not a noble man, but wants to be one (in perception and in actuality). Now that he is losing hope (feeling despair) he is slipping and not longer wants to be one--or even perceeved as one--and will now play his part as the buffoon. >!This is made explicitly clear by Dmitry in the following chapters, at the end of Book 3.!<


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+8)

        Katerina and Grunshenka, as u/Shigalyov points out, were introduced in The Sensualists chapter. My initial impression was that Grunshenka was obviously a sensualist, but Katerina seems to want to act in the interests of Dmitry to an extent.  But what are Katerina’s motivations?  Aren’t they the spoiled sense of altruism that we discussed a few chapters ago: Katerina’s virtuous actions stemming from a desire to ‘play God’ and ‘save’ Dmitry? Does that spoil the virtue?  I’m undecided.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        That is a good question. I guess we'll get to know more, and draw better conclusion as we progress into the story. >!Grushenka-Katerina bit reminds me of the advice Elder Zosima gave to Mrs Khoklakhova about practicing active love. I want to say that Grushenka's character is much purer than Katerina in that sense. As you stated, Katerina acts just to satisfy her pride, to play god and save Dmitry, she doesn't actively love Dmitry but loves her image as one who sacrificed so much to save him. She is sensualist in that sense, deriving gratification from earthly praise she'll get. It's actually Grushenka who stayed with him at his hard times and 'saves' him.!<


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+18)

        I find Katerina interesting.  She believes she can be Dmitry’s redeeming angel.  She desperately wants him to know she loves him  (in the Christian sense),  that he should not feel shame with her.
Chapter 10 of book 3 on page 185 Ignat Avsey translation …
“All week long I've been racking my brains, trying to think how to stop him feeling shamed before me for having squandered those three thousand roubles. I mean, let him be shamed before everybody, himself included, but not before me. After all, he tells God everything without feeling ashamed. Then why is it he still doesn't know how much I can endure for his sake! Why, why doesn't he know me, how dare he not know me, after all that's passed between us? I want to save him for ever.”
But this is not who she essentially is; this seems specific to Dmitry; she does not extend the same compassion to others.  Case in point, Grushenka was an angel to her until she found out she had been duplicitous, then a whole other side of Katerina comes out.
Chapter 10 of book 3 on page 192 Ignat Avsey translation …
“'She's a vixen!' Katerina Ivanovna screamed. 'Why on earth did you stop me, Aleksei Fyodorovich, I'd have beaten her to a pulp!'
She was unable to restrain herself in front of Alyosha, nor did she wish to do so.
'She ought to be flogged on the scaffold by a hangman, publicly!...'”
On the one hand she’s capable of such compassion, but on the other, oh boy, hell hath no fury… God and the Devil reside within, and the human heart is indeed the battleground!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Well-put. Katerina reminds me a little of Alyosha in that she wants to see the good in everyone, but she showed some darkness when that is taken advantage of (though interestingly enough, not to Dimitri)


    


    
        ahop21 (+22)

        I absolutely love this exchange between Ivan and Alyosha at the end of Ch 9 --

A: "Brother, let me ask one thing more: has any man the right to look at other men and decide which is worthy to live?"
I: "Why bring in the question of worth? The matter is most often decided in men's hearts on other grounds much more natural. And as for rights - who has not the right to wish?
A: Not for another man's death?"
I: "What even if for another man's death? Why lie to oneself, since all men live so and perhaps cannot help living so?"
I, later on: "But sure, I should always defend him [Fyodor]. But in my wishes I reserve full latitude in this case."

This is a beautiful callback to the exchange between Fyodor and Father Zossima in which Zossima warns of the folly which awaits man should he lie to himself, especially in cases where this self-deceit is caused by shame. Ivan opts to accept the fact that he wishes harm upon his father, chalking it up to a matter of human nature. Further, he is honest with himself because he feels no shame for this wish, for "men cannot help living so". It is interesting to see Ivan - the cynic, the rational man - acting in accordance with the teachings of the Elder, even if he's arrived at them in his own manner.
It's also of note that Ivan's atheism plays an important role in his outlook here. As an atheist, Ivan does not place the same value on 'wishes' that a man of faith, like Alyosha, does. For the man of faith, God knows his innermost thoughts, knows his heart, and will judge him for his intentions and wishes just the same as He does for his actions; hence we see Alyosha question the acceptability of a man wishing death upon another, even in absence of the man acting upon that wish. Good deeds are valuable only insofar as they are motivated by genuine faith and, by extension, goodwill. (I am no Christian scholar, but this is how I understand the doctrine). This feels like a limited instance of Ivan's claim that without immortality of the soul - without God - everything is permitted. Although this unlimited permission is not yet manifesting in Ivan's behavior (he continues to defend Fyodor), we see it manifest in his mind (he wishes for Fyodor's death).
I'll add also that Ivan's complete dismissal of "worth" is striking, and so true to human nature. Seldom is 'worth' considered, in a real sense. We evaluate one another in ways "much more natural", which is to say we are influenced by far less intellectualized factors. Instead, our passions will dictate the degree to which we feel someone else ought to live, die, or at the very least be subjected to violence. This is especially fitting considering that the topic of their conversation is Dmitri, Dostoevsky's paragon of passion.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        As an atheist, Ivan does not place the same value on 'wishes' that a man of faith, like Alyosha, does. For the man of faith, God knows his innermost thoughts, knows his heart, and will judge him for his intentions and wishes just the same as He does for his actions; hence we see Alyosha question the acceptability of a man wishing death upon another, even in absence of the man acting upon that wish. Good deeds are valuable only insofar as they are motivated by genuine faith and, by extension, goodwill. (I am no Christian scholar, but this is how I understand the doctrine). This feels like a limited instance of Ivan's claim that without immortality of the soul - without God - everything is permitted. Although this unlimited permission is not yet manifesting in Ivan's behavior (he continues to defend Fyodor), we see it manifest in his mind (he wishes for Fyodor's death).

I think this is an interesting discussion and a huge topic in itself. I think the counter to "Why should we draw the line at actions, and not thoughts?" is "Why shouldn't we?" As in Smerdyakov's arguments, a man is excommunicated for even thinking the words - but should he be really if he, like Job until he openly curses God, defends his faith and bears his suffering all the same?
I agree the difference in faith definitely counts for a part of the difference in Alyosha and Ivan's approach. The part of the equation Ivan misses is a God doesn't need to act on his wishes - it's enough to say them out loud >!for a misguided soul to take it upon himself to act on them!<. "Everything is permitted" he says but he doesn't articulate why he makes the choices does (whether due to fear or social convention or an aesthetic sense of right and wrong), and it's the gravity of this intellectual responsibility that he doesn't grasp until the end of the novel.
Also, I never would've read that much into those passages, great food for thought.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        That is a great explanation. Although I did understood the gist of it when I read this passage, I didn't realized it's depth.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        Well said.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        I was about to post something similar on this passage (but you expressed it better than I had and then some).  My take, though, was essentially…
We cannot deny our animal instincts.  Why pretend we don’t have these passions, think these depraved and malicious thoughts? As father Zosima said, “Don’t lie to yourself.” But he nevertheless commits to the decent and righteous (“I shall always stand up for him”).
Ivan seems exceptionally honest with himself, and he also seems to have a pragmatic bent.  He recognizes the capricious and conflicted nature of man, that reason will only get you so far, and that the passions must be factored in and reckoned with.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Thank you for sharing this. You clarified this passage which was a bit obscure for me.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        But you've seen for yourself that she hasn't come," cried Ivan

I like the small details like this. Ivan, the rational man is the one points out the idiocy of Fyodor's statements. Not Alyosha.
I also love how Ivan and Alyosha worked together to restrain Dmitry. The two brothers against the half-brother. There's something there. I know this is a stretch and that Dostoevsky did not intend this, but this is a good analogy for how Faith and Reason have to assist each other to restrain passion. Each is weak on its own.
It reminds me of a passage in Dante's Purgatorio. At one occasion Dante fell asleep and was tempted by a beautiful woman. But one who quickly became ugly and evil. At that moment Virgil called out to Beatrice to save Dante. Virgil is a constant symbol of pagan rational virtue, and Beatrice of divine of assistance. The same idea that you need virtue and divine assistance to overcome yourself.
Then the next moment who does Dmitri turn to? To Alyosha. Alyosha told Dmitry Grushenka isn't there. Dmitry believed him even though his reason told him otherwise:
"But I saw her... So she must..."
For a moment he put something above his own rational understanding. As Joseph Frank said, throughout the book each character is constantly struggling between their own egoism and their conscience. Between their rationality and the higher and truer faith outside of themselves. For some like Alyosha and Ivan this is specifically Christian. For others like Dmitri it is more secular, but the same point of trust above yourself.
Interestingly, Fyodor does the opposite of Dmitry. He kept believing that Grushenka was in the house despite Alyosha and despite Ivan's irritation. Fyodor trusted neither faith nor reason. Just himself.
"No, she's not here, you old fool!" Ivan shouted at him angrily.

Although to be fair later he did believe Alyosha.
I love that repressed anger of Ivan. First Fyodor insulting his mother, then not knowing she was his mother, and now persisting in his irrationality.  And yet unlike Dmitri who does not care to shed Fyodor's blood, Ivan still helped both Fyodor and Alyosha in this and yesterday's scenes.
Ivan also realised how easily Fyodor could die and how easily he could let him die if he simply did not protect him. Something to keep in mind:
"Damn it all, if I hadn't pulled Dmitri away he might have murdered father"

...

"God forbid!" cried Alyosha.

"Why should He forbid?" Ivan went on in the same whisper, with a smile. "One reptile will devour the other. And it will serve them both right, too."

Alyosha shuddered.

"Of course I won't let him be murdered..."

Ivan seems like both of them justly deserve death, or at least punishment. Yet in this very passage he holds both to the idea that his father's death would be justified and that he should not allow it. There's a tension there.
One more thing. I'll repeat this again when it is relevant but I'll mark this as a spoiler for now. Passion - in Dmitri - is willing to kill. Reason and faith working together stopped this. >!But, as we shall see, reason divorced from faith is also willing to kill. Remember, Ivan himself admitted that without God and without immortality - without faith - everything is permissible. Reason itself is not sufficient. Not as Dostoevsky understood it.!<
X
Another spoiler, but as I am on this topic I cannot resist. Katerina said:
"Could such a passion last forever in a Karamazov? It's passion, not love."

What Dmitri does at the end, and his relationship with Grushenka turns out, show that passion in itself is not evil. Instead what philosophers and Christians say, is that passion should be ordered correctly. Then it is good. There are good things to be passionate about and a correct way to be passionate about them. Dmitri >!attained that capacity in his relationship with Grushenka. And so did she. !<
Serious spoiler though: Take everything I say with a pinch of salt because in the sequel >!Alyosha might have married Grushenka! Throwing everything I've said upside down. !<
Finally after 23 chapters and 170 pages we are finally introduced to the two women. It is interesting to remember that they also are introduced in this Book titled "The Sensualists".
There's something funny about Alyosha watching two beautiful women kissing. Not in that way, but still. "This is rather too much". Indeed Alyosha, indeed!
To contrast the two, it seems Katerina has a sense of virtue but also pride. She is willing to insult and beat Grushenka at the first insult. But still not so passionate and changeable as Grushenka.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Oh you're point on faith and reason combining to prevent passion is a fascinating one!


    

And in the Open Air

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IV: Lacerations
Yesterday
Today
	And in the Open Air

Alyosha spoke with the Captian. He explained what Ilusha is going through. Alyosha offered him Katerina's money but he rejected it.
Book V: Pro and Contra
	The Engagement

Lise and Alyosha sort of got engaged. They spoke about Snegiryov and other things.

Chapter list
Character list


20 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        NB: Although we usually end off a book by only reading the last chapter for the day, for this week we ALSO read the first chapter of Book V.
So at least remember to consider Book 4 and 5 as different wholes with unique themes.
This is a sacrifice we made so that we could read The Grand Inquisitor on Friday, leaving the entire weekend to consider it and Rebellion. They deserve more attention.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+11)

        I love a lot of Lise's lines. I can never get over how earnest she is, outspoken and pretty open with her feelings. This in particular. We are so quick to judge people from 'higher footing'
Listen, Alexey Fyodorovitch. Isn’t there in all our analysis—I mean your analysis ... no, better call it ours—aren’t we showing contempt for him, for that poor man—in analyzing his soul like this, as it were, from above, eh? In deciding so certainly that he will take the money?”



    


    
        [deleted] (+15)

        I feel so bad for poor Ilyusha :(


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        The choice Snegiryov makes took some thought to accept, i.e. it seems like foregoing a better material life for his family "in the name of pride". But aware of the world of hurt it could do his son - who was taking revenge on 7 schoolmates and was ready to centre his life on avenging his father - Snegiryov decided the cost was too great. It seems completely by chance that he throws the money to the floor (i.e. on a different day he might not have had the strength to refuse it), but I think that's precisely why he reacts so violently; the moment he grasps clarity, he burns the bridge so he can't be tempted again.
More than anything this chapter feels like a ruthless sketch of what it means to be destitute for a family in 1870s Russia. The choices Snergiyov has to make such as refusing the duel (which >!Zosima's in a later chapter!< will echo) and turning down 200 roubles are all "the gun or the knife".
u/Shigalyov posted an essay on Smerdyakov (full of spoilers) where it's suggested the children can be taken as the next generation of Russia. I think of that metaphor looking at this excerpt, though it obviously applies more to those wanting in opportunity:
"God only knows what he suffered when he was kissing your brother's hands and imploring him: 'Forgive my papa, forgive my papa.' Yes, that's how our children - not yours, mark you, but ours, the children of despised but honourable paupers - learn to understand the world by the time they're nine. It's all right for the rich: they probably never have to plumb such depths in their lives, but that occasion on the square when my Ilyusha was kissing his hands, at that instant he fathomed the truth in its entirety. He was confronted by the truth, and it dealt him a mortifying blow."

RE the bit of psychology at the beginning of chapter 1 of book 5: the conclusion Alyosha ends with in regards to psychoanalysing others speaks to his perceptiveness but moreso to his humility:
"... What condescension can there be when we ourselves are like him, when everyone's like him. Because, after all, we're all like him, we're no better. And even if we were better, we'd be just the same in his situation..."

I found Alyosha's firmness surprising in the face of the many pushes (show me the letter, are you serious about my daughter, don't eavesdrop, etc).
But he's still a dummy.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+12)

        The Ignat Avsey translation is (Chapter 7 of book 4 on page 266) …
“'What could I have said to my little boy if I had accepted money for the shame we suffered?'”
Yes, accepting the money ‘could’ be transformative for his family.  But, it seems, satisfying his pride is more important: he sees accepting the money as degrading; by not accepting it he (at least in his mind) retains some measure of dignity.  Or, maybe I should say, they retain some measure of dignity, as his self incorporates his son (i.e., what hurts the boy hurts him and, I think, vice-versa).  In this sense, Snegiryov really does seem to have his son’s best interest at heart.
So is this a case of “it’s better to suffer and live with dignity than thrive and live maligned (or, at least, with no self-respect)?” But why? I don't know... we seem to set up ideals for ourselves for which we become martyrs; despite the absurdity of adhering to these ideals, we willingly suffer to see them upheld.  But because the suffering is in service of their realization, we derive considerable pleasure from our suffering (e.g., by analogy, like a starving dieter might get from seeing the scale showing less weight; yes, she/he could eat and be sated, but then she/he would miss out on the pleasure of obtaining that six pack!).  There’s something about choosing some ideal to adhere to, of not doing something simply because it’s the rational (or realistic?) thing to do.  The abstract principle often trumps the concrete reality.  We are at bottom, it seems, mythological creatures.


    


    
        electra_g (+8)

        I have been thinking about this and you just mirrored my thoughts. I also don't understand why we set up ideals for ourselves. It would be very freeing if we are not bound by such ideals. I think even though Snegiryov thought of his son, accepting the money would have helped his family soo much! They could move, he could get a better education and nobody in the new town would even know about any of this. It really haunts me that he refused the money..I mean he is really poor, at least if he was able to afford food & health care and then refused the money I would get it.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        Referencing my post on Smerdyakov and the new generation is a good point. You made me realise that right here Snegiryov has the opportunity to either raise a healthier family, or choose his pride and self-inflict more punishment and make the next generation worse. As Zossima says, we are all guilty for each other's sins.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        I think it's such a hard choice: it was either save his wife and daughters and condemn his son, or claw their way back up in the circumstances they've become accustomed to. I can see how accepting the money could alienate Ilyusha from his father, possibly leaving him as "cannon fodder" for radicals.
As Zossima says, we are all guilty for each other's sins.

This has been on the back of my mind a lot since the Therapon chapter (for the better).


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+19)

        Little note that's evident in the Russian: the title Pro and Contra is written in Latin script and not Cyrillic.
There is another gigantic layer in Brother's K (and his other works), aside from faith, debts, shame; and that is the question of Russian identity and politics. Dostoevsky was part of more liberal circles early on but by the time of his major novels, he was a staunch critic of atheism and socialism, and especially the dangers that assimilating to continental European culture would bring. For him, the spiritual, Russian soul was everything, and he believed Russia to be fully capable of achieving political stability and cultural identity without adopting customs from France and Germany, etc.
Pro and Contra signals the contamination of the Russian soul with existential calculations of rationalism and nihilism.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        Oh, you're absolutely right. It is written as Pro И Contra. That's very significant.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        That's an EXCELLENT detail. Thank you for sharing it.
I think it also ties in with the quasi-Catholic ideal in the Grand Inquisitor.
The division, the doubts, the rebellion, the sins. All partake of this Westernism. In Dostoevsky's view.


    


    
        CapsLowk (+7)

        Do you think it's really quasi catholic? I took it to actually be addressing Catholicism (or maybe, just maybe, every non-orthodox, western christianity). And I clarify, I'm making a question, not arguing for or against (pun intended) anything. I mean literally what I write, without implications or irony.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        I said "quasi" because, from what I understand, Dostoevsky (although he hates Catholicism) is not critiquing Catholicism per se in The Grand Inquisitor. But rather that corrupt aspect of it (in his eyes) that puts worldly concerns over that of Christ. I did not want to say "semi" or just "Catholic" as I do not want to vindicate this.
But yes also Protestantism to an extent, though he seems to be dismissive of it. Recall that chapter between Ivan and Zossima where Ivan argued that the state absorbed the Protestant Churches. That seems for him less important than a merge of Church and state in Catholicism.


    


    
        CapsLowk (+3)

        Thanks.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        ...Listen, Alyosha, you man as well know that I shall also keep an eye on you right from the day of our wedding, and you may as well also know that I shall open all your letters and read them.

This part kind of resembles Elder Zosima's a bit. She is saying she'll keep eye on her family so as to know everything about them (no secrets between them), like Elder wants monks to make thier confessions in public (no secrets amongst themselves). Reading letters bit is the same.
What is interesting to me that here Alyosha resists a bit saying it's not nice, which ultimately makes Lise vow not to do it. If seen as an independent incident it feels natural and can be dismissed as a minor lover's spat.
But if seen in conjunction with it's similarity to Elder Zosima, could it mean something more? Like Alyosha's turmoil and doubts related to Zosima's teachings? There's multiple instances in this chapter where Alyosha himself stated that he too is a Karamazov and maybe he don't believe in god. >! This is could be foreshadowing about his doubts after that putrid smell incident on Elder's death.!<
Though I highly doubt that. I'm just overthinking it a lot most probably.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        I think you're right. The comparison with Zossima is intentional. Although Lise wants to read letters out of distrust, and Zossima to improve trust.
But Alyosha is showing some private... rebellion... when it comes to this issue to bot her her and Zossima. He didn't show his letter to Zossima and he even lied to Lise about it.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        Ah yes. There is an important distinction between the two. Lise is doing it due to lack of trust and Elder is doing it to improve trust. That is a great catch.
Growing up in Asian family, Lise's demand of eavesdropping on her kids seems kind of natural to me so I didn't thought from that angle.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+19)

        VII
The end of the book on Lacerations. The final laceration was Snegiryov choosing to suffer to save his pride. Everyone chose their own suffering in this book. Everyone suffers, sometimes for what they think is a good ideal, but in reality only to shore up their pride.
I think it is interesting that Snegiryov himself and his boy is introduced in this book on lacerations. They embody this theme. Just like the women and Smerdyakov were introduced as Sensualists, so he is introduced in Lacerations.
I like the contrast between them and the Karamazovs though. The captain really loves his boy and knows about his trouble. And his son in turn loves him. Compare that with how little Fyodor cared about his children.
Zossima's words that we are all responsible for everyone's sins comes to mind again. One drunken rage by Dmitri caused all of this. The captain's dejection, the hatred of his son, the bullying at school. Dmitri caused all of this. And he, in turn, assaulted Snegiryov because of Fyodor.
I never realised how important Zossima's reflections before Book VI were to this book until others started to point it out. Now everything in the book so far seems like they take place in his shadow.


    


    
        WobbleWobbleWobble (+2)

        Zossima's words that we are all responsible for everyone's sins comes to mind again. One drunken rage by Dmitri caused all of this. The captain's dejection, the hatred of his son, the bullying at school. Dmitri caused all of this.

A truly fantastic observation.
VII (especially after VI) has made an incredible impact on me. Snegiryov and his family are at the bottom of society, and yet Snegiryov shows the upmost of love and passion towards his son. Even as his son turns (understandably) callous in the face of the despair that beset his family. Ilyusha realizes the helplessness of his family's situation, and thus his own helpless fate in the world:
"'An ordinary lad, a weak son, would have resigned himself, would have felt ashamed of his father, but my boy stood up against everyone for his father. For his father, and for truth, sir, for justice, sir. Because what he endured then as he was kissing your brother's hand and shouting, 'Forgive my papa, forgive my papa,' only God knows and me, sir. For our children--that is, not yours, but ours, sir--the children of the contemptible, but the decent poor, sir--know that the truth is, even at the age of nine, sir. How would the rich know? They don't delve into such depths their whole lives, but at that moment on that square, sir, my Ilyusha, as he was kissing your brother's hands, at that very minute he discovered the whole truth, sir. This truth entered into him, sir, and crushed him forever, sir,' the staff captain muttered heatedly, as if in a frenzy gain, and as he did, he pounded his right fist on his left palm, as if trying to express in reality how 'the truth' has crushed Ilyusha."

From his fathers re-telling we can tell the impact this scene had on him--the truth that was so heinously revealed to him. The school children start to bully him, teasing him about his father. Naturally, he takes the attack on his father an attack on himself and fights back (i.e., throwing rocks at them), which will only further isolate him from his peers. He likely already felt isolated due to his tattered clothes in comparison to the other boys clothes. We can see from Alyosha's earlier observation in III:
...some were wearing jackets, others little coats, and others had on high boots with the tops folded down, something that little children whose well-to-do fathers spoil them like to show off.

Dostoevsky has shown in a chapter the perils of being poor. By no fault of Ilyusha has be turned to being callous. He will likely be taken out of school by his father, inhibiting his education, and further limiting his growth and potential escape from poverty. Even more so, he might be spurred to kill or maim in the name of his father, only to solidify his position in the world. Heartbreaking.
"'Papa,' he asks, 'are rich people the strongest on earth?' 'Yes,' I say, 'Ilyusha, there is no one stronger than rich people.' 'Papa,' he says, 'I'll become rich, become an officer, and vanquish everyone; the tsar will reward me, I'll come back home and no one will dare...' then we fell silent and says, his little lips trembling as they had before: 'Papa, what a nasty town we live in.' 'Yes,' I reply ..."

Recounting all of this, Alyosha's reaction to getting bit from Ilyusha is all that more important:
He took a full minute to bandage his finger. All that time the boy stood there waiting. At last Alyosha lifted his gentle gaze to the boy's face. 'Well, fine," he [Alyosha] said. "You see how badly you bit me. Are you satisfied? Now tell me what it is I've done to you." The boy regarded him with astonishment. "I don't know you at all and I'm seeing you for the first time," Alyosha continued in the same serene manner, "but it can't be that I've done nothing to you. You wouldn't hurt me for no reason. So what have I done? How am I guilty before you?" Instead of an answer, the boy suddenly burst into tears, loudly, and just as suddenly ran away.

Alyosha did not react Ilyusha as he expected. He likely thought Alyosha would hurt him for himself having hurt Alyosha, or that Alyosha would be mentally hurt--just as Ilyusha was. Instead, Alyosha showed restraint and kindness. This goes back to the Elder's words*:*
"Do not despise those who spurn you, slander you, revile you, or libel you. Do not despise atheists, teachers of evil, materialists, or even the wicked, especially the good amoung them, because there are many who are good among them even in our time."



    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+6)

        Now that you mention the captain's love for his children as opposed to Karamazovs, it is interesting that Dostoevsky mentions it twice or thrice that until the last moment even the captain didnt know he'd act in delirium and reject the money. Same way how Fyodor does anything. Just at that moment.


    

Father Ferapont

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

NB: This is the start of Part 2.
Book IV: Lacerations
Yesterday
Today
	Father Ferapont

Alyosha learned that Zossima is in fact dying. The monks expect a miracle from him.
We were introduced to Father Ferapont. A colder and more reserved monk.
Zossima sent Alyosha away to help his family.

	At His Father's

Alyosha visited Fyodor. They spoke about Dmitri and Ivan. Fyodor likes neither of them and keeps insisting that Ivan wants to win over Katerina by having Dmitri marry Grushenka.

Chapter list
Character list
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        ivanpkaramazov (+6)

        I am late to this. Apologies but did they eat noodles back then? That detail surprised me lol


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        I had a quick look and they seem to have...
	пельмени
	вареники
	манты
	лапша
	клёцки

It says "pasta" but the dumpling-esque form kinda makes sense given the border with China.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+3)

        haha awww i did not expect this. for some reason i thought noodles is a very recent export


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        Apparently Smerdyakov also makes a mean koulibiaca (though he used to kill cats for fun so I'd look at vegetarian options).


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        I really love the idea Elder Zosima conveyed that everyone is responsible for everyone's sin. It means, somehow, everyone is connected to everyone, even if by a seemingly impossible thread. To my mind it somewhat resembles the idea of "Vasudhaiva Kutumbakam" the world is a family; and it makes it everyone's responsibility if anyone's sins because we're family. I'm not sure if it's right way to interpret it or not.
He explored this idea in Demons too. >!Father Tikhon asking forgiveness from Stavrogin for he too is responsible for Stavrogin's act. That part is so damn powerful.!<


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+1)

        whenever I hear this Hindi/Sanskrit phrase it reminds me of our dear leader saying this while believing in something completely opposite and vile, lol


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+3)

        There will be more to come about this 'responsible for all' idea. Think back to the epigraph at the beginning as well, citing John 12:24. How do we bring forth much fruit?


    


    
        SilverTanager (+9)

        I'm wondering what to make of Fyodor's repeated statements to Alyosha in this chapter that Ivan "is not one of us" or "not our sort."  It seems to continue the part from Book 3, Chapter 8, where it didn't occur to Fyodor that Alyosha's mother was also Ivan's mother.  But Ivan does seem to share a lot in common with the other Karamozovs: he's a "scoundrel" like Dmitri and Fyodor; he's an atheist, apparently like Fyodor; he was forgotten like the other Karamozov sons, etc.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+10)

        I haven't thought about Fyodor's relationship with his sons in this way before so bear with me:
Fyodor is bad at relationships. Didn't treat his first wife well. Didn't treat his second wife well. Didn't treat Stinking Lizaveta well. Alright.
With his first son, the passionate Dmitri, he's constantly dueling over their overlapping flames, talking up a storm, and quarreling over money, owed or due. It's a mano y mano match up due to the similarity in their need to perform and own the room. He distances himself from Dmitri by his actions.
With Ivan, the intellectual one, he identifies him as different, as if from an incompatible breed. He cannot contend with a smart conversationalist, so he doesn't even try, winning the argument by ignoring the discussion. And all the while he is consciously doing so, explaining to his angel that he thinks Ivan impossible. He distances himself from Ivan by his thoughts in silence and his failure to engage.
With Alyosha, he admittedly does make attempts to engage and appear closer. I think these are genuine attempts. But the way of living is so foreign to Alyosha, and if it was anyone but Alyosha who is incredibly accepting, Fyodor would have lost this son as well. There is a repellent force given by his nature that does push Alyosha away - and therefore there is a tendency to distance himself from him as well.
And then Smerdyakov...he distances himself from his possible fourth son by forgetting him entirely.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        I like your analysis. I think he’s okay with Alyosha having more faith, and he probably recognizes that Dmitri having more passion is fine, but perhaps he’s threatened by Ivan being more logical and intelligent? Not sure.


    


    
        [deleted] (+8)

        Thanks Michachu! Braggart sounds like a much better word than braggadocio, in point of fact as a description for Ivan as a more accurate translation of Dostoevsky. I love Garnett’s conceited coxcomb though! It’s just one sentence but they all convey different meanings. I’ve noticed several words in McDuff that jar when reading. As I press on with the task I’ll post the more egregious examples!


    


    
        michachu (+2)

        Whoa, I think this comment might've been separated from its parent (kinda like Ivan/Alyosha/Dmitry from Fyodor).
Really glad you found it useful though!


    


    
        michachu (+12)

        Alyosha really does bring out the best in people - Fyodor is insufferable to everyone else (and for much of the book) but around his youngest son he's at his most vulnerable, almost sympathetic, openly complaining about Ivan and Dmitry and ruminating out loud on his mortality. We get the sense that this isn't just a one-dimensional buffoon, but an incredibly flawed individual who at the end of the day is still afraid of things, needs tenderness, and knows his days of being invincible (and in general) are numbered.
I've got so many thoughts on Zosima that will sprawl a few chapters and remain unabashedly scattered right now. The one that sticks out in this chapter relates to Ivan's article in the first book, e.g. the hypothetical world where the church absorbs the state. At first glance, Zosima's qualities look like an argument for such a world, but I feel like Therapon >!and The Grand Inquisitor (though of course TGI is much more than that)!< are the rebuttal. When you have an institution whose effectiveness hinges on one man working miracles, it falls apart when the next man can't. Or won't.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Well said about Alyosha. And in doing so, Alyosha can see others the most clearly since they’re able to be themselves in the light of his non-judgmental love. Like his analysis of Fyodor: “you’re not ill-natured, but distorted.”


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+13)

        Father Paisy’s parting words to Alyosha in talking about Christianity deserve, I think, some attention here.
Chapter 1 of book 4 on page 215 Ignat Avsey translation …
“For has it not survived for nineteen centuries, and does it not still continue to live in the souls of individuals, amidst the decline and fall of nations? It lives on, immutable as ever, even in the souls of those very atheists who have destroyed everything. For those who have renounced Christianity and are in revolt against it, they too still retain the image and likeness of Christ, and to this day neither in their wisdom nor in the passion of their hearts have they been able to offer mankind a more exalted and dignifying image than that which was revealed in the beginning by Christ. And where attempts have been made, they have produced only abomination.”
Concerning the figure of Christ, then, Dostoevsky seems to be saying there’s something about this figure that is compelling and motivating (and nor could there be a figure more so!), that speaks to that which is most virtuous in us. If the heart is indeed the battleground where God and the Devil wage war, where good and evil contest, then what is Christ in this battle but the embodiment of goodness, the personification of righteousness.  Meditating on the figure of Christ, then, calls forth that which is best in us, filling us with love, both for ourselves and others; and as God is love, it gives Him the upper hand in that ceaseless struggle for the soul of man.
If we are to 'keep the devil at bay', do we need Christ (or a Christ-like figure)? And is Christ the most compelling figure we’ve come up with to serve this function? These are weighty questions! BTW, this seems like something Dostoevsky would believe himself, no?
Reading Shigalyov’s post, actually, clarified that Dostoevsky was indeed against separating out Christian morality from Christianity itself (i.e., being an atheist and adopting Christian morality won’t work).  This clarifies for me what immediately preceded the above passage then.
Chapter 1 of book 4 on page 215 Ignat Avsey translation …
“'Always remember, young man,' Father Paisy began without any preamble, 'that secular science, having become a powerful force, has examined in detail, especially in this last century, everything divine bequeathed to us in the Holy Scriptures, but having subjected all that is holy to such a rigorous analysis the scientists of the world have ended up empty-handed. For in looking at the component parts in isolation they have quite overlooked the whole, and with a truly astounding lack of vision. But the whole stands inviolate before their eyes, as it always has done, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.”
If I'm understanding this correctly, then, Dostoevsky believes only a Christ embedded within the Christian tradition provides the “exalted and dignifying image” men need to orient their lives.  Creating the “image or likeness” of Christ (i.e., just reasoning it out) is insufficient, with such attempts having “produced only abomination”.


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        Translation query: I’m reading from the Penguin Classics edition, with translation by David McDuff. I’ve noticed some quite modern words in the text, some Americanisms too, surely alien to Dostoevsky. I’m wondering how they relate to other translations. For example, in the chapter ‘At his father’s’, Alyosha is in conversation with Fyodor about Ivan, and Fyodor describes Ivan as a ‘braggadocio’. The full sentence is: ‘Ivan is a braggadocio, and he has no erudition at all…He’s not even particularly well educated, either, keeps quiet and smiles that ironic smile at you as he does so-that’s the only trick he knows’ p. 229.
Would be interesting to see how this sentence has been translated in other editions, just for curiosity!


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        braggadocio

Wow.. that's a heck of a choice.
Would be interesting to see how this sentence has been translated in other editions, just for curiosity!

I gotchu fam
Avsey
"Ivan's a braggart, and he's certainly no intellectual... he's not even particularly well educated, he just smiles at you and doesn't say a word - that's how he gets away with it."

P&V
"Ivan's a braggart, and he doesn't have so much learning... or any special eduation either; he's silent, and he grins at you silently - that's how he gets by."

Garnett
"Ivan is a conceited coxcomb, but he has no particular learning... nor education either. He sits silent and smiles at one without speaking—that’s what pulls him through."



    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        Thanks Michachu! Braggart sounds like a much better word than braggadocio, in point of fact as a description for Ivan as a more accurate translation of Dostoevsky. I love Garnett’s conceited coxcomb though! It’s just one sentence but they all convey different meanings. I’ve noticed several words in McDuff that jar when reading. As I press on with the task I’ll post the more egregious examples!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+20)

        Before I read these chapters I have to say that the theme of this book is important: Lacerations. P&V, from what I read, do not capture the gist of this theme. Lacerations as in deep wounds. Lacerations as in self-afflicted. Lacerations as in Christian self-punishment.
If the previous book was about sensuality, then this one is about pain. Keep this theme in mind in both metaphor and literal events in this book.
It is also the first theme of Part 2, which might say something about this entire section of the book. Perhaps something more serious and more painful. A theme that might carry over across the rest of the books in Part 2.
To get to the chapters:
Zossima again reiterates the idea that everyone is responsible for everyone's sin. In an article I read today it was made clear to me that Dostoevsky is also indicting the entire Russian society for every bad thing everyone does.
Take the three brothers. Abandoned by their father, the one became passionate and the other angry and obstinate. Smerdyakov became withdrawn and hates the world. Take Smerdyakov and his mother in particular. Shunned by society, raped, insulted. How does that affect Smerdyakov? How does Gregory's behaviour towards Smerdyakov affect him? How does Smerdyakov affect Ivan? How does Ivan affect Dmitri?
Throughout this book I see now that this theme is rather clear. Only Alyosha and Zossima has a positive effect that prevents sin in others.
This emphasis on realising you are guilty before others and loving others and not being proud goes, well, against pride. The solution to everything, to "win over the world world" is through love and confession and humility. Crucially, we should "make no conditions with God".
The monks expecting a miracle is something that anticipates The Grand Inquisitor. Keep this in mind.
Just after Zossima tells the monks to be humble and think better of others than themselves are are introduced to Father Ferapont. He clearly looks down on others and believes they are in bondage to the Devil. Just because they do not go to the lengths Ferapont does when they fast. In contrast to Zossima's brotherhood, you have Ferapont's isolationism. From what Fyodor said, Zossima and the monks also eat more than what is seemly, whereas Ferapont eats almost nothing.
Father Ferapont's self-imposed suffering in eating and isolation is one case of laceration.
His statements on seeing the devils also brings to mind Zossima's exhortation against lying to yourself. That, and the Holy Spirit "flying down sometimes" reminds me of the stupid literalism of Fyodor and Smerdyakov. It is almost pagan in how they view these supernatural entities. This is followed by a blatant heresy in distinguishing between the Holy Spirit and the Holy Ghost.
This distorted view of the faith is worse than the Karamazovs'. If it couldn't be worse than this, Ferapont is afraid of Jesus himself! Compare that with Zossima being at peace with dying.
Father Paissey's warning to Alyosha of atheists who still follow Christian ideals is in itself also a reference to the populism in Dostoevsky's time. As I wrote in this post, at the time Russia was faced with a new kind of reactionary youth. A youth which was atheistic in metaphysics, but still followed Christian ideals in practice and were not ashamed of admitting this. Dostoevsky is saying that divorcing the faith from Christ leads to disaster.
Maybe I'm overthinking it, but just as Alyosha reflected on how Paissey is now his friend made me wonder if this too is a contrast to Ferapont. We've just seen Ferapont treat the visiting monk harshly. In contrast here Paissey is treating Alyosha like a son. It's like the similar theme of broken and wholesome families, but in a theological environment.
II
Fyodor is actually such a fascinating figure. He says he merely lives his sin openly. There is a truth to that. He reveals the sin that Russian society hides. The sexual excesses, the avarice, the mistreatment. His dislike for Paradise also anticipates Ivan's, although Fyodor dislikes it for selfish reasons.
"Don't lie to yourself". Why is it that in other re-reads I never realised how much Dostoevsky reinforces this point? In this chapter Fyodor lied to himself - again - by drinking more than one glass of brandy.
His wounds and his decision to crush Dmitri also recalls the idea of laceration. Or I am overthinking this. But rather overthink this book than not think about it at all.


    


    
        BlueSoup10 (+2)

        Sorry for the reply quite a bit after this post was originally made, I'm going through these posts as I read the book for the first time. My Penguin Classics translation by David McDuff uses 'Crack-Ups' as the name of Book IV. It's certainly an interesting choice - it holds the idea of self-affliction with things collapsing in on themselves but loses a bit of the nuance of 'lacerations'.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Crack ups sound a bit comedic though? I get what they're going for, but it feels a bit weak


    


    
        BlueSoup10 (+1)

        Agreed!


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        Zossima again reiterates the idea that everyone is responsible for everyone's sin.

Your interpretation and explaination to this idea is brilliant. It's somewhat different to what I originally interpreted but this one makes much more sense.


    


    
        michachu (+10)

        Lacerations

P&V uses "Strains" and Avsey uses "Crises". I'm all for Garnett's choice on this one.
Maybe I'm overthinking it, but just as Alyosha reflected on how Paissey is now his friend made me wonder if this too is a contrast to Ferapont. We've just seen Ferapont treat the visiting monk harshly. In contrast here Paissey is treating Alyosha like a son. It's like the similar theme of broken and wholesome families, but in a theological environment.

I quite like this parallel, and don't think it need be a parallel either (the strength of the religious institutions depends on these kinds of relationships). Interesting catch.
The contrast also reminds me of the contrast between Christ's message of love and the pharisees who would denounce him for his "harmful innovation". Even Therapon/Ferapont's words ("thou", "thy", "thee" in translation) speak to this slavishness to form, vs Zosima's emphasis on truth and love.
Zossima again reiterates the idea that everyone is responsible for everyone's sin.

I'm just realising now how well this contrasts against Ivan's "without God, everything is permitted". Both mantras are just different expressions of existential freedom and personal responsibility, but while the tone in Ivan's encourages anarchy, Zosima's encourages something better.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        I am having trouble with Zossima’s speech here.
First, monks must confess to themselves that they are worse than all other men, 1. because they needed or desired to escape from the world to the closed monk community in order to save themselves, or 2. because they are no longer spreading their (assumedly good) influence in the world.  I can follow with that.
But I don’t follow the next leap: monks (and I suppose all men) are “responsible to all men for… all human sins, national and individual… not merely through the general sinfulness of creation, but each one personally for all mankind and every individual man.”
Are monks responsible for their brothers’ sins because they have chosen to cloister themselves from the world? If they had tried to spread their good influence but had failed, would they still be responsible for the sins of all human kind?
Why are all humans responsible for the sins of all humankind? Because they were not good enough to spread their influence across the world, to impact the actions of all humankind? Even if we take Christ as the example of perfect love, he didn’t achieve that. This implies personal responsibility for not just your own actions, but the actions of every man everywhere (which is a tall order).
I understand the contrast to Ivan’s doctrine: without immortality, everything is permitted. Ivan does not bear responsibility for the actions or sins of mankind. He bears responsibility for his own actions, but that is just semantics: because there is no immortality, responsibility is an improper word; there will be no need to answer for any of his actions.
Did I misunderstand anything there?
Also interested to hear more of your thoughts on existential freedom.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+2)

        what I took from this is: everyone is responsible for everyone is kind of also true without the context of religion or God when you see how the society is set up hierarchically and how everyone wants to be the one above and hates everyone below.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        I think Zosima's rhetoric is in superlatives to drive the point home (and indeed if the burden remained unchanged despite our actions, what do our actions matter?).
RE existential freedom, I didn't mean anything mysterious, but I think 2 examples are worth pointing to:
	There's an example of "bad faith" attributed to Sartre: a man assumes his role as (say) a waiter, and gets swept up in that role (behave in a "waiter-ly" way) deferring decisions to "what should a waiter do?" rather than "what should I do?". Similarly a German soldier walking a Jewish man into a truck feels he "is just doing his job" which he believes absolves him of responsibility.
	The underground man is interesting because he anticipates the waiter over 50 years prior - his "man of action" is the one able to get swept up in his role and perform it unflinchingly; the underground man envies this man somewhat. Yet he argues also later that he would ultimately reject being tethered to a role, i.e. he would rebel (to the point of "cannibalism") to prove he wasn't a "piano key" with a fixed place in the universe.

So Zosima's choice of words just underscores his argument that each person has the capacity to affect the state of things much much more than he realises, regardless of his role or his predispositions. Man is not a piano key, and a soldier is not blameless for just following orders. They might not be great choices - I risk my life trying to do the right thing, and my efforts might still prove futile - but there is still a choice.
It's the reason he sends Alyosha out into the world (inaction is a choice), and it's the reason >!Ivan is partly responsible for the novel's central crime by letting loose his philosophy unqualified.!<
There's a chapter on Zosima later which provides concrete examples of what he says - it's probably my favorite chapter.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+7)

        There will be other moments later on that might illuminate the meaning here. My read has been that each of our actions have consequences and can have lasting impressions in the memories of others, particularly children. Dostoevsky, or at least Zosima posits that good memories, especially of the familial home, keep us from harm and remind us that we can be and are good. Likewise bad seeds may lead us to lives of shame and self deceit.


    

A Meeting with the Schoolboys

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IV: Lacerations
Yesterday
Alyosha learned Zossima is dying. He visited his father afterwards.
Today
	A Meeting with the Schoolboys

Alyosha encountered a group of schoolboys who threw rocks at another boy. When Alyosha tried to help that boy, he bit Alyosha's finger.
	At the Hohlakovs'

Alyosha went to the Hohlakovs. He spoke with Lise and her mother. Katerina and Ivan are also there.

Chapter list
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        sendravens (+3)

        Chapter 3 made me smile, for some odd reason. It almost feels like Alyosha accidentally stumbled into a Mark Twain novel on his way to the Khokhlakovs.


    


    
        michachu (+11)

        I can't get over how funny these 2 chapters are, and it's a timely reminder of how versatile a writer FMD is.
The dynamic between Lise and her mother is hilarity and Lise's fussing over Alyosha is so sweet.
I've had some misgivings about the Avsey translation (vs P&V), but I think where comic delivery is concerned he wipes the floor with P&V. There are some passages that just fall flat in P&V but Avsey gets the cadence right.
On showing Alyosha the door:
P&V
"I don't know what I... I'll stay for another three minutes if you wish, even five," Alyosha muttered.

"Even five! Take him away mama! Quickly! He's a monster!"

Avsey
"I don't know that I...", Alyosha mumbled. "I'll stay another three minutes, even five, if you wish."

"Even five! Show him the door at once, mama, he's a monster!"

On Herzenstube:
P&V (note: it is spelt Khokhlakov in P&V rather than Khokhlakova)
"Shouldn't we send for Herzenstube?" Cride Madame Khokhlakov.

"Mama, you'll be the death of me! Your Herzenstube will come and say he can make nothing of it!"

Avsey
"Shouldn't we perhaps send for Herzenstube?" asked Mrs Khokhlakova, and stopped.

"Mama, you'll be the end of me. Your Herzenstube will come and say he can't make anything out at all!"

I look forward to the parallel universe where Alyosha does finish off the town by biting everybody he visits, after being bitten by a rabid 9 year old.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        I look forward to the parallel universe where Alyosha does finish off the town by biting everybody he visits, after being bitten by a rabid 9 year old.

Now I can't take it off my mind. Haha XD


    


    
        SilverTanager (+6)

        I agree.  Garnett's translation of Chapter 4 is also very funny.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        You’re right on how funny these chapters were. I loved the mom blowing up Lise’s spot.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        III
I'm constantly reminded of that article I read on translations where the author defended Garnett's use of "laceration". He pointed out that Alyosha being bitten is yet another instance of this theme: a deep, painful, cut.
In an earlier chapter the narrator said that Alyosha lived his life believing that no one could harm him. Here he was injured. This might be a stretch as well, but perhaps for the first time his good deeds made him suffer.
IV
Early in this chapter the laceration idea is made explicit, but this time it takes on a more metaphorical avatar:
If you could only imagine what’s passing between them now—it’s awful, I tell you it’s lacerating, it’s like some incredible tale of horror. They are ruining their lives for no reason any one can see. They both recognize it and revel in it.

Ivan and Katerina, according to her, are lacerating themselves in their self-sacrifices. But they take some masochistic joy in it. In another way Fyodor and Dmitry are making their own lives more painful by recommitting to their strategies. All of this suffering that everyone is undergoing is self-imposed and tearing people apart.
I feel like I'm missing something in this chapter.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        That is a very interesting difference between translations. The more I think of it the more I understand why laceration might be better in this context. In McDuff's translation instead of "Laceration" he uses the term "Crack-up" as in "breaking, tearing and straining beneath an intolerable weight of mental, emotional and spiritual suffering" according to the footnote.
Hence that paragraph translates as:
And you'd hardly believe what's taking place between them just now - it's dreadful, I tell you it's a crack-up, a horrid fairy-tale one mustn't believe, not on any account: they're both destroying each other for some unknown reason, they both know it and are taking pleasure in it.

Here I got to agree I like Garnett's interpretation a bit more than McDuff's.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Ahh I hadn’t thought of all these ‘lacerations’ being grouped together. When I look at them in that way, I can’t help but notice how Katerina and Ivan suffer when they reflect on their cuts. So they get two layers of pain. But Alyosha does not dwell on it and inflict secondary suffering on himself.  Perhaps it’s his innocent character, or perhaps it’s because his cut came from trying to help someone.


    


    
        michachu (+6)

        I'm constantly reminded of that article I read on translations where the author defended Garnett's use of "laceration". He pointed out that Alyosha being bitten is yet another instance of this theme: a deep, painful, cut.

I really do agree that it is the perfect word for the echoes in the text (including Alyosha's).
One thing I struggled with reading this the first time was the prevalence of masochistic joy. It's like something's in the water in this town.
I feel like one of the chapter's functions is just to bring things back down to earth again - we had Rakitin commenting on how insane the episode in Zosima's drawing room was, and Lisa / Madame Khokhlakova here remind us that earthly pain (bites) and self-flagellation (for masochistic joy) are not exactly things ordinary people care for.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+10)

        The Ignat Avsey translation is (Chapter 4 of book 4 on page 228) …
“You wouldn't believe what's going on between them now—it's dreadful, it's a disaster, I tell you, it's a nightmare, the mind boggles: they're both aware that they're ruining each other for no reason at all, and they're both actually enjoying it.”
This seems to be a Dostoevsky theme, doesn’t it? We intentionally and knowingly act against our self-interest; we are false, we are manipulative, we are mean, we are cruel, and we create suffering, both for ourselves and others.  And all for what? To amuse ourselves.  Because, perhaps, the human condition would be unbearable otherwise?


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        I’m interested in this concept of self-interest.
In TBK thus far, we see a lot of characters engaging in self-sabotage (against self-interest?): Fyodor drinking/reveling too much, Dmitry flaunting his engagement, Katerina trying to save her engagement, the monk not eating.
But I think we also see characters act in the interest of others, against their own self-interest. Alyosha protecting the boy, Ivan defending his father, I’m sure Zossima has some example.
I’m not married to this conclusion, but I’ll test it here: Dostoevsky doesn’t care one way another whether an individual acts in his own interests: he cares whether the individual acts in the interest of others.  That’s the moral code.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        I see Dostoevsky laying bare the human condition, exposing the creature that we are warts and all, and that, ultimately, we must somehow come to terms with.  And then I guess the question is: Given the creature that we are, how do we live with others and ourselves? Zosima certainly provides the Christian perspective on this and, I’m thinking, this is Dostoevsky’s.
I’m just fascinated by and interested in some of the core Dostoevskyan ideas.  Namely, that we continually lie to ourselves, create narratives within which we live out dramas, and that we delight in doing so even though it inevitably creates suffering for ourselves and others (indeed, we seem to derive considerable pleasure from this suffering!).  And the idea that we really cannot do otherwise.  Or, at the very least, that there are a very few exceptional individuals capable of rising above this (like a Zosima?).  After all, who could tell the truth all the time? Even most of the time?


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+8)

        This fits very well with Zosima's doctrine of responsibility for all


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+6)

        Because perhaps with these actions we project a followable meaning onto the world, that we prove freedom of choice by choosing affirmatively something knowing what it is. 
A lot of thinkers (Camus, Nietzsche, Sarte) made heavy reference to Dostoevsky - for his ideas on existential dread, ultimate meaning, and authentic living versus being an artist of one's own life, full of aesthetic projections.


    


    
        ahop21 (+13)

        I feel that Ch 3 begins to create a nigh mythical stature for Alyosha. We so often encounter people in life, as well as caricatures and tropes of those people, who espouse a faith and yet seem to fail miserably to live up to its dictates. Alyosha, however, navigates the world with a quiet, resolute faith that is felt deeply by all those he encounters -- not to mention the sheer equanimity he operates with that is incongruous with what one expects of a young man of 19. Everyone looks forward to seeing him, enjoys his company, and seeks his counsel. We see even the most passionate and sinful of individuals, like Fyodor and Dmitry, soften and become deeply self-reflective in his presence. If Christ is the archetypal perfect man, Alyosha is certainly a meritorious emulation of that archetype. A few examples, as we see in Ch 3:
\> Alyosha uses his body to shield the singular boy from the onslaught of rocks thrown by the other 6, even after the boy has intentionally hit him with one. He seeks to understand the boy and goes after him.
\> The boy immediately softens when Alyosha approaches: "The boy, seeing at once from Alyosha's eyes that he wouldn't beat him, became less defiant, and addressed him first". Alyosha's first inquiry to the boy is not why the boy threw a stone at him, but rather, observes that the boy may have been hurt badly by one of the blows he had received from the others.
\> Upon the boy's first insistence that Alyosha leave him alone, Alyosha politely declares he has no intent to tease the boy; he turns to leave without receiving any answer as to why the boy threw at him.
\> In response to the boy throwing two additional stones at him - one at his back as he turns to leave, another directly into his face from short range - Alyosha merely continues to gently inquire what he has done to offend the boy.
\> When the boy bites Alyosha's finger to the bone, Alyosha calmly stands and takes a full minute bandaging it. The interaction proceeds:
"Very well," he [Alyosha] said, "You see how badly you've bitten me. That's enough, isn't it? Now tell me, what have I done to you?

The boy stared in amazement.

"Though I don't know you and it's the first time I've seen you," Alyosha went on with the same serenity, "yet I must have done something to you - you wouldn't hurt me like this for nothing. So what have I done? How have I wronged you, tell me?

As Christ said at the Sermon on the Mount, *"You have heard that it was said, 'An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.' But I say to you, Do not resist the one who is evil. But if anyone slaps you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also" (*Matt 5:38-39). I can't imagine anyone I know responding to this situation in the manner Alyosha does - not even the most kind and compassionate of them. If we are to trust our narrator's insistence that Alyosha is indeed not a naive person, then he is certainly Christ-like, especially in the confines of this interaction. The impact on the boy is profound - he turns and runs away in tears. Alyosha does not pursue him. It would appear Alyosha's questions of "aren't you ashamed?" wrung true. The boy felt that shame in full force as soon as his mask of anger melted away in the face of Alyosha's gentle compassion.
Things become more complicated, however, when we reach Ch 4. Alyosha speaks earnestly and simply with Lise regarding her love letter, seeing straight through her mask of insolent jesting at him. His motives in accepting Lise's confession of love, and forthrightly declaring that they shall be married, remain to be seen. However, it's hard to imagine he has any ulterior motives in doing this, given what we know of him so far. That said, we have seen flashes of the 'Karamazovian Insect' within him, and perhaps he is not so exempt from lying to himself as we might imagine. Father Paissy did warn him frankly at the end of Ch 1 that he is "young, and the temptations of the world are great and beyond your strength to endure". I'm interested to see how this dichotomy of Christ-like purity & Karamazovian insectry progress in his character.
P.s. In light of all I have just mentioned, my heart breaks to know that we shall never get >!Dostoevsky's intended sequel detailing Alyosha's foray into the world, and subsequent fall from grace. !<For all the apparent goodness we see in him, insofar as he is a shining beacon of light for so many throughout the novel, I can only imagine >!how Dostoevsky would illustrate his descent - especially considering how masterfully and subtly that descent is set up throughout TBK, when one knows what to look for.!<


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+6)

        Also relates to previous chapter where Father Zossima said that one man’a sin is every man’s responsibility which Alyosha seems to take on board as he takes responsibility for the boy’s actions by asking … what did I do to offend you?


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        I also bookmarked the quote below as I found it quite evocative.
"Though I don't know you and it's the first time I've seen you," Alyosha went on with the same serenity, "yet I must have done something to you - you wouldn't hurt me like this for nothing. So what have I done? How have I wronged you, tell me?

I don't think the "turn the other cheek" quote applies to this, and I don't think Alyosha means to shame the boy at all! And for that reason I think what he's done is more impressive - the words above suggest he genuinely thinks he's missing a piece of the puzzle and would like to understand it. "There's no way you're just plain malicious, so let me understand where I've put my foot wrong without realising."
Rather than prostrating himself without questioning (as a martyr might) or shaming the boy (as Therapon/a monk might), he operates the way someone trying to do better in the world, aware of the challenges, might.


    


    
        ahop21 (+5)

        At no point did I state that Alyosha intended to shame the boy. Rather, the figure of speech he uses - "aren't you ashamed?" - is more a statement of inquiry than it is a rhetorical device used to condemn the boy.
It would seem we agree that Alyosha's intent here is to understand the boy, but I am puzzled by your argument that the "turn the other cheek" quote doesn't apply here. Alyosha almost literally does exactly that - he endures injury and places himself in the position of receiving further injury in his genuine attempts to understand what is at the root of the boy's apparent contempt for him. Do you mean to say that the concept of "turning the other cheek" necessarily implies the unquestioning prostration of a martyr? That's the best I can make out of your response. Would like to understand where you're coming from here.
I really like your closing statement -
Rather than prostrating himself without questioning (as a martyr might) or shaming the boy (as Therapon/a monk might), he operates the way someone trying to do better in the world, aware of the challenges, might.

Speaks to a pragmatic element within Alyosha, and characterizes him as someone who is neither naive nor proud. He is an ideal one can strive towards; fitting, given he acts as the moral North Star for so many throughout the novel.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        Ahh, you're right - I just realise that "turn the other cheek" is an expression I've taken a very different way most of my life! (and very differently from what you intended)
The literal analogue here would've been "if someone bites you on the hand, offer him the other hand", i.e. make yourself even more vulnerable (which Alyosha does not). But it seems another interpretation of the expression is to simply "not retaliate", which is exactly what Alyosha does.
I'm learning something new everyday and my apologies for the misunderstanding.


    


    
        ahop21 (+4)

        I was unaware myself of the multiple interpretations of the expression, and only learned about them through doing some research after reading your response. No need for apologies my friend, we both learned something through this interaction. Thanks for your thoughts and responses.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        As Christ said

Throwing the stones also immediately brought to mind the Jewish practice of stoning. Especially for sins. Here Alyosha is practicing the Christian ethic as opposed to the legalistic ethic of the Jews.


    

A Laceration in the Drawing Room

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IV: Lacerations
Yesterday
A boy bit Alyosha's finger. He went to the Hohlakovs who helped him.
Today
	A Laceration in the Drawing Room

Alyosha gave advice to Katerina. She asked him to go see the captain Dmitri insulted.
	A Laceration in the Cottage

Alyosha visited this Captain Sengiryov. He is very poor with many children. His son, Ilusha, is the boy who bit Alyosha.
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        NB: We are following an irregular pacing for the next week or two.
On Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday we continue with two chapters a day. But on Thursday and Friday we only read one chapter a day. This is to ensure that we give adequete attention for these last two.
It also means that on Tuesday we don't close off by only reading Chapter 7 of Book 4. Instead we also read Chapter 1 of Book 5. This is to ensure that we read both chapters 5 and 6 before the weekend. So for this week:
Monday: Chapter 5 and 6 of Book IV
Tuesday: Chapter 7 of Book IV and Chapter 1 of Book V
Wednesday: Chapter 2 and 3 of Book V
Thursday: Chapter 4 of Book V (Rebellion)
Friday: Chapter 5 of Book V (The Grand Inquisitor)
Next week will also be irregular as we will come across Father Zossima's exhortations. So keep an eye out for how we pace it. But from Book VII onward things should be more regular again.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        This might be a stretch, but the door between Alexey and Lise at the end of Ch 5 reminded me of the wall in the play-within-a-play in Shakespeare’s Midsummer Night’s Dream. There we get two different results , the main characters are able to overcome their barriers whereas Pyramus and Thisby are not. Curious to see which route we get with A & L.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        We finally understood why that little boy, Illyusha, bit Alyosha. He was taking revenge for his Father, standing up against a Karamazov. Witnessing his father getting beat up, his classmates making fun of "luffah-incidenct", for a boy of his age he is going through a lot. I feel pity for captain and his family.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        Maybe this will change, but right now I’m really not liking Katerina Ivanova.
The Ignat Avsey translation is (Chapter 5 of book 4 on page 241-242) …
“She needed me only in order to satisfy her continual craving for vengeance. She was constantly taking revenge on me for all the insults she suffered at the hands of Dmitry, insults going back to their first meeting ... I'm leaving now, but understand this, Katerina Ivanovna: he's the only man you really love. And the more he insults you, the more you love him. That's your undoing. You love him precisely as he is, insulting you as he does. Were he to reform, you'd discard him immediately and stop loving him altogether. But you need him in order to glory continually in your feat of loyalty and to reproach him for his disloyalty. And it's all because of your pride. Oh, I know there's a lot of self-deprecation and humiliation in this, but it all stems from your pride...”
As Alyosha pointed out and then Ivan later fleshed out, she’s lying to herself.  She’s a proud woman that has been spurned by Dmitry; she’s been hurt, become angry, even hateful.  To cope, she has created this fantastic narrative that sees her as Dmitry’s savior.   This narrative protects her ego by denying these feelings (convincing herself she really wants what’s best for Dmitry) while at the same time, as Ivan points out, both empowering her (first italics below) and imbuing her with a feeling of superiority (second italics below) …
“But you need him (Dmitry) in order to glory continually in your feat of loyalty and to reproach him for his disloyalty.”
This narrative she has created for herself, as Ivan points out, no doubt involves much self-deprecation and humiliation (i.e., she’s also hurting herself).  But I guess it’s better than owning up to the reality of the situation and the real feelings she has.  For some reason that alternative would be soul-crushing.  And so the lie it is! But that, of course, means a great deal of suffering for everyone involved.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Yeah as the story unfolds I see her as more and more complex. In a way, she’s like Fyodor. Both relish the suffering and shame, though they do so in different ways. Katerina wears it as a badge of honor, one that exhibits her piety.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+8)

        The more we see Katerina, the more I am annoyed by her. She decides to 'save Dmitri' merely because he decides to do the decent thing and not take advantage of her (a bare minimum of decency if even that). Even though he does humiliate her. And she still thinks she can save him after all that he has done to her after the engagement. What a monumentally narcissistic savior complex she has, good God.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        I know I'm beating a dead horse at this point, but I'm convinced more than ever that Garnett is the best here. The implicit theme of laceration became explicit in his wound and Hohlakov's remark. Now Dostoevsky is hammering in this theme:
The word “lacerating,” which Madame Hohlakov had just uttered, almost made him start, because half waking up towards daybreak that night he had cried out “Laceration, laceration,” probably applying it to his

dream. He had been dreaming all night of the previous day’s scene at Katerina Ivanovna’s.
I love Alyosha's reflection on how Ivan would never submit to Katerina. We get a sense of that extreme intellect and stubbornness lacking in the passionate Dmitri.
Katerina appealing to Alyosha to solve her romantic issues reminds me so strongly of Natasha in The Idiot.
Yiss the true inversion of Katerina's morals is brutally revealed here:
I will be a god to whom he can pray. He owes me that for his treachery and for what I suffered yesterday because of him.
There's something seriously demented in that outlook. She wishes for his good at her own expense, but she needs him more than he needs her. There's something wrong here.
I think Ivan's hits the nail on the head when he says that her life "will be spent in painful brooding over your own feelings, your own heroism, and your own suffering". She wants to feel good doing something good. And she wants to be appreciated for it. It is like Christ, except this demented "Christ" is taking our sins on himself to prove to himself how great he is and so that people can adore him. Just like Katerina will take Dmitri's sins and suffer in his place, but still wants to be worshiped by him.
Maybe this is the climax of the laceration them?:
For you're torturing Ivan, simply because you love him - and torturing him because you love Dmitri through 'self-laceration' - with an unreal love - because you've persuaded yourself.
Alyosha finally tears down her own lie that she told herself. She does not actually love Dmitri. But she is punishing herself to evoke pity in Ivan. It is no surprise that she insulted him the moment he cut through the veil and shone the light.
But...
Ivan, a bit less naive, somewhat refutes but also proves the point Alyosha is making. Alyosha is wrong for thinking Katerina loves Ivan, but right in her wanting to punish herself. She simply wants to prove to herself how good she is for continually forgiving Dmitri. (This idea, by the way, goes back to other books like Humiliated and Insulted and Demons where the women have similar motivations).
Oh and we really have to read a book of Schiller after we finished BK. From what I understand, Schillar was a romantic author. Like think White Nights but more optimistic. That is why it is surprising for Alyosha that Ivan has read him. Dmitri has already quoted him a bunch of times.
VI
Twice now Alyosha gave an antidote to the (self-)laceration around him. First was when he encountered that boy who bit him. He could have reacted - like the others - in pride and wounded ego. But he chose to pro-actively forgive and help. In the beginning of this chapter again he decided not to torture himself (ie avoid self-laceration) by not thinking about his mistake. So that he could do what was needed. He could have continued torturing himself like that, but it would have prevented him from fulfilling his duty.
I wonder if there are parallels between the Snegiryovs and the Karamazovs. Poor, not rich. Yet a complete family (mostly?) of love whereas the Karamazovs are divided. Snegiryov's wife also reminds me of Alyosha's mother, who went insane.


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        The word “lacerating,” which Madame Hohlakov had just uttered, almost made him start, because half waking up towards daybreak that night he had cried out “Laceration, laceration,” probably applying it to his

dream. He had been dreaming all night of the previous day’s scene at Katerina Ivanovna’s.
I really like that example and agree on Garnett. I actually don't mind Avsey's treatment either - the chapters are titled "Crisis in ___" but in the text he interchanges between "crisis", "disaster", "calamity" - the motif is lost but the meaning is crystal. But P&V's use of "strains" throughout really just doesn't work (Alyosha waking in the middle of the night crying "strains! strains!" - What???).
I think Ivan's hits the nail on the head when he says that her life "will be spent in painful brooding over your own feelings, your own heroism, and your own suffering". She wants to feel good doing something good. And she wants to be appreciated for it. It is like Christ, except this demented "Christ" is taking our sins on himself to prove to himself how great he is and so that people can adore him. Just like Katerina will take Dmitri's sins and suffer in his place, but still wants to be worshiped by him.

The "god to pray to" metaphor tells you all you need to know about Katerina Ivanovna!
I'm just thinking back to Khokhlakova's talk with Zosima in the beginning and the contrast with Katerina Ivanovna. Whilst Madam K's confession was that she knows she needs gratitude to do good, I'd argue Katerina I's doesn't require gratitude - she's perfectly happy to revel in Dmitry's ingratitude, and it's Dmitry's baseness that'll motivate her. But as Ivan pointed out, Dmitry becoming upright would the last thing she wants... and not wanting to see the best for the object of your love is, well, objectively not love.
I wonder if there are parallels between the Snegiryovs and the Karamazovs.

I think this is a great comparison - they're almost perpendicular to each other. But the Snegiryovs for me call back the Marmeladovs from C&P the most: destitute, desperate, but with pride intact (though much more pride than the Marmeladovs).


    


    
        SAZiegler (+4)

        I love your point on how proactive forgiveness is an antidote to suffering. In this chapter we see both Ivan and Katerina explicitly say that they will refuse to do precisely that, and we see how that causes them more pain.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+14)

        Related to one of the recurring themes, is Katerina Ivanova lying to herself or not?  Alyosha seems to think so, and went so far as to call her out for "acting" or "playing a part--as in a theatre."  But she acknowledges that she doesn't love Dmitri.  Her loyalty to Dmitri seems to stem from her own interests, strange as they seem.  She wants to sacrifice herself and her life to him, so that, eventually, she "will be a god to whom he can pray."  She wants to make herself a martyr or a god, but I'm not sure she's really lying to herself.


    


    
        sali_enten (+11)

        I was very happy Ivan called her out too, paraphrasing him “you only claim to love Dmitry from your own sense of pride, because it makes you feel virtuous & pure that you love such an unworthy man”.
I enjoy the contradictions here of Katerina seeking to be virtuous in self sacrificing herself to Dmitry but by the very act of consciously doing so to attain virtue it can never be so, not to mention her cruel treatment of Ivan or her insincere fawning over Alyosha.  She’s trapped in her own nest of lies but believes or perhaps needs to believe it’s all towards a higher purpose: her virtuous life.  It’s very psychoanalytical.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        but by the very act of consciously doing so to attain virtue it can never be so,

I dunno.. in Katerina Ivanovna's case, she won't be as virtuous as someone who saves Dmitry whilst loving him, but saving him counts for something I think. I don't know if there's a term for that, but it's something that popped up in Camus' "The Fall" as well (a lawyer realises all his good deeds were motivated by vanity and spirals into depression... but the world still was a better place because of him, even if for the impure reasons).
This egoism is actually something Dmitry struggles so much with; he sees a sensual pleasure in all the options so he's unpredictable.


    


    
        Armageddon24 (+6)

        (1) Being (or feeling, really) above or below another, (2) being ashamed (of being below another), and (3) lying to oneself all interrelate.
The question is why Katerina wants to be so far above Dmitri.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+4)

        It is absurd. Being above someone like Dmitry isn't really to be admired. But she is so conceited and narcissistic to think that she can save him and more importantly that it is virtuous of her to suffer to save a man that put her in a position in which he could force himself on her...and didn't (what a low bar!) and somehow she was grateful for it.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+11)

        Alyosha quite simply understood everything(albeit with the help of Lise's mom) and was right to the last word. It is also kind of funny that he tried to join their hands. Katerina's reaction to it is even more funny lmao
“You ... you ... you are a little religious idiot—that’s what you are!”



    


    
        sali_enten (+11)

        Hahaha, yes that was very funny.  She does a complete 180 as just a few moments earlier she was fawning all over him & declaring how she would value nobody’s opinion more than this wise, holy man, but once it wasn’t to her liking she insulted him …


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+8)

        yes that 180 is what makes it even more funny


    

Rebellion

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book V: Pro and Contra
Yesterday
Alyosha encountered Smerdyakov, who told him Dmitry is seeing Ivan at a tavern. Alyosha went there where he found Ivan but not Dmitri. The two brothers started talking about God.
Today
	Rebellion

Ivan explained that he rejects God's world because of human suffering, especially the suffering of children.
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        We ONLY read Rebellion today.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        This chapter in the context of this book makes me think of the beautiful Sufjan Stevens song 'Casimir Pulaski Day,' which is about a kid who's friends with a little girl who eventually dies from cancer. The song ends with the verse "All the glory that the Lord has made
And the complications when I see his face
In the morning in the window
All the glory when he took our place
But he took my shoulders and he shook my face
And he takes and he takes and he takes."
Thinking about this book being written by a man who's son died made those lines feel apt.
Also, you should listen to the song because it's incredible.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        That's a good point. We shouldn't forget that Dostoevsky himself knew what it was like to have children that suffer. 
Even more, if I recall correctly, his son died from an epileptic attack. That makes the idea of his son dying for his father's sins - his father's weakness - that much worse.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+27)

        I’m not sure I’m hitting the mark, but on my reading I hear Ivan saying something like…
I accept God.  I accept God as the architect of existence.  I accept that a necessary condition for existence (consciousness, free will) is suffering.  And even though I cannot fathom how all this suffering could possibly be justified, I accept I could be wrong about its senselessness and that there really is some overarching meaning to it all (i.e., the justification will be revealed at the end of times).
But even accepting all of this as fact, I reject it.  I reject God.  I reject how He’s structured existence, that it necessarily entails so much injustice and undeserved suffering.  And I reject any overarching meaning that may only become manifest post hoc for the justification of this suffering (and the forgiveness of what for me is unforgiveable sin).  If these are the conditions for existence, I would rather there be no existence.  I want no part of it.  Please, take my ticket, for I do not wish to be admitted to this charade.
Ivan really has chosen despair.  On the one hand, he could have dismissed Christianity outright as ridiculous.  On the other hand, he could have reasoned himself into justifying it (e.g., there is meaning in all this suffering; it’s all part of God’s plan).  Either of those would bring him (at least some measure of) peace of mind.  But no, he’s chosen to fully accept the Christian worldview (God, existence, the necessity of suffering, the masterplan) while at the same time absolutely refusing to be reconciled to it.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+13)

        Good summary. That line "it's not God that I don't accept, only I most respectfully return Him the ticket" is a gut punch!


    


    
        sali_enten (+12)

        I wonder is it Ivan’s rebellion against the whole concept of Christian faith, he seems to reject it in it’s entirety.
But it’s not an atheist position he’s taking right.? He says he’s a believer in God but he abhors the commandments; ‘love thy neighbour’ even if they’re vile because they will be judged in the next world. No, says Ivan, that’s too much to ask, particularly when it comes to those who cause the most suffering in the least deserving.
Is he rebelling against Faith?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        That's a good point. In a way, he's similar to the Satan in Paradise Lost* in that he's not denying God but rather rejecting his supposedly tyrannical order.
*This is based on my understanding, I've always been too intimidated by the book to read it. Kind of like TBK, up till now!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        This bot is really calling me out on not reading it....


    


    
        Shigalyov (+18)

        He is rebelling against God's authority to forgive. He is rebelling against there being a higher resolution to all of the suffering in the world right now. He is rebelling against the idea that a child's tears could possibly be justified.


    


    
        CeleritasLucis (+10)

        I think he is rebelling against the idea of an "Benevelont God". Did man created god in his image, or God created man in his ? He mentins the voltaire quote that if God diesnt exist, he would have to be invented.
So, if god is indeed invented by man, than he has every right to be cruel as man is, as Ivan proves through several examples


    


    
        SilverTanager (+8)

        This is a really basic question, but what precisely is Ivan's "rebellion" in Alyosha's view?  Is it Ivan's refusal to adhere to the christian concept that all sins are forgivable, his lack of belief in god, his inversion of the concept of who was made in whose image (mankind vs. god/devil), something else?


    


    
        michachu (+10)

        This is my second favorite chapter in the book (the first being the life of Zosima). It just makes me terribly, viscerally uncomfortable.. but there's something awe-inspiring in Ivan's fury at it all that makes up for it.
I'm gonna cheat a little by drawing on discussion from other places, because I hope we talk about this chapter for a good deal:
	I posted a quote the other day from one of Albert Camus's books where his protagonist has a similar thought, but unlike Ivan, is not a fledgling. The protagonist in this novel is a doctor tirelessly, quietly working to save people from a plague in the 1940s. He works for months stoically, and the death of a particular child is the first moment he snaps.
	Someone also posted a year ago about comparison of the book of Job with The Grand Inquisitor chapter (link - spoilers for the next chapter!). I wonder if the comparison with this chapter is a bit better, as Ivan is essentially struggling with the problem of evil (if struggling is the right word - it sounds like he's picked his response).
	I've had a bit to remind me of the book of Job lately, from this to the Andrey Zvyagintsev's "Leviathan" and the Coen brothers' "A Serious Man". The funny thing is the book of Job has probably one of the worst messages RE the problem of evil someone could write (by maintaining his faith, Job is eventually rewarded... on earth).
	There's a short story by Ursula Leguin (also a Dostoevsky fan; text here, audio here) that I completely forgot about til I re-read Ivan's words:

"... imagine that you are charged with building the edifice of human destiny... but that in order to achieve this it is essential and unavoidable to torture just one little speck of creation, that same little child beating her breast with her little fists, and imagine that this edifice has to be erected on her unexpiated tears."



    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Love all the connections! I read The Plague at the beginning of the pandemic, and I think about it weekly.
I would argue that the Book of Job doesn't say that Job is rewarded for maintaining his faith. It's a tough book, so I could be off, but Job lashes out at God in a way very similar to Ivan here. He asks the same questions: why do the innocent suffer? Is God a tyrant? But just as suffering isn't based on who has 'earned it,' so is grace and forgiveness. I *think" that's what the ending of Job is representing, and I think that's what the actions of Zossima (bowing to Dmitry) and Alyosha (no one is better than others, proactive forgiveness) is representing.


    


    
        CeleritasLucis (+9)

        I made this post about a month ago while reading The Idiot  : *The Idiot* Im struggling with the question of Death penalty and executions that follow. I don't know where to ask, so Im asking here.
and someone commented " Oh boy.. just wait til you get to the "Rebellion" chapter in The Brothers Karamazov "
Boy they were right !


    


    
        michachu (+6)

        You may have made my week - really glad you followed through with it.


    


    
        [deleted] (+20)

        These lines resonated with me the most:
Actually, people sometimes talks about man's "bestial" cruelty, but is being terribly unjust and offensive to the beasts: a beast can never be as cruel as a human being, so artistically, so picturesquely cruel... ...I think that if devil doesn't exist and, consequently, man has created him, he has created him in his own image and likeness.

This is one of the most insightful things I've read, and it's so not just because of the hideous stories in this chapter but also because we've already heard enough of these spine chilling incidents (internet makes it even worse). How long can we put on the mask of positivity and pretend to be optimistic in such utter chaos? I wonder what Ivan would've thought about the horrific events of 20th century, the wars, the Gulags, the genocides. I guess he would've added another page or two in The Rebellion. I think this is why we can trace the existential movement of 20th century all the way back to Dostoevsky and The Rebellion.
Also, it seems like this conversation at the inn with Alyosha is really important for Ivan, and that he is not just putting forth his ideas to prove his essence but also because he genuinely wants Alyosha, whom he loves, to ask these questions himself and not be ignorant.
You are dear to me, and I don't want to let you go and shall not yield to your Father Zossima.

I noticed that this is the second time a character references Voltaire, "a certain old sinner", and his "If there was no God it would be necessary to invent him" while talking to Alyosha. First time being by Fyodor Pavlovich when he talks about hell without hooks. >! Also a third time with Kolya Krasotkin in Book 10. !<


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+20)

        It seems that most people here are at least on their second reread of TBK, so this info is not groundbreaking by no means, but just as a reminder - in this chapter everything is based on real events. Here is the excerpt from Dostoevsky's letter to Lyubimov on 10 May, 1879.
In my opinion, my hero takes a compelling theme: the nonsense of children's suffering and deduces from it the absurdity of all historical reality. I don't know if I did it well, but I know that the nature of my hero is extremely real ... Everything that my hero says in the text (and which was sent to you) is based on real events. All the anecdotes about children happened, they were published in the newspapers, and I can point out where, nothing was invented by me.
The general who hounded a child with dogs, and the whole fact of it is a real incident, was published this winter, it seems, in the "Archive" and reprinted in many newspapers.
Comment. The story about a boy hunted by dogs was published in the Russian Bulletin (1877, No. 9. P. 43-44), and before that - in the Bell (Kolokol) (1860. No. 74. Mixture).
There seems to be not a single indecent word in the text sent. There is only one thing, that the child of 5 years old, the tormentors who raised her smear with excrement for not being able to ask to go to the bathroon at night. But I beg you, I beg you not to cut it off. This is from the current criminal process. In all newspapers (only 2 months ago, Mecklenburg, mother - "Golos") the word excrement was kept. It is impossible to soften, Nikolai Alekseevich, that would be very, very sad! We aren't writing for 10-year-old children.
Comment. Based on the report on the Kharkov trial of E. and A. Brunstov, which was published in the "Voice" (Golos) (1879. № 79, 80, 82).
Source (in russian, translated via google):



    


    
        michachu (+8)

        I was unnerved enough reading Ivan's selection the first time, but hearing they were based on real life added a layer.
"Artistic" is such an apt word. I wonder a lot if fewer people would do such things if people just had other avenues to express themselves.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+18)

        Dostoyevsky, through Ivan, didn't shy away from making such strong argument against the God and his world. He basically raised every questions a non-believer, a man of doubt could ask. All the injustice and cruelty around the world. Man eating man. >! And when after suffering from all this when one seeks to find shelter in religion, all the corruption one sees (which he explored in the next chapter) !<
The incident Ivan shared can shook anyone to thier core. The question he asked were honest. The part where Ivan don't want mother to embrace the torturer reminds me of this incident (although victim wasn't a child but it was brutal and left strong impression on my mind ever since.) The mother was also asked to pardon the convicts but she refused. Act of eating the forbidden apple can't justify some beastialities.
It's a shame that incidents of child-abuse liek Ivan shared can still be found out around the world. All this makes one lose faith a little bit. It is understandable why publisher was hesitant about this chapter and The Grand Inquisitor.
This line by Ivan was very relatable to me:
I want to see it for myself, and if by that time I'm already dead, then let me be raised up again, for if it all takes place when I'm not there, it'll be too hurtful. For I didn't suffer in order with my villainous actions and my suffering to manure a future harmony for someone else.

Excited to see how Alyosha and Dostoyevsky answers all the questions this chapter raised.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        u/CeleritasLucis posted this some time ago and at first I was morbidly amused you guys picked out the same story.
Then I realised it wasn't the same story :(


    


    
        CeleritasLucis (+4)

        Unfortunately, these are NOT the only ones that I know. There are many more , worse even


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        Yeah the incident they used was much recent one. Unfortunately many such incidents take place everywhere.
Incident I used was the first time was exposed to this reality of world and I remeber it had such a strong impression on my teenage mind. Human beastiality is boundless man.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+23)

        Yeah I don't know what to say in terms of analysis for this chapter. It is pretty damn clear.
	Adults suffer, but adults deserve it. They have all sinned one way or another and are all guilty. So suffering is them getting what they deserve.
	But children on the other hand are completely innocent. They are suffering because of the sins of others.
	If that weren't bad enough, Ivan condemns God for setting up this universe. You see the best and most common answer for why there is suffering in the world is that without it free will is not possible. But Ivan inverts this. Free will is not worth this cost. The Inquisitor in the next chapter will make the same point. For Ivan, it is better to have no creation or to just not have free will than to have A creation where innocent children suffer.

But Ivan still lives with a contradiction. He is willing to admit that this will all make sense. He is even willing to admit that he himself will accept this. But right here right now our rationality does not permit it. We are limited by our logic. Ivan refuses to transcend it. He does not want to.
Aside from the content which is the point, I'll just beat around the bush a bit with other details. If I can I'll reread what Joseph Frank said about it and maybe look up some academic article on it and share it with you guys.
This is the "Contra" part of the book. The case against. Remember how Alyosha himself said he doubted God in chapter one? Well Ivan clearly pushes him further here.
Ivan also made one quick reference to man that "stole fire from Heaven". He is referring to Prometheus, who stole the gift of fire from the gods and gave it to man: ushering in all our technological advances.
Ivan also mentions the case of Richard who grew up like a brute and died a murderer. His story reminds me a lot of Tolstoy. Tolstoy too had this conception of justice. He thought it was unjust to condemn a criminal when the circumstances made him who he was. I'm thinking of his book Resurrection, where he explores this. But Tolstoy, who I think was a determinist, could not allow even a free will defense. Dostoevsky takes this further by saying that free will itself is not desirable. But for what it's worth, here's Tolstoy:
[Nekhlyudov is sitting on a jury about to judge a young thief caught stealing some worthless mats]

“It is clear that he is not an exceptional evil-doer but a very ordinary lad – everyone see its – and that he has become what he is simply because he got into circumstances that create such characters. Therefore, to prevent such boys from going wrong, the circumstances that create these unfortunate beings must be done away with. Had some one chanced to take pity on him and given some help at the time when poverty made them send him to town, it might have been sufficient,” Nekhlyudov thought, looking at the lad’s sickly and frightened face.

“Or even later, when after twelve hours’ work at the factory he was going to the public-house, led away by his companions, had some one then come and said, ‘Don’t go, Vanya; it is not right,’ he would not have gone, nor got into bad ways, and would not have done wrong.

“But no; no one who would take pity on him came across this apprentice in the years he lived in town like a poor little animal, and, with his hair cut close so as not to breed vermin, ran errands for the workmen. On the contrary, all he heard and saw from the older workmen and his companions since he came to live in town, was that he who eats, drinks, swears, who gives another a thrashing, who goes on the loose, is a fine fellow.

“Ill, his constitution undermined by unhealthy labour, drink, and debauchery – knocking aimlessly about town, bewildered as in a dream, he gets into some sort of a shed, and takes some old mats which nobody needs; and here we, instead of considering how to destroy the causes which have brought this lad to his present condition, think to mend matters by punishing him!

“Terrible!”Nekhlyudov thought all this, no longer listening to what was going on, and he was horror-struck by what was being revealed to him. He could not understand why he had not been able to see all this before, and why others were unable to see it.



    


    
        monkey_bubble (+1)

        This is an insightful analysis. For me, personally, there is no rebuttal to Ivan's anger. I know Alyosha's grace is supposed to be the rebuttal, but this is the great flaw of the novel and of Dostoyevsky's worldview.


    


    
        Empty_Doctor_7866 (+5)

        I know this was posted three years ago and u def don't care anymore but I just wanna say I disagree. He's not saying adults deserve suffering and children are the only ones who don't deserve it. He's using children as an example of people in the world who get abused who don't deserve it. The reason he's talking about children is because no one can argue that they deserved their abuse. This example goes for adults too who don't deserve their suffering. He also says he's willing to say there's a possibility of this all making sense at the end, but he doesn't know. And right now all the injustice doesn't make sense. These points go to prove his overall argument that there is no social harmony because evil isn't justified.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        I just noticed the similarity between Richard and >!our good friend Pavel Fyodorovich!< (and of course the example you give).
And I kind of think it's a fair comparison - >!Smerdyakov is a lackey. He's crying out for something greater, rather than just food, but for a person who's constantly been referred to as "the son of the stinking woman" that's understandable. But like Cain, he is happy to sacrifice his (figurative, but also literal) brethren to make his mark.!<
But then again am I speaking too soon, because maybe an aristocrat who sends dogs to tear a child apart was also raised by a village? And that village raised by a village... and so on. >!Smerdyakov had love after all, from Grigory and Marfa, even if he rejected it.!<
I suppose this is partly the point that >!essay you posted on Smerdyakov being the anti-Karamazov!< was getting at. After all we are.. (wait for it) responsible for everyone's sins.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        I agree with the comparison. The part which stuck to me was that Richard realized his evils and became "human" towards the end of his life. Same with >! Pavel Fyodorovich. He also seems to realize how pitiful his life and actions were, became "human" just for his guilt to catch-up with him and commit suicide. !<


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        Your take on The Richard story and Tolstoy is interesting. I thought it was kind of a sarcastic comment on twisted European society and their unorthodox religion for giving capital punishment even when convict is able seek redemption from his future good deeds. I couldn't relate it to Tolstoy too.
But Ivan inverts this. Free will is not worth this cost. The Inquisitor in the next chapter will make the same point.

That a good observation, comparing Ivan and The Grand Inquisitor. It raises a question in my mind but I think I should read TGI first. It's been a while since I read that. Though I got to say Ivan made a good point here.
Edit: Spelling and Grammar.


    


    
        morfen (+8)

        mmmh I didn't notice that I read ahead a little.
Dostoevsky really tortured me with Ivan's story to Alyosha about the 7-year old girl being tortured by her parents.  I have a 7-year old of my own.  This might give me nightmares *nervous lol*.
In Dostoevsky's imagination, there is no shortage of evil in people, or at least he makes a good case for it.
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        We ONLY read The Grand Inquisitor today.


    


    
        michachu (+9)

        I think the party's come and gone, but I might still post this for my own notes. I've read everyone's posts to date so I'm not gonna repeat too much hopefully.
My key takeaways from this time around:
	Interesting that Ivan's example is one of a Catholic inquisitor, but he ends up critiquing utopianism (most likely socialism). Even the language is telling, e.g. redistributing bread, giving the people "songs of chorus and innocent dances". I haven't quite figured out why he would do that on purpose, so my only take right now is that (1) it's a hit job FMD's making on socialism or (2) FMD is demonstrating via Ivan that it's all the same, whether it's the Catholic church or socialism trying to take charge of the "antheap".
	The distinction between the 3 temptations in the wilderness was never particularly significant for me - it always just boiled down to dispelling all doubt about immortality (and thus what to do in this life, however hard). Having read a bit more on the Bolshevik regime since as well as current world affairs, I appreciate the distinctions a little better. From memory one reason Islam grew so quickly was that Muhammad had an army behind him and was uniting the region. Revolutions start when people don't have enough bread.
	RE Christ's decision to not relinquish humanity's freedom, and even augment it: the way this is phrased (Christ giving people freedom) is FMD's construction from what I understand. I'm contrasting this to (1) eating from the tree in Genesis, (2) Prometheus stealing fire from Zeus and co, and (3) the 'great spirit' taking fire as from heaven. It's interesting that after taking (or being given) freedom, the argument is that humanity would rather not have it, but Christ insists it remain with those who took it. The intention in the similarity might be to cast doubt on the inquisitor's core assumption (that people want to be ruled) and that whatever good intentions the inquisitor claims, in reality such an arrangement favors "the tens of thousands" at the expense of the masses.
	Maybe "stopped cold" isn't right, but Ivan's arguments are marginally disrupted by Alyosha's active love the same way Raskolnikov's are by Sonia's (recurring FMD theme). The examples of active love also made me realise how much harder this message would be to argue for in non-fiction, and how artfully and concisely fiction can work as a vehicle for philosophy.



    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        I wanted to add another comment to this.
This morning I finished a book by the ancient Roman hilosopher, politician and rhetorician: Cicero. The book is On the Nature of the Gods. It is a fictional dialogue by three philosophers, an Epicurean, a Stoic, and an Academic Skeptic. The Skeptic, Cotta, provided a powerful argument for the indifference of God that I thought was straight out of the Inquisitor's mouth.
Like Ivan, he argued that not everyone uses their free will for good. Only a select few. And therefore God is indifferent to the masses who use it for evil. And that it would have been better not to have given this to us. From Book 3, 78:
Similarly, if men abuse the reason which the immortal gods have bestowed with good intentions, and exploit it for deceit and malice, it would have been better for such reason to be withheld rather than bestowed on the human race. Just as the physician would be seriously at fault if he knew that the invalid for whom he prescribed wine would drink it neat and and expire on the spot, so that Providence of yours is blameworthy for bestowing reason on those who she knew would use it unreasonably and wickedly.

Like Ivan, Cicero goes on to note not that God does not exist ,but merely that at best he is indifferent to good and bad. That the bad often get away while the good suffer.
Just thought I'd provide this philosophical backing for Dostoevsky's argument.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+9)

        I have very few original thoughts to add to the discussion here, but I wanted to share this summary which I found very helpful:
Webster University Philosophy Department, Bob Corbett Summary
There are two groups of humans: the tens of thousands who can handle freedom and are authentic, and the thousands of millions who do not.  The Grand Inquisitor is in the smaller ‘haves’ group, and he is claiming his response of ‘ruling’ the ‘have-nots’ is a humanistic response to the situation (despite what appears to be some megalomania creeping through).
With the benefit of hindsight, we see some characters who display similar thought processes to TGI in the infamous 20th century totalitarians.  I’m no believer, but maybe Ivan’s worldview isn’t practicable; maybe it’s even dangerous.  Dostoevsky’s work remains important.


    


    
        proseboy (+5)

        That's a great link! One could also say that the more dire the situation, the more willing the masses are to accept non-freedom (authoritarianism and religion), which actually happened throughout most of human history. And the existentialist idea works great, but only as long as there is no dire situation (e.g. post-WW2 Western Europe).


    


    
        Alyosha_the_Monk (+14)

        I read ‘The Grand Inquisitor’ last night. It is a dense but fascinating critique of Catholicism and the way in which the Faith has evolved since Christ’s death. Two observations:
	The Grand Inquisitor can also be interpreted as representing a leader of socialism or anarchism. He argues for a dominion over the plebiscites based on the provision of bread and “mystery”. The GI is infatuated with power and uses the Faith purely as a means of cajoling and controlling the masses beneath him. He is an atheist and only partially believes that Christ is before him after feeling the power of Christ’s kiss. The GI wishes to be a Caesar - to be powerful and to unify beneath him. He is not a follower of God, let alone Christ. I think Doestoyevsky is comparing the GI to radical socialists, who also reject God and impose new systems of organisation and power on the masses. If so, Ivan seems to be unaware that his critique of Catholicism is at the same time dismantling the atheistic intellectualism to which he cleaves.
	Having read ‘The Master and Margarita’ earlier this year, I think the GI scene (and the theological episodes generally in TBK) could have provided the inspiration for Bulgakov’s sub-plot of Jesus’ confrontations with Pilate. Bulgakov evokes the same sense of escaping to a different land and a different moment in history - from the snows of Russia to the Mediterranean. And the same principal question is asked: “was Christ the Truth?”



    


    
        michachu (+4)

        I was feeling so clever seeing the socialist undertones for the first time, but glad to see someone else confirming it. Some of the language is spot on too (redistributing bread, giving people "songs in chorus and innocent dances") which is kinda prescient seeing given when it was written.
If so, Ivan seems to be unaware that his critique of Catholicism is at the same time dismantling the atheistic intellectualism to which he cleaves.

I don't think he's critiquing Catholicism at all actually, and I see it more just an extension of the problem of evil discussion he began in Rebellion (i.e. even if God and Jesus existed, a martyr who loved the thousands of millions would arrive at this church-state as the logical way to sedate as many as possible). However I can't figure out why he would be arguing against atheistic intellectualism, so that may indeed be incidental (by FMD's design).


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        You are spot on with your first point. Dostoevsky definitely criticized the socialists here, among others.
And you made a great observation. The Inquisitor is using the faith to justify his pride and rebellion. Something Ivan is missing. I think that unconscious guilt is why the Inquisitor is trying to justify himself to Jesus just as Ivan is to Alyosha.


    


    
        Alyosha_the_Monk (+5)

        That’s a really interesting point - the idea that guilt is motivating Ivan (and the GI). Ivan does seem to be aware of the cynicism, heartlessness and cold rationalism that undergird his worldview. Dostoyevsky’s principal theme, it seems to me, lies in arguing that the atheist (and by extension the socialist) is destined to live his life in this condition.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        I think the GI scene (and the theological episodes generally in TBK) could have provided the inspiration for Bulgakov’s sub-plot of Jesus’ confrontations with Pilate.

Yup. Completely agree. Bulgakov really admired Dostoyevsky and was heavily influenced by him. Now that you mentioned it I'm realizing he basically wrote half a novel to explore the ideas of TGI.
I also loved that scene where Behemoth introduced himself as Dostoyevsky to soviet official and then said "Dostoyevsky never dies." It feels like it a statement against Soviet that they can't censor "Real Literature" no matter how hard they try. I really liked that book.


    


    
        Alyosha_the_Monk (+6)

        Good point! I thoroughly enjoyed M&M. There was something about the opening of the GI scene - the evoking of the “hot streets” of Seville - that immediately reminded me of the way Bulgakov opened the scenes with Pilate.
I will need to re-read M&M after I finish TBK. It is clear why Bulgakov would regard this book, and Dost’s work generally, as utterly antithetical to the atheistic reconstructions of the Bolshevik and Stalinist worlds - worlds tyrannised by a new utilitarian ethic that could never have existed under the old Christian order.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        There is so much in this chapter, volumes could be written (and I’m sure they have been!).  I’ll re-read the chapter at some point, your comments, and likely a commentary or two to really appreciate all that’s here.  But just a couple of quick thoughts…
“Alyosha stood up, went over to him and, without speaking, kissed him on the lips.”
Ha-ha… I got a kick out of that!
Boy, the Inquisitor was savage.  I was feeling sorry for Jesus.  Leaves one a bit dizzy.  So, if I’m getting this correctly…
The Inquisitor and those like him (as Ivan suggests, maybe even a secret society?) shall be guardians of the mystery (i.e., that it’s all a lie, that there is no God, that they’re all going to die, that there is no immortality).  They, the few strong ones, will bear this burden; they will keep the mystery a secret for the sake of the weak ones (who cannot manage freedom and cannot live without the mystery).  The few strong ones will provide the numerous weak ones with what they need to be happy in life:
“…someone to worship, someone to take charge of his conscience, and finally, a way to be united unequivocally in a communal and harmonious antheap…”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 5 on page 323)
But, if Ivan believes… or even knows this, then how does he go on? Karamazov strength, he replies… or as Alyosha puts it, “'Drown in debauchery, bludgeon your soul with degradation…”.  Until he’s 30, but then?
But there’s hope, it seems to me, still in Ivan… and it seems to stem from the love he has with (for/from) his brother…
“I’ll tell you what, Alyosha,' said Ivan in a firm voice, 'if ever I bring myself to love those tiny, sticky leaf-buds, I'll do so only in memory of you. It will be enough for me that you are somewhere here, and I shall not lose the desire to live. Are you satisfied with that? If you like, you can take that as a declaration of love.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 5 on page 330)


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        I love your point about the hope with Ivan. It made me think of the recurring theme that we’re all responsible for each others’ sin, since our actions can ripple through the universe, affecting others. Perhaps the opposite is also true, and our love can do the same? Maybe that’s what Alyosha is doing?


    


    
        ahop21 (+15)

        What I find so incredible about The Grand Inquisitor is the way his tirade against Christ speaks to human nature in a way that transcends the scope of man's relation to the divine. Rather, he speaks to the fundamental battle man has against existence; against his nature. I find his comments on freedom, in relation to Christ refusing the temptation to turn stone to bread, particularly interesting. The idea that Christ's mistake was giving man too much freedom strikes me as preposterous on its face, conditioned as I am to believe that freedom is inherently a good thing. Though I maintain this belief, a closer look reveals that freedom demands responsibility -- that is, complete and utter responsibility for one's mind and behaviors. This realization makes apparent that we indeed have a deeply ambivalent relationship with it. "Nothing is more seductive for man than his freedom of conscience, but nothing is a greater cause of suffering".
This passage from the Inquisitor speaks especially to this damning aspect of human nature:
So long as man remains free he strives for nothing so incessantly and so painfully as to find someone to worship. But man seeks to worship what is established beyond dispute, so that all men would agree at once to worship it. For these pitiful creatures are concerned not only to find what one or the other can worship, but to find something that all would believe in and worship; what is essential is that they may all be together in it. This craving for community of worship is the chief misery of every man individually and of all humanity from the beginning of time. For the sake of common worship they've set up gods and challenged one another, 'Put away your god and come and worship ours or we will kill you and your gods!' And so it will be to the end of the world, even when gods disappear from the earth; they will fall down before idols just the same

An idol is primarily defined thus: "an image or other material object representing a deity to which religious worship is addressed". This is the context, I'd argue, in which we generally think of the term. In the Bible, an idol refers to any such image that is not representative of capital-g God. However, a third definition also exists: "any person or thing regarded with blind admiration, adoration, or devotion". This God, person, object, or idea has taken many forms throughout the ages, and continues to bend its malleable contours into whatever form is culturally relevant. Idols are those things to which one subjugates their will in the name of something greater - inevitably, this self-subjugation enables one at least some reprieve from the burden of complete freedom. It is this deep craving for respite from responsibility that the Inquisitor, and so many other wise and dangerous men throughout history, have preyed upon to achieve their own vicious ends. Mankind, falling in lockstep with whichever idol brings them this respite, unquestioningly goes to war for that which he devotes himself to. This is the history of man, and the 20th century perfectly illustrates that such will be the case "even when gods disappear from the earth". Those worshipping at the altar of "equality" and "the common good" decimated one another in the name of their preferred socialist state, demanding that others share in their worship.
Ivan describes his Inquisitor as a well-meaning man, one who truly loves and cares for humanity, who truly hopes to lighten their load. Ivan acknowledges the absurdity of his position, even telling Alyosha that such a man is very likely one amongst many seeking only "filthy earthly gain". I can't help but make a parallel to politics. In the era in which The Grand Inquisitor takes place, the Church runs the show. In the centuries hence, a secular government has taken over for the Church in the governance of the world's people. We are asked, one could even argue forced, to forego freedoms in the name of civil society. Who ultimately gets to decide our fate? The Inquisitor certainly finds the common man impotent and incapable, telling Christ "thou didst think too highly of men therein, for they are slaves, of course, though rebellious by nature". The Inquisitor paints for us an image of a world in which man so deeply fears freedom -- which is to say, responsibility -- that he will happily give over his own will if he simply can be led by the nose. While a deity and promises of the afterlife certainly bolster one's ability to capture man, they are by no means required components - for "one who can appease their conscience can take over their freedom".
Finally, a quote I found particularly chilling:
They will marvel at us and look on us as gods, because we are so ready to endure the freedom which they have found so dreadful and to rule over them - so awful it will seem to them to be free



    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        It’s interesting that Dostoevsky uses Roman Catholicism rather than the Russian orthodox faith for Ivan’s advocacy of atheism. The Spanish Inquisition was probably organised religion at its most nefarious, well represented by the inquisitor. It proves an easy example for Alexi to knock down, being an extreme and potentially unfair example if the Catholic faith.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        We should also note that when Ivan shared his theory that churches and state should be combined, Father Paissy (a high priest of orthodox faith) supported it zealously. I believe Alyosha understands that Ivan's advocacy is equally viable in orthodox faith too.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Strong connection. I thought back about that essay when reading this chapter, since it’s another version of the same argument (the church should run things), but you get the cynical underlying reasoning here, whereas he previously kept those thoughts to himself.  There’s a vulnerability that Alyosha brings out of him.


    


    
        proseboy (+4)

        The Grand Inquisitor accuses Jesus of giving people the choice to believe in him (even though Jesus coming to Earth a second time performing several miracles, is essentially exactly what the Grand Inquisitor would want him to do). But an atheist would argue that Jesus had no other choice than giving people the choice, because well, he is not capable of performing miracles in the first place. Earlier Ivan also says that he doesn't know if God exists or not (an agnostic view) and he gives the rather weak example of the abuse of children (a stronger example would be a natural disaster that kills children, because the child abusers are just sinners under God, while the natural disaster would be God acting himself). I don't know what the atheist rhetoric of the time was, but this makes me feel that Ivan is used by Dostoevsky as a strawman to set up a much stronger counter-argument.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        Do you really think Ivan's argument is a strawman?
Is the abuse of children a weak example? Natural evil is something, but children suffering not just because of the environment but because of other sinful people that God chose to create and still loves is on a different level.
He allows these people to become so corrupt that they would torture the innocent. Nature, in contrast, has no feelings about anything it does. Still an evil, but the suffering of children by adults is far, far worse.
Besides, in Christian theology there is only natural evil because of man's sin. Paradise in Eden was corrupted because of man's sin. Imagine the chaos if lions suddenly become vegetarians or the wildebeest start commiting suicide. Man, one animal in nature, corrupted everything through its own evil. So no, natural evil is not God acting unless you make the same argument of the Inquisitor - that God set up a world where man could do evil that makes children suffer, whether through "natural" means or not.
There's also a difference between Christ doing some miracles and making them dependent on him through miracles by constantly performing them.
I'm reminded of that passage where Jesus was tired of healing people, because he did not come to earth for that end.
The difference is the Inquisitor would have used miracle to set up paradise on earth. Christ's miracles however only point to Him, and through Him to paradise in Heaven. Not "earthly bread".
Edit: It's also worth bearing in mind that Christ only healed in reaction to the existing faith of others in him. It was never enforced without permission from either the sick man or those speaking on his behalf. That in turn strengthens the free will option that the Inquisitor said Christ preferred. Miracle followed faith. Not faith from miracles (some did believe because of these signs, and that's not wrong in itself, but it is not the preferred way).


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+8)

        "Nature in contrast has no feelings about anything it does"
But it's not nature per se that is responsible for floods and such. Nature is under command by God. So it is worse. Because humans are fallible imperfect beings capable of barbaric acts unlike God. God is not only an all powerful being and all loving being, he is also perfect so for such a being to allow suffering of children through nature ( which is under his command) i.e floods, earthquakes, disease, birth defects etc IS worse because you have strong argument that He (if He does exist) can prevent it and hence it is unnecessary (as opposed to innocents suffering through man as a necessary consequence of free will). All in all I agree with OP, and even if not a strawman I feel Dostoevsky is channeling weaker arguments through Ivan.
To say nothing of the matter that Ivan's belief or non belief is incomprehensible. I can't for the love of God make out what he actually believes. He believes God exists but he won't accept His world (what?), he is a rationalist but still believes the miracle stories of Bible on faith. And now in this chapter we learn that he has apparently discovered the 'secret' that there is no God but through the GI it is implied that it can only lead to those men to wrest freedom from the masses for power or for the good of masses or in Ivan's case vice and eventual renouncing of life altogether.
Ivan is riddled with confusion and despair however intelligent he is and though yes it can lead to uncertainty in some but it's not impossible that the Contra side can find solid ground without falling into whatever this chapter seems to imply. We know this uncertain and despairing Contra is going to be countered with Alyosha and Zossima's Pro of subtle but certain faith and love of life. This is my first read but I can already see Dostoevsky wants the Pro side to win in the end by having it clash with such a shaky and depressive side. (Apologies if the ending is different or if I am missing something).


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        As I said, in Christian theology it is human sin that corrupted nature. So Ivan's argument still applies to natural evil, even if it only has to be adjusted a tiny addition: That God set up a world where evil humans can make innocent children suffer. Whether directly like torturing them, or indirectly through corrupting nature and society around them.
So, again, nature is under God's control, but so are we. Yet he allows us to corrupt nature and he allows us to corrupt others. I don't understand how an impersonal force killing children is worse than humans, with all their gifts of love and intellect, deliberate torturing children. Ivan chose the stronger argument. Nature cannot inflict such punishment on children as humans can. At worst you have unbearable pain from some disease. Still awful. Yet in humanity you have deliberate torture, physically, mentally, and spiritually. Mankind that can inflict every disease that nature offers and worse.
Besides, consider that story of the boy who was torn apart by dogs. Dostoevsky did not intend this, but this itself is a good example of mankind corrupting nature to inflict punishment on innocents.
I don't understand why this is such an issue anyway. Whether through natural evil or human evil, it is nonetheless God that for some reason thinks that children have to suffer for some greater good. If adults died in tsunamis and plagues, then "the devil take them" because they have "tasted the apple". But the children? Ivan's argument still applies: "I say nothing of the sufferings of grown‐up people, they have eaten the apple, damn them, and the devil take them all! But these little ones!"
As to what Ivan believes, he is is more of an anti-theist than an atheist. He cannot find logical proofs for God's non-existence. Or at least he thinks it is impossible because of our limited intellect. As Zossima pointed out in the beginning, it is exactly this that bothers him. If he could use logic to prove God's existence, then he could use it to disprove it. But he is left with an annoying agnosticism.
So with that in mind, he sees himself as a champion of these suffering children. He cannot understand how God could possibly justify the suffering of innocent children. He is open to the possibility that he MIGHT understand it someday, but he refuses to do so. He refuses a world where children have to suffer for whatever greater good God has in store. We can add that he refuses a world where children suffer, whether in nature or by other men.


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        It is possible to see why Dostoevsky is considered an existentialist, and the importance of Christianity bleeds through the two chapters. Ivan makes the point that Russian youth are either engaged in theological debate or on questions around the various forms of leftism prevalent in nineteenth century Russia. Perhaps Dostoevsky wants to make the point that adherents to the radical politics of the age were as much believers in the religious sense as the Christians. Indeed the almost nihilistic atheism expressed by Ivan has a religious fervour to it. Dostoevsky wants us to sympathise with Alyosha in these chapters. Alyosha himself in a previous chapter had expressed doubt in the existence in God, to the unease of Lise, but after listening to Ivan he is reaffirmed in his faith, leading us to conclude that Dostoevsky wants us to believe the atheist argument is insufficient. There is a mirroring in the poem and in relations between the brothers; Christ kissing the inquisitor and Alyosha kissing Ivan. The thing that differentiates Christianity from atheism is love in Christ. Are not the abusers of the children demonic, and the innocent children Christ? Is the inquisitor not demonic against the returned Christ? Is not the atheistic argument propounded by Ivan, demonic, set against the pure faith in the redemptive love of Christ exhibited by Alyosha? I think it is chapters like these that make Dostoevsky one of the greatest novelist in history.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Oh yes. I'm writing this separately before I forget.
The title of the book, Pro and Contra, made me think about those lawyers at the end. Also a case for and against. Reason against mysticism. Logic against life.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+26)

        Let's go!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Fun fact, did you know this story is at least partially inspired by a true event? Dostoevsky already had this story in mind, but a friend of him told him of a Catholic who had a similar sentiment about the faith as the Inquisitor. I wrote a post on it here a while back.
Also read the temptation of Jesus. If you've never read this, you won't understand this chapter.
The introduction before he sets the scene in Spain is excellently done. He mentions how angels and Mary and God often appeared in these plays. In fact this is where the phrase "Deus ex machina" comes from: From plays at the time where God would show up and simply resolve everyone's issues.
The context is obvious to Christians but maybe it will help to make it clear. When Jesus departed at around 33 AD he said he would come again quickly. Just after Ivan points this out, he says it has been fifteen centuries since man saw signs from heaven.
This reminds me of two things. The first is Jesus's own saying that no signs are sought by a wicked generation. And that, at that time, he would show the doubters no sign except his own resurrection.
The "new heresy" in Germany is of course the Protestant reformation. For our non-Western friends, the Reformation was a movement that started in Germany that challenged the dominant Church's authority and interpretation of scripture. Before that everyone was at least nominally a Catholic (except for the Orthodox Christians like those in Russia). The Reformation divided Europe.
Maybe it's a stretch, but I can't help but compare the short reference to Mary's journey through hell to Grushenka. This is not a spoiler per se, but it does spoil her character a bit and a story she will tell later on: >!Grushenka in a way is a Mary Magdalene type of character. Sinful, worldly, sexual. But she too will ultimately choose the good!<. H>!er story of the onion and the woman in hell is the closest we get to this short story of Mary going through hell. Just like in Mary's journey, in Grushenka's story the angel pleads to God to save the sinful woman. Except in Grushenka's story the point is that the damned deserve what they get!<.
But now to the actual Grand Inquisitor:
He appears in Spain in the midst of this hellish Inquisition. I know little of it, but to my understanding the Catholic church enforced Catholicism among the Protestants, Jews and others and burned the heretics (this is just my understanding, feel free to correct me). So this is a turbulent time for the faithful. A time of division and doubt and confusion. Sounds familiar?
I cannot stress enough how important it is to have at least read the Gospels just once. Maybe on this subreddit we should choose one of them, like Luke, and just read it together with an emphasis on Dostoevsky's references. Christ's miracles at the beginning are each and everyone of them him repeating what he did in Jerusalem: healing the blind, raising the dead, curing the sick. And, like in Jerusalem, it is the religious leaders who oppose him.
It is interesting that the Inquisitor visits him at all. He needs to prove to God himself that God is wrong. He needs to justify his rebellion to Him. Or maybe he is looking for an answer? Compare that with Ivan.
The first temptation: To turn the stone into bread. Christ's reply? That man shall not live by bread alone but by every word of God.
The point here as I understand it is that Jesus could bribed people into believing him if he wanted to. He could have removed their freedom to choose to worship him by making them dependent on him for worldly needs. Even needs as basic as bread.
The Inquisitor argues that this was a very high burden. Millennia of people are starving because Christ valued freedom over control. And even more, the Inquisitor argues that people are too weak to resist choosing the bread over Him. And in their weakness they will fall away. Christ asks too much. Does he not care for the weak of faith?
Another reference which might be unclear to some is the Inquisitor speaking of the beast who has given people fire from Heaven. This is a reference to the beast in the book of Revelation. A demonic entity that warred against the Church. But Dostoevsky beautifully ties this beast in with the legend of Prometheus that I mentioned yesterday, who stole fire from heaven for the sake of humanity.
Yet the Inquisitor himself recognizes Christ is right:
Thou wast right. For the secret of man's being is not only to live but to have something to live for.

Without a stable conception of the object of life, man would not consent to go on living, and would rather destroy himself than remain on earth, though he had bread in abundance.

Before we started this book I mentioned that at the time in Russia the populists accepted Christ's morals but not his divinity and the main teachings of the Church. I think Dostoevsky also critiques them in this chapter. These populists put the bread of the world over the bread of Heaven. Utopia over Paradise. Salvation in this life over salvation in the next. But the Inquisitor recognises what the populists do not. Man does not simply seek material survival and wellbeing. We aim for something more. Even if we had the "bread", we would destroy ourselves without something higher to live for. But his solution is taking away freedom.
The second temptation: Tempting God by asking him to perform a miracle by falling off the temple.
This is fascinating. The Inquisitor said if Jesus did so, he would have lost his faith and died. I wonder if this is a reference to Smerdyakov? Recall his discussion of how there is nothing wrong in renouncing Christ to save your life.
Man seeks the miraculous. That's actually so true! It reveals what I've thought about without thinking about it. We like the idea and the reality of the supernatural more than we like God himself. We simply want to know the supernatural is real. That miracles truly happen. We don't want this doubt.
Christ could have done a miracle like coming down from the cross. But that act itself would have removed all choice. Imagine God showing up right now - as He will some day. There will be no place left for doubt anymore. But, crucially, there will be no place left for choice either. As long as you know that you could be wrong, you could still choose. But if you are convinced, there is no other way.
I often hear people say they demand to see a miracle like that. Like healing a paralytic or God appearing to them". He does at times. But if he did, would you still be able to choose to follow Him? All your doubt would be gone. But, like the Inquisitor, they think it is unjust that God does not give this assurance to everyone. That by not revealing himself to us as he did to James, Peter and John, he is unfair and demanding too much of us. As Jesus said, "Thomas, because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed: blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed".
William Lane Craig, the most famous apologist out there, once compared God to a magnet. By keeping a distance, objects can avoid the magnet. But if comes too close, it will have no choice but to move to the magnet. Similarly, in God's presence our will might be removed in a similar way. Overawed. (I don't know if I agree with this conception of Heaven - I think it is because our wills would be perfected and therefore we would want what is good. But this is an analogy to help understand the Inquisitor).
Here the Inquisitor also mentions the "twelve thousand" of each tribe. This is another reference to Revelation. In this book there will be 12 000 of each tribe of Israel who would have persevered through the tribulation of the apocalypse. Men who passed the ultimate test.
But the Inquisitor says that this too is unfair. Is it right to put such a high burden on the rest who could not be so good? Would I be able to persevere in those hellish circumstances? If not, does God then not care for me simply because I have little faith?
Just today I heard of a body which was finally returned from Libya to Egypt. This is the body of an Ethiopian man. A couple years ago a bunch of Egyptian Christians were beheaded on video by ISIS in Libya. I saw that video as a teenager. This Ethiopian was one of them. I thought to myself: Would I be able to stay true like that? Maybe like Smerdyakov I would be a coward and hope God would forgive me later.
Now for mystery.
He reveals they have been working with the Devil. Interestingly, he says they have been working with him not for 16 centuries, but for 8. That's probably because the Orthodox Church split from the Catholic Church 6 centuries before. (Perhaps Dostoevsky saw the real division as occurring a few centuries earlier).
Could someone point out the exact event the Inquisitor has in mind here? It's probably some kind of Pope or event.
The last temptation was the devil offering Christ all the kingdoms of the world in return for worship. Authority.
Authority over the earth would have united us all. Given us a single thing to worship. We would have been in harmony. Every empire shows this craving for worldwide union. The devil offered it. They took it.
See the comment below to continue reading. My post is so long that Reddit stopped me from writing everything here.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Oh I love your point about how the Grand Inquisitor feels compelled to tell Jesus about his rebellion, just as Ivan feels compelled to tell Alyosha about his own. Makes the response of a kiss at the end of each, all the powerful. I hope that’s what Ivan needed to avoid the potential path of destruction ahead of him.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        Yes, thank you for this.  There is so much to unpack and your summary definitely helps to make sense of it all!


    


    
        SilverTanager (+15)

        The event 8 centuries before the inquisition was in 755 or 756 when Pepin the Short, king of the Franks, turned governance of Rome's territories over to Pope Stephen II, thereby giving the pope secular power and creating the papal states.  The last of the papal states was lost in 1870, only a few years before The Brothers Karamazov was published.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Thank you!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+20)

        But by taking the "sword of Caesar". By accepting this kingdom, they have rejected Christ's kingdom which is "not of this world". When Jesus stood before Pilate, he asked Jesus if he were a king. He said he was, but his kingdom was not of this world. He said if it had been, he would have ordered his followers to prevent his imprisonment.
This also ties in to Ivan's article they discussed with Zossima. About how Catholicism merges Church and state rather than the Church absorbing the state.
"And we will sit upon the beast and raise the cup, and on it will be written: "Mystery".
This is yet another reference to Revelation. At one point a great whore will ride a beast, who holds a golden cup filled with abominations and adulteries. Even today people like to speculate that this whore is the Catholic Church. I don't think that, but it makes sense that Dostoevsky would have thought that as it was and is a common analysis.

The reaction to Christ's kiss on the Inquisitor is beautiful. He also once sought and believed. And partly still wants to believe. The "kiss glows in his heart". Similarly Ivan believed and still wants to believe, but cannot. Or will not. Ivan merges with his Inquisitor. Ivan, like the Inquisitor, has his idea. That everything is lawful. And he truly expected Alyosha to renounce him. But, like Christ, Alyosha still loves and accepts him.
I wonder what is the significance of Ivan swaying as he walks? With his right shoulder lower than the left?
Alyosha never found Dmitri. And both Ivan and Smerdyakov rejected their obligations to him.
Edit: One more thing. I noticed the three chapters of Ivan and Alyosha are in the center of Book V. There are two chapters before, and two chapters after it. Just a neat detail showing the centrality of Ivan's views "for and against".
One journal article further pointed out that between Ivan and Zossima's exhortations in Book VI lies two chapters on Smerdyakov. The dual-natured man who could be either a saint or a devil. Recall how the narrator said he could either join a monastery or burn down a Church. He has the radical virtue of his mother (which he rejects), or the vileness of his father. A fitting border between these pieces.


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        When I read about Ivan’s right shoulder being lower than his left, I couldn’t help but think of the Suppedaneum Cross used in Russian Orthodox Churches (☦️). The significance of the diagonal line at the bottom is that the left side (Jesus’s right) points to heaven while the right side (Jesus’s left) points to hell, because the penitent thief was on Jesus’s right while the impenitent thief was on Jesus’s left. Significantly, the impenitent thief taunts Jesus to perform a miracle to get off of the cross and save himself, while the penitent thief believes in Christ and asks him to forgive him when he comes to His kingdom. You said it yourself: “Christ could have done a miracle like coming down from the cross. But that act itself would have removed all choice.”
The penitent thief chose out of his free will to follow Christ.
Ivan’s right shoulder being lower could signify the right side of the cross (☦️, would be on the left for Christ if he was face to face with him) and Ivan aligning more with the impenitent thief. Maybe the swaying represents Ivan’s conflict and shifting between both perspectives?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        Oh these stories being in the middle is interesting. Many Old Testament books use this model. We tend to think of the most important points being built up to, but the ancient Hebrews apparently tended to place the most important part in the middle, and then have to complementary pieces on either side.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        True. I realised last year as I was reading some commentaries that the Old Testament prophecies often tend to be poetic in nature. With beginning and ends of chapters repeating certain themes and the middle getting to the main point.
I think the Christian story itself is another example.
Paradise at the beginning. Then judgment. Christ in the middle. Judgment again. Paradise at the end.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+14)

        Thank you for such wonderful explaination. I appreciate it. I understood the three temptations part and the gist of the chapter but I was impossible for me to understand all theses nuances and references this chapter made on my own. Really helpful.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+14)

        I'll be lying if I said I understood this chapter completely. Though, I love this chapter's ending so much. Ivan continuously attacking faith with irrefutable sound logic and Alyosha just listening. Instead of arguing with Ivan (I think Alyosha knows he possibly isn't capable of arguing with an intellect as Ivan) Alyosha just "acts" on it. He gently kisses Ivan as to say to him, "You attacked faith, God and his world ruthlessly, but I still love you and I forgive you". I think Ivan himself unconsciously knew this answer as Jesus did the same to TGI.
This display of active love in itself is Dostoyevsky's answer to all the questions Ivan asked I think. Yes there's injustice and corruption in the world but there is love also. It is okay to have doubts but as long as you have compassion for others, help each other (not out of desire to get praise but because of active love itself) everything is fine.
I admit at this point that I do not agree to Ivan's conclusion, that if there's no God, there's no immortality and hence everything is permitted. I believe even if there's no God, act of active love will define morality and put boundaries on human selfishness. I think in that way I'm more inclined towards Kirillov instead of Ivan. >!Kirillov was one of the rare, truly happy character in D's novel imo. He is full of compassion. He loved children, humans and the whole world. Even though he was a nihilist, if there's a God, I believe God would accept people like him in an instant!<


    

For a While a Very Obscure One

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book V: Pro and Contra
Yesterday
Ivan told Alyosha the legend of the Grand Inquisitor.
Today
	For a While a Very Obscure One

Ivan went home where he found Smerdyakov. Smerdyakov predicted that he would have a fit the next day. And that Dmitri might come. He told Dmitri certain hidden signals only Fyodor knows. And Gregory is sick. He wants Ivan to go to Tchermshnya or Moscow. Ivan said he would.
Fyodor has an envelope with 3000 roubles in his room intended for Grushenka.
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        [deleted] (+8)

        I'm late for this chapter but... I think this line is really significant here:
[Ivan and Smerdeyakov] would talk about questions and even about how there could have been light on the first day when the sun, moon and stars had only been brought into being on the fourth, and how this should be interpreted; but Ivan Fyodorovich soon grew convinced that the important point here had nothing whatever to do with the sun, moon and stars, that even though these were of interest to Smerdeyakov they were entirely insignificant and that what he was after or something altogether different.

!As we later see Smerdeyakov's justification for  killing Fyodor is entirely based on Ivan's ideas. But it's clear from this passage that Smerdeyakov's mind works in different contexts when it comes to philosophical ideas. He takes these things a bit too seriously, contrary to Ivan.!<



    


    
        meatboi5 (+1)

        Hey buddy, just letting you know your spoilers are untagged!


    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        done!!


    


    
        swiftcleaner (+1)

        you spoiled me what the hell man


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+11)

        In my head I visualise or somehow relate Smerdyakov with Gollum from LOTR.
I know this is mad because there is a description of Smerdyakov’s physical appearance….


    


    
        michachu (+3)

        I saw the Czech 2008 adaptation a while ago and now I always just think of Radek Holub. He's kinda like an upright slimy Gollum.
On the other hand, guess who played Alyosha in the 1958 movie.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        I wonder if Ivan's hatred towards Smerdyakov is partially because of himself. He misjudged Smerdyakov's intellect. He still is willing to take his advice and go out of town, and wonders himself why he needs to inform Smerdyakov of his decision. Maybe Ivan is more annoyed at himself than on Smerdyakov.
On a different note I wonder if one can really feel when he's about to have epileptic attack. I maybe misremembering but Prince Myshkin same something similar too, that he could feel he's about to have seizures a day or two before.
! "I most certainly suppose, sir, that tomorrow I shall have a long fit of the falling sickness."!<

! Most detested line in the novel for me. !<



    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        I seem to be identifying most with Ivan right now, and like Ivan I’m finding this Smerdyakov fellow quite unpalatable.  Though, to be fair, he’s not had an easy go of it, but he’s really creeping me out!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Should we be reading Ivan's restraint (wants to attack S) as an effect of his meeting with his brother the previous chapters? Or is there something else I'm not quite picking up on?


    


    
        Tsvetaevna (+17)

        It just occurred to me that Aloysha and Smerdyakov serve as opposites as well (apologies if this has already come up and I’ve missed it). Aloysha is adored by all, loves his fellow man, hates suffering, is close to God, tries to help everyone. Smerdyakov is his opposite in every sense.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        Good catch.
Smerdyakov is in a way the opposite to all the brothers. Atheistic, unlike Alyosha. Avoids carnal pleasure, unlike Dmitri. Even though he is similar to Ivan, Ivan reasons whereas Smerdyakov "contemplates" - deconstructs.
But yes, you're right. Alyosha is really much more of a light to his darkness in every way.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        First read through, so I’m speculating at future plot. My thought while reading this was similar, that Smerdyakov is almost the best opposite to Alyosha. So wouldn’t it make sense that >!Smerdyakov kills the father, rather than (I assume) Dmitry? As written Smerdyakov doesn’t have motive, but it’s interesting the Dostoevsky chose a weaker opposite to his main protagonist to be the example of evil…!<
Edit for another thought:
In the context of The Grand Inquisitor in the previous chapter, I view Smerdyakov as an example of one of the ‘thousands of millions’ who cannot responsibly handle freedom - but instead of being led by TGI’s religion, he is led (intentionally or not) by Ivan’s anti-theism, or lack of immortality. Tie that into my comment above.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        I'd rather say nothing for fear of ruining the plot. But for the sake of second-time readers:
!Before I did not realise how clearly Ivan knew what was going on. Yet he knew that something might happen if he went away. And he knew Smerdyakov might be planning something. In fact, Ivan even said "It is not you he would kill". So even if he were not Smerdyakov's accomplice, he still knew he was putting his father in danger by leaving. !<

I think it is a good idea to read this separately. A slower pace is important just for this part of the book, for the rest of Part 2. We really need to soak in everything now.


    

"It's Always Worth While Speaking to a Clever Man"

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book V: Pro and Contra
Yesterday
Ivan came home. He had a discussion with Smerdyakov.
Today
	"It's Always Worth While Speaking to a Clever Man"

Ivan decided to go to Moscow. He would have gone to Tchermshnya and he told Smerdyakov he would, but on the way decided to go to Moscow.
Smerdyakov had a fit... and Gregory is ill. Fyodor is expecting Grushenka.
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6 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Remember on Wednesday and Thursday we will be reading the same Chapter 1 from Book VI. Two days for this one chapter. It is very long.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        Sad how Fyodor only considers how the pain of Smerdyakov and Grigory will affect him.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+14)

        Two observations:
	Ivan says to himself “I am a scoundrel” while on the train to Moscow. I wonder if he thinks so because of his lie to Smerdyakov and his disappointing Fyodor? Or because he consciously or subconsciously feels the foreboding of the events which are about to unfold, which he has allowed to happen by leaving his father’s house at all? I lean towards the latter.
	“It’s always worthwhile speaking to a clever man.” Ivan does not understand this remark from Smerdyakov, and I’ll admit I don’t really understand it either. I wonder if it becomes more clear in future chapters.



    


    
        [deleted] (+1)

        I didn't exactly understand it too but further chapters explain it more


    


    
        Sunshine9irl (+13)

        I think Ivan suspects something and calls himself a scoundrel for not acting on instinct, not caring enough to do more/something. When he spoke to Smerdyakov, who was giving very explicit details about how he was going to have a seizure, Grigory and Maria would be sick and Dimitri is going to come and no one will be able to help Fyodor. I think Ivan knows… and IN SPITE OF that knowledge he chooses to abandon his father anyway.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        Actually a pretty great chapter. Like yesterday I think the less said the better.
But I love how Dostoevsky draws out Ivan's subconscious when he speaks with Smerdyakov. There is a subconscious desire that Ivan is acting on without really realising it himself.
Going to Tchermshnya is like the one think Smerdyakov wanted him to say. Ivan even said that Fyodor is "forcing" him to go there. Going to that place clearly has a different meaning for Ivan and Smerdyakov.
I also love that little bit of character given to Fyodor. That little bit of love he had for Ivan. Just before I read this I thought that it is interesting how Fyodor expects Ivan to help him, when he abandoned Ivan as a child and drove his mother insane. Does Ivan owe his father any loyalty? Do you owe your father loyalty when he is nothing to you except your biological cause of existence? Here Fyodor wants him to help him gain two or three thousand roubles, even though he will leave nothing to Ivan.
But, as mentioned, it was touching to see Fyodor care that tiny bit for him.
This really is Ivan's book. These last two chapters focused on Smerdyakov before we delve into Zossima, but they are still told from Ivan's perspective. It started with Alyosha and Smerdyakov. It ended with Ivan and Smerdyakov.
Part 2 only has one other book to go through. I like the composition so far. Lacerations, Ivan, then Zossima. Pain and division, reason, faith. It's also as though the theme of laceration from the first book of Part 2 was carried over in the second book. Ivan mentioned it. Just a nice touch.
Now let's go deep into Zossima!


    

Smerdyakov with a Guitar

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book V: Pro and Contra
Yesterday
Alyosha visited Captain Snegiryov and offered him Katerina's money, which he rejected. Afterwards he visisted Lise where they informally got engaged.
Today
	Smerdyakov with a Guitar

Alyosha came across Smerdyakov who told him Dmitri might be at a tavern with Ivan.
	The Brothers Make Friends

Dmitri was not there. Instead Alyosha and Ivan had dinner and started speaking about God.

Chapter list
Character list


21 Comments


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        I know I'm late into the party, but have been following the thread of TBK as I'm reading this classic and this has undoubtedly elevated my reading experience to another level!
Just one thing, as judging from Ivan's acceptance of the existence of God but at the same time, acknowledging that he doesn't possess necessary faculty to comprehend that existence, does Ivan then become an agnostic? Isn't the very essence of agnosticism the same - where one doesn't reject the possibility of existence of a higher power, but at the same time, hangs on a kind of a thread over proving/experiencing that experience?


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        A couple of questions:
Alyosha’s second half (the meaning of life): 
“Why, one has to raise up your dead, who perhaps have not died after all.”
I do not understand what he’s getting at. Do we see more explanation later?
The reason Ivan doesn’t accept the world: I think this is the next chapter, so I’ll just go ahead and read it.


    


    
        michachu (+5)

        I'm moving back into the camp that Smerdyakov is not really all that indecipherable; he is a lackey. He's like the guy that never grew out of being an edgy adolescent, loving what's fashionable without really understanding, disdaining the mainstream, and certain he's born for greater things. The difference is how little he has to lose.
My heart breaks for Ivan.
Reading Ivan's chapters and looking at how few paragraph breaks there are, I'm really grateful to Mrs Dostoevskaya's stenography because you just know a lot of these have been dictated. There's a cohesive, deliberate structure clearly, but the running on feels so natural. I'm just imagining huge chunks being dictated out and then rearranged in post. Maybe it's time for me to get the Joseph Frank books.


    


    
        Twintysix (+2)

        My god the way you described Smerdyakov, i saw a reflection of myself in it.


    


    
        michachu (+1)

        I mean.. how do you think I can give such a vivid description 😅
Kudos on checking the old reading group discussions too - I thought I was the only one who went back to these for insights.


    


    
        Twintysix (+2)

        Heheh… well im currently reading the book for the first time so following these threads whenever i get time :)


    


    
        SiebeA (+6)

        In this chapter, concerning Ivan's look at existence, I had to think about a paragraph in Bertrand Russell's book "the history of western philosophy". In this book he evaluated the philosophies and the philosophers (their conduct and their consistency of it in relation to their philosophies.
"""
Again, a philosophy may be important because it expresses well what men are prone to believe in certain moods or in certain circumstances. Uncomplicated joy and sorrow is not matter for philosophy, but rather for the simpler kinds of poetry and music. Only joy and sorrow accompanied by reflection on the universe generate metaphysical theories. A man may be a cheerful pessimist or a melancholy optimist. Perhaps Samuel Butler may serve as an example of the first; Plotinus is an admirable example of the second. In an age such as that in which he lived, unhappiness is immediate and pressing, whereas happiness, if attainable at all, must be sought by reflection upon things that are remote from the impressions of sense. Such happiness has in it always an element of strain; it is very unlike the simple happiness of a child. And since it is not derived from the every-day world, but from thought and imagination, it demands a power of ignoring or despising the life of the senses. It is, therefore, not those who enjoy instinctive happiness who invent the kinds of metaphysical optimism that depend upon belief in the reality of a super-sensible world.
"""
Ivan seems to be the prime example of the "the cheerful pessimist" as opposed to "the melancholy optimist".

Somewhat unrelated, I often notice that Dostoyevski is often grouped with the existentialists under philosophers. Is this link to existentialism especially because of the brothers Karamazov, especially through Ivan? In which other book of his does his existentialist ideas manifest strongly?


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+3)

        In which other book of his does his existentialist ideas manifest strongly?

Notes from the Underground. Aslo Versilov from The Adolescent and, of course, Raskolnikov from C&P.


    


    
        [deleted] (+12)

        Ivan just deserves a warm hug at this point. He sounds sad despite his cheerfulness.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Very true. Made me think of Modest Mouse's The World At Large, for some reason. 
"I like songs about drifters, books about the same
They both seem to make me feel a little less insane
Walked on off to another spot
I still haven't gotten anywhere that I want
Did I want love? Did I need to know?
Why does it always feel like I'm caught in an undertow?"


    


    
        CeleritasLucis (+12)

        If there were no god, he would have to be invented
This is one of the most profound conclusion to the God question I have come across.
And Ivan shares a hypothesis near the end of the chapter that we simply can not comprehend the existence of god , our mind are too small (only 3 dimensional) for that.
How  would, lets say, an animal without eyes would tell the difference between the warmth from sunlight and from a fire from wood ? They simply can not comprehend. Maybe the whole god question is like that, we as humans are too stupid to answer it, but "Not Stupid Enough" to live without asking it .


    


    
        Pythagorean_Bean (+12)

        For those unfamiliar, that "old sinner" this quote is pulled from is Voltaire:
"If God did not exist, it would be necessary to invent him"

This was part of Voltaire's response to a work called The Three Impostors, which attempted to deny the existence of any God (the three impostors being Jesus, Abraham and Mohammed). In his response to it, Voltaire basically said denying the existence of an omniscient deity was a dangerous sentiment, because religion had a usefulness in that it provided social order, and allowed the idea that criminals and sinners are punished in the afterlife. Ivan went into this subject in the meeting at the monastery earlier in the book, where he said that "if you were to destroy in mankind the belief in immortality, not only love but every living force maintaining the life of the world would at once be dried up".
This link is a good read about Voltaire's quote.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        Well said to both of you, and thanks for linking that - it’s a great read.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        I feel bad for Smerdyakov. Constantly reminded he is "issued from the Stinker, fatherless", "her height was nought but two arshins", no one treated him as equal but as a lowly poor boy. Add in all the hatred/jealousy he has for Karamazovs (especially Dmitry), I can understand him despising everyone around him and Russia itself. I think his Europhile tendency is because of this, and maybe also because of the desire of starting things over (he stated he wants to open a cafe-restaurant), maybe in a place where he is known as "Pavel" and not "Smerdyakov".
It might just be my personal belief, that no one is born bitter or evil from birth circumstances mold their character, biasing my perspective. It's only human, but taking those tendencies to their extreme is another thing. >!I can not and will not justify his actions further on into the story.!<
I love how in contrast the real brothers are. Ivan, the man of logic and doubt, is willing to accept God (though not his world); and Alyosha, one having professions de foi, saying he may not believe in God.
Today ended in such a brutal cliffhanger. Excited for the next few chapters.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+23)

        II
This chapter is so ominous. Far too dark in spite of the environment. There's something unnerving about Smerdyakov singing like that in the midst of all this drama.
But it does offer us more insight into this character. Someone mentioned that the chapter of this book, Pro and Contra, is written in the Latin alphabet as a way to show the European influence over Russia. This chapter confirms this. Smerdyakov hates Russia and thinks France - the epitome of European civilization - is superior to it.
His character reminds me more of the nihilists and Europhiles in Demons. He believes the West is better like the Europhiles, but he comes across as more of an anarchist when he says he wants to abolish all soldiers. There's also a class element when he says Russians and Frenchmen are the same. Almost a prophecy.
His pride also comes through. He takes offense at Ivan insulting him, at him being the son of Lizaveta, and at Dmitri for threatening to kill him.
This especially is ominous:
Whatever you may say

I shall go far away.  
Life will be bright and gay  
In the city far away.  
I shall not grieve,   
I shall not grieve at all.  
I do not intend to grieve at all.
This song becomes more odd when you compare it with his words to Alyosha:
"I am not his keeper"
This brilliantly hides three different meanings. The most obvious is that he means he does not watch over Dmitri. The second and third meanings should be very clear for everyone who has ever heard the story of Cain and Able. If you're not a Christian or Jew, here is the passage.
Genesis 4
Abel kept flocks, and Cain worked the soil. In the course of time Cain brought some of the fruits of the soil as an offering to the Lord. And Abel also brought an offering—fat portions from some of the firstborn of his flock. The Lord looked with favor on Abel and his offering, but on Cain and his offering he did not look with favor.

So Cain was very angry, and his face was downcast. Then the Lord said to Cain, “Why are you angry? Why is your face downcast? If you do what is right, will you not be accepted? But if you do not do what is right, sin is crouching at your door; it desires to have you, but you must rule over it.”

Now Cain said to his brother Abel, “Let’s go out to the field.”While they were in the field, Cain attacked his brother Abel and killed him.

Then the Lord said to Cain, “Where is your brother Abel?”“

I don’t know,” he replied. “Am I my brother’s keeper?”

With that in mind, by saying he is not Dmitri's keeper he is saying that he is not his brother at all. And, more sinister, by recalling this passage of the world's first murder it makes you wonder what he has in mind. As I'm writing this I also note a fourth layer. In Genesis God is the one looking for Abel and asking Cain where he is. It is fitting that in this passage Alyosha - the Christian - is asking Smerdyakov the same.
I want to explore the Cain and Able side even further. In the passage Cain was jealous of Abel because God blessed Abel more.
III
Now we are in deep territory. A part of me wanted us to read this chapter with the next, more crucial, chapter. But this sets up the scene for the ride were are in for on Thursday and Friday.
There is even more to say for this chapter. Ivan is in a pickle. He has a conflict between this irrational love for and awe for life, and the meaning of life which makes everything dead. He wants to love with his inside, with his stomach. Here lies the tension which I think Dostoevsky also explored in Raskolnikov in Crime and Punishment. That true life and the love of it comes not in spite of logic per se, but rather it transcends logic and helps you to understand more than what our rationality can offer us.
Ivan also quoted Cain. That's no coincidence. Smerdyakov probably picked it up from Ivan. Or they share a similar view. Either way, both of them are rejecting their duty to their brother. I also find it interesting that Alyosha decided to stay with Ivan rather than looking for Dmitri.
Ivan's theology summed up:
It's not that I don't accept God, you must understand, it's the world created by Him I don't and cannot accept.

There's also a contrast with Smerdyakov. Ivan has no pride in his intellect. He does not care to speak stupidly, because "intelligence squirms and hides itself". It is "unprincipled". These seem like clear allusions to Smerdyakov, who revels in his intelligence and yet is a coward.


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        Good God, this is the first time I picked up the Cain reference too - and it's really telling that both brothers use it.
What I just noticed as well is the contrast to Zosima's (and hence Alyosha's) take on things:
"... each of us is guilty of the other's sin, and I most of all."



    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+10)

        That’s a salient point for me, the contrast between Smerdyakov and Ivan.  They’re both intellectuals (or try to be), but whereas Smerdyakov comes across as a haughty intellectual (i.e., he’s got it all figured out and everyone else are just idiots!), Ivan sees that it’s just not that simple…
The Ignat Avsey translation is (Chapter 3 of book 5 on page 296) …
“And secondly, because the more absurd the approach, the closer one gets to the crux of the matter. Clarity in absurdity. Absurdity is direct and guileless, whereas the intellect is evasive and illusive. The intellect is a blackguard, but absurdity is undeviating and honourable. I have steered the argument towards what fills me with despair, and the more absurdly I've presented it, the closer I've got to the truth.”
Speaking of despair… whenever we think we have grasped something (i.e., have got it all figured out) it seems to me it’s often accompanied by a feeling of empowerment.  This feeling of empowerment then ties us to the narrative we’ve worked out for ourselves, leading us to dismiss and thus remain ignorant of other points of view or possibilities.  This is the danger of the zealot, no? So, when Ivan talks about “steering the argument towards what fills me with despair,” this strikes me as great advice, at least if you genuinely care about getting closer to the truth of some matter.  I know empowerment is often seen as a virtue, but it seems to me it’s precisely this feeling that is responsible for so much ignorance and destructiveness.  I don’t know… if we’re not despairing, at least a little, maybe that’s an indication something’s wrong.  Looked at in this way, then, empowerment (or too much, anyways) might be seen as a kind of sickness.


    


    
        Escaping_Peter_Pan (+4)

        It seems odd that God would ask Cain why he was angry. He doesn't look favourably on Cain's offering even though he says "If you do what is right, will you not be accepted?" And he doesn't accept Cain and sets in motion antagonistic feelings in Cain by setting the brothers in kind of a competition. I wonder who plays that role in TBK?


    


    
        SilverTanager (+9)

        The Cain and Abel parallels with Smerdyakov are really interesting.  As you said, "God blessed Abel more."  Who would the God equivalent be here?  Fyodor?  Dmitri was blessed more than Smerdyakov by being a legitimate son and having some money, even though he was abandoned by his father as a child, raised away from him, and now is competing for the attention of the same woman as him.  At the same time, Fyodor was more of a presence in Smerdyakov's life, stopped Grigory from beating him, sent him to be trained as a chef, which is now his dream to pursue as a business, etc.---with the major drawback of Fyodor treating Smerdyakov as one of the servants and not his own child.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        Relating Smerdyakov's line with Cain and Abel was brilliant. I didn't know that. It certainly gives me a lot to think about.


    


    
        Adorable-Figure7227 (+12)

        Wow!! This is my second read through, my first read a few years ago was just following the story and trying to figure out character names, this read is much more about going deeper into the meaning behind it all. You’re explanations into each chapter is just amazing. Well done and thank you for sharing this with everyone.
Your last bit there about how ivan views intelligence and how that relates to smerdyakov is just genius and is something that I haven’t spotted yet. Dostoevsky works certainly require team work and a good few reads to even attempt to understand.


    

Father Zossima and His Visitors

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VI: The Russian Monk
Yesterday
Today
	Father Zossima and His Visitors
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        We're spending Wednesday and Thursday on this chapter


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        From reading other comments here I thought about this:
The Inquisitor's position is that he and those like him would take on the sins of others by doing evil so that good might result. They would lie and deceive for the sake of others.
Michael did the opposite (isn't it interesting that he is named after the archangel?). He too initially lived with guilt and thought he could justify his sins by giving his family a better life if he did not confess.
Yet his confession - telling the truth - as someone said, was him serving a higher truth. Not that of earth like the Inquisitor. And his family could have suffered, but would eventually have recognized what he did.
I think people in the comments get confused for the perfect reason. Dostoevsky is setting up the difference between a utopian world right here of Christian morals without Christ versus a paradise in Heaven, even if it means suffering here.
We get confused because we think in earthly terms: "If he did not confess, his family would be better off" (and we avoid adding "even though he would be damned to hell").


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+3)

        But what might Ivan say?
But it doesn’t seem fair that Mikhail should be absolved of his great sin from mere confession and that his family should suffer untold horrors (e.g., drug and alcohol abuse, social stigma and alienation, suicide) from the revelation.  If this is the price they must pay for paradise, I want no part or it. What kind of a sadist is this God!
Like Ivan, I’m having a really hard time with the justification for all this suffering being the promise of some future heavenly paradise.  But I am at least seeing how forgiveness and love and truth can make for a more comfortable existence here on earth.  And not necessarily in a utilitarian sense (i.e., the greatest good for the greatest number) but more in a pragmatic sense (i.e., as a means of adaptively coping with the inevitable vicissitudes of life).


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        Has anyone seen the movie Tree of Life? There's a beautiful emotional scene in this film where a person realises how he has "disgraced the beauty." Everything is perfect about this scene, and the words are taken from today's chapter of Brothers Karamazov. Check it out.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        I don’t know what to make of this…
I don’t get why it was necessary for Mikhail to turn himself in.  It seems to me he was suffering more by not confessing his crime.  After all, when he confessed, he felt “happiness and peace for the first time after so many years”.  And by confessing there was not only the danger he’d hurt his family (their reputations and just dealing with it psychologically), but also that he’d be imprisoned and thus no longer be capable of performing his charity work.  Or course, no one believed him and then he died, so it’s all a moot point.
And if you think about it, the murder he committed made him a more charitable and honorable person.  It was precisely because he felt the need to compensate for his great sin that he became so philanthropic! So countless numbers benefitted because of his charity work that otherwise might not have if he had never murdered.  Is there not, then, a good argument in there for just carrying on the way he was and not ever admitting to it? He suffers greatly (so pays for his sin) while at the same time lifting up the lives of others (again, in some sense, paying for his sin).


    


    
        ahop21 (+13)

        Is there not, then, a good argument in there for just carrying on the way he was and not ever admitting to it? He suffers greatly (so pays for his sin) while at the same time lifting up the lives of others (again, in some sense, paying for his sin).

I share your sentiment to a certain degree. Mihail choosing not to confess seems superior in the sense that it will limit the amount of suffering that befalls others as a consequence of his actions. So, yes, to someone who is not religious you could certainly make a reasonably compelling case for not confessing: Mihail continues to suffer for his sin, produces good in the world, and does not put his loved ones as risk of suffering due to his failings. However, it strikes me that this utilitarian evaluation of his moral conundrum is not compatible with the more deontological outlook of Christian ethics.
The following interaction between Mihail and Zossima holds, as far as I can tell, the essential reason as to why Mihail feels he must confess [italics my own]:
[M] "Good God, my children will understand, perhaps, what my punishment has cost me and will not condemn me! God is not in strength but in truth."

[Z] "All will understand your sacrifice," I said to him, "if not at once, they will understand later; for you have served truth, the higher truth, not of the earth".

Although Mihail suffered greatly for the murder, even without others knowing, he was living a lie. His stature in society, the good will of his neighbors, the love of his wife and children; he felt unworthy of it all because it was gained through falsehood. He was, in his own estimation, simply the facade of a good man. "My wife loves me - but what if she knew?", he asks Zossima. To continue to suffer in silence -- to bear the burden of his sins without making them known to the world -- that would be strength, perhaps, and it would benefit the people he loves, but it would not be truth. In choosing to oust himself as the murderer, Mihail serves the "higher truth" that Zossima speaks of. That is, the divine truth.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Good Lord! There was no way I could've realised this all on my own, now I feel like this is one of the most important chapters of the book. I thought this story was just another parable by Zossima, but to think it counteracts TGI is fascinating. You made brillant insights!


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Great connections to The Grand Inquisitor. There seem to be other parallels here tied to the idea of mystery that I can’t quite grasp. The GI argues that people need this to be led. In the first part of Zs story, he often basks in the mystery of the world. I feel like there are levels to this that I can’t fully wrap my head around.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+15)

        Excellent!
You made me realise that Michael is also a counter to the Inquisitor. To be evil and to lie to others for their sake is exactly what the Inquisitor is doing.
But Michael, through confession, avoided this fate.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Very true. He shows what this principle would look like in actuality. Just as we can create our own heaven on earth, we can create our own hell by actions like his.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        Yes, it was a very utilitarian take.  But continuing with my comment (in response to threebirds1stone) and considering what you’ve said, I think I’m beginning to get it…
Lying does seem to separate us from others.  We create a character that we use to interact with others, but that character is not who we really are; we are merely actors saying their lines and acting out their scripts.  And as long as we’re doing this, we cannot genuinely love others nor be loved by them in return; we are simply going through the motions of connecting and thus engaging in mere pantomime.
Is this why God is found in truth then? Because it’s only when we tell the truth (to ourselves and others) that we may genuinely connect with others and… love.  And then what is love, of course, but God.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        I do get the utilitarian argument against Ms decision. I’ve always been influenced by Kant’s categorical imperative, which says (roughly) that you should act as if what you do becomes a universal rule. Or, if everyone did what you did, what would be the result? In the case of M, people not confessing heinous acts would be a rough precedent.


    


    
        thewickerstan (+1)

        Very late to the game here, but do you know which work of Kant's this comes from? Sounds interesting.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+1)

        I’m not sure because I’m nowhere near smart enough to read Kant directly. I learned about him from the Philosophize This podcast and Michael Schur’s book How To Be Perfect.


    


    
        ahop21 (+7)

        Is this why God is found in truth then?

The connection you note between God and truth brings to my mind the idea of The Word. Consider the following two verses from the bible:
1. "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God". (John 1:1)

2. "By the word of the LORD the heavens were made, And all the host of them by the breath of His mouth". (Psalms 33:6)

The Word was always with God, and was the means by which He created all things. We could imagine, in a sense, that God simply spoke the words and thus built Heaven, Earth, and all the universe. So we can think of The Word as something like the power of speech to transform reality; at least for God. Perhaps we humans, made in his image, possess this ability to a certain (very limited) degree. Because God is a wholly good being, the reality he constructs necessarily must be wholly good.
Consider now the concept that "The Word" is also Christ. In John 1:14, we are told:
And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace and truth.

This "word made flesh" is Jesus Christ. Or, as he pronounces himself, "the way and the truth and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me." (John 14:6). One cannot enter into the Kingdom of God except through Jesus Christ, who is the embodiment of God's animating breath. Truth and grace incarnate.
I think your statement regarding truth, identity, and love is an important component of the equation. I'd argue, however, that connection with and love for our neighbors is a pleasant side effect rather than the ultimate goal. God is found in truth because God is truth. To deny the truth would be to deny God; it would be our attempt, as humans, to construct a reality (or an identity) that is at odd's with the "higher truth" constructed by God. Feels almost like an attempt to exercise our limited human capacity to transform reality in order to subvert Him.
The idea of "The Word" (Logos) has a long and complicated history. If you'd like to read into it more, there are some really interesting articles (which I referenced for this response) here and here.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+2)

        Thank you


    


    
        epic_gamer_4268 (+1)

        when the imposter is sus!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        a)
"Don't cry, Mother," he answered. "Life is paradise, and we are all in paradise, but we refuse to see it. If we would, we should have heaven on earth the next day."
It seems profane to talk about this, but as I've mentioned, BK is partly a refutation of the socialists who wanted Heaven on earth. The Grand Inquisitor as we've seen said that Christ could have established a Heaven on earth if he wanted to.
Zossima's counter, or at least Markel's, is different. We can have that, but only through changing ourselves. We could live in Heaven on earth, if only all of us would be good. And, interestingly, it is only through suffering and the awareness of his own mortality that he realised this.
"Everyone of us has sinned against all men, and I more than any"
An interesting plot twist. Sort of. Zossima said this at the beginning, now we know where he got it from.
Isn't it also interesting that Dostoevsky likes to put psychological doubt on believing characters? Like Alyosha and Ivan's insane but devout mother, the dumb but virtuous Lizaveta. In The Idiot you have of course the idiot Myshkin. It's as though he always leaves open the door that maybe there's a psychological explanation to this after all. Even Zossima is telling this as he is dying.
Zossima says that a feeling of Markel stayed with him even though he was young. That's the same that happened with Alyosha and his mother.
b) He mentions Job here. If I recall correctly this book also made an impact on Dostoevsky (we should really read a couple of Biblical books on this sub. Books that influenced Dostoevsky, like the Gospels, Job, and Revelation). If you don't know the story, in the book of Job the devil came into Heaven and basically made a dare with God. God said Job is the best man there is. The devil said he could corrupt him. So God allowed the devil to kill Job's children and to make Job sick.
Throughout the book Job discusses the suffering he endures with his friends, trying to look for a meaning to it.
Near the end God himself appears and speaks with Job. He doesn't give him a direct explanation. But, like Dostoevsky here, the questions and issues God raises makes the question of Job's suffering fall into unimportance. Similarly, Dostoevsky does not provide rational answers. It is more of a distraction from the real questions.
As Chesterton said of Job, "The riddles of God are more satisfying than the answers of man."
I believe it is also supposed to counter Ivan to some extent. A man who is suffering, perhaps unjustly, because of God. But nonetheless accepting it and refusing to "return the ticket".
On a side note, I recently came across an academic article. I stopped reading when I saw the argument was that Dostoevsky's theology was based on ethics rather than his ethics on his theology. Surely this blatant Christian foundation of Book VI destroys all of this modern rejection of the importance of Dostoevsky's faith? You don't have to be a Christian to see how obviously his Orthodoxy is driving his views.
But back to the book.
"But how could he love those new ones when those first children are no more, when he lost them? ... But he could, he could. It's the great mystery of human life that old grief passes gradually into quiet tender joy."
This, too, seems like an answer to Ivan who refuses to allow a mother to forgive her son's murderer. Ivan refuses a world where suffering can be forgotten and accepted.
Zossima also mentions Jacob who wrestled with God. At one point God (or an angel? or Christ?) wrestled with him. And Jacob beat him. I wonder if Zossima confuses this with another story though. Because in a different event Jacob fell asleep alone after he fled from his family. In his dream he had a vision of angels ascending and descending a ladder into Heaven. He then said that place is holy.
Joseph, in turn, was Jacob's favourite son. His brothers were so jealous that they sold him into slavery in Egypt. But in Egypt Joseph, who interpreted dreams, interpreted the Pharaoh's dream and predicted a coming famine. Because of that he was made a powerful man. When the famine struck his brothers had to go to Egypt to buy food. When Joseph saw them he tested them without them knowing it, by seeing whether they would allow Joseph to enslave their youngest brother like they had him enslaved.
After all of that Jacob came to Egypt. It was prophesied to Jacob that Israel would be given to him. And it was prophesied to his grandfather, Abraham, that through him all the nations would be blessed. Later on it was prophesied that the messiah would come from one of Jacob's sons, Judah.
Dostoevsky is therefore providing an overview of the patriarchs of Genesis.
"Only the people and their future spiritual power will convert our atheists, who have torn themselves away from their native soil."
According to Joseph Frank, as I've mentioned before, the populists at the time liked Christian morals but rejected the Church. They wanted to enlighten the peasants. They promoted peasant values, but they despised the peasant faith. Zossima is therefore inverting this by saying that the peasants will save these "atheists" rather than the other way around.
c) Immediately when Zossima mentions his time in the army and how he became cruel I was reminded of Dmitri.
"What made it worse for me was that I had come into my own money, and so I flung myself into a life of pleasure, and plunged headlong into all the recklessness of youth."
What shook him out of this? Beauty. For Dmitri beauty is in Grushenka. For Zossima it was the world outside. This strongly reminds me of Stavrogin and his >!confession, where he too gained a conscience after having a vision of the beautiful. Beauty will indeed save the world.!<
Zossima also inverted the idea that everyone is guilty for everyone else. His brother influenced him positively, and it affected Zossima and his orderly, and turned him into a monk, where he in turn has helped Alyosha and others. Not only are we responsible for everyone's sins, but are responsible or at least we have the capacity to help each other too.
So what is the antidote to Dmitri? To destroy his pride. To ask forgiveness. To realise that those he abuse are worth as much as he. Remember that.
d) I will leave this part for tomorrow. I think it is the most important part of his story.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Ah the distinction in how the Kingdom of Heaven can be brought about on earth is an interesting one. It parallels the Bible. The OT is full of examples of people being given governmental structures, but that's ineffective. What people need is not changed laws but changed hearts (so the Bible argues). I hadn't noticed that biblical connection to TBK till your post.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        d) This is crucial:
"To transform the world, to recreate it afresh, men must turn into another path psychologically. Until you have become really, in actual fact, a brother to everyone, brotherhood will not come to pass. No sort of scientific teaching, no kind of common interest, will ever teach men to share property and privileges with equal consideration for all."

For Dostoevsky the socialist utopia cannot be founded on rational self-interest. Only in willing self-abnegation and true love of one another. Not brotherhood logically understood. But real brotherhood. Real love for each other.
This individuality that we all keep is the start and the end if we do not sacrifice ourselves.
As mentioned already, he is attacking the populists here who argued for socialism based on self-interest rather than real self-sacrifice.
It's interesting how Dostoevsky sets himself apart from the individualist liberals and the socialists with the above. For him both suffer from the same problem: the self. Either you embrace it, like liberals do. Or you hide it, by appealing to self-interest in setting up a socialist world. In both cases the ego is reinforced. In neither case is there true self-sacrifice. In both cases are you cut off from true society.
The story of the murder has obvious parallels >!to what is to come. Just like Dmitri, the servant is suspected because he threatened to murder her, had blood on him, and everything pointed to him. When, in fact, it was someone unexpected who did it.!<
What about this:
"At last, however, he began brooding over the past, and the strain of it was too much for him."

Here Garnett uses "strain". But is it the same Russian word as the one used for "laceration"? If so, that would be an important point to miss.
I think it is interesting that in his case people refuse to believe he is a murderer even though he confessed and brought proof.>! Yet in Dmitri's case, they did the opposite.!<
And yet that second time he visited Zossima is also interesting. He came and intended to kill him, but "The Lord vanquished the devil in my heart." >!Yet another foreshadowing of Dmitri.!<


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        Great analysis as always. I knew I missed a lot in this chapter because of how heavily it references biblical verses but I missed much more than I realized. Your comment helped me a lot on that.
I somehow completely missed the parallels with Elder's story and Dmitry. Good catch on that.
Similarly, Dostoevsky does not provide rational answers. It is more of a distraction from the real questions.

I agree. I constantly got the feeling that he wanted to convey that Faith and believe isn't constrained by rules of logic. He isn't giving any rational answer.
On "beauty saves the world", didn't Myshkin said something similar too? I didn't quite understood while reading The Idiot, but relating this idea with Stavrogin and Elder Zosima's experience I think I understand it now.
Thank you so much again. This comment helped me a lot.


    


    
        proseboy (+6)

        just as an aside, Book 6 consists of 3 chapters in the original, the first chapter is very short and chapter 2 starts right at (a) with the catchy title "Из жития в бозе преставившегося иеросхимонаха старца Зосимы, составлено с собственных слов его Алексеем Федоровичем Карамазовым" (From the life in the Bose of the dying priestmonk Elder Zosima, compiled from his own words by Alexei Fedorovich Karamazov).


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        NB u/michachu pointed out that some editions have 3 chapters for Book VI.
To avoid confusion, basically read the longest chapter of Book VI for this post and the shorter one for the next. We close off this book on Friday anyway, so if it confuses you just read the entire Book VI over the next two days.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+6)

        Oh okay. Yeah with my Dutch translation the first chapter is only 5 pages or so so I don't get why we would need 2 days for that one. So I will give my take on Friday when I've just read book VI.
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        Sad-Researcher-1381 (+1)

        Did you forget a chapter here? Isnt this part 2, book 6, chapter 3?


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        Do we have a satisfactory answer to Ivan’s rebellion argument?
In particular, I mean his acceptance of God but his rejection of God’s project (i.e., take my ticket for I do not wish to be admitted!).  I know it’s something I have not been able to shake.  And really what are your options here? One, reject it and opt out (suicide).  Two, reject it and choose to live and thus be tortured by the lie one is living.  This would be akin to disagreeing vehemently with the corruption in a company you work for but nevertheless engaging in it yourself because that’s “just how you make your living.”  Three, capitulate and accept it.  This is where you’d accept that this is the only way for things to be, that things could not be otherwise, and so it’s futile to live in rebellion against it (i.e., it is not broken, there is nothing to fix, God made it just as it must be).  The last option, it seems to me, is the path to sanity… but, well, I think it can be very hard for people to get there.
Finally, just a comment about Zosima.  He’s obviously an extraordinary figure, Christ-like, really.  Most men could not obtain to his spiritual heights.  As Dostoevsky I believe is pointing out, though, these figures are necessary to inspire and show us what’s possible; they are models whose lives we can emulate though we’ll almost certainly fall short.  I was thinking, based on rational principles, you can set up some socioeconomic structure that might ensure material satisfaction.  Though, as Dostoevsky argues I believe, this is not enough; we also have spiritual needs (some religious impulse) that must be attended to and satisfied (and, for Dostoevsky, Christianity is the remedy).  And it’s interesting to think how a system built from rational self-interest and imposed on its citizenry might transform them (their thoughts, feelings, actions, values).  With Christianity, however, it’s not an oppressive system imposing itself on the individual that transforms.  Rather, it is the individual manifesting christ consciosuenss  that transforms the system (or those who make up the system), as, like a moth to the flame, people are drawn willingly to them.
“If your light had shone forth it would have illumined the path for others, too, and the one who committed the crime might not perhaps have transgressed by your light. And even if your light shines forth and you observe that people are not seeking salvation by the light which you are casting, you should remain steadfast and not doubt the power of heavenly light; know ye that though they have not yet sought salvation, they will be saved later. And if they are not saved, their sons will be, for your light will not die, even though you yourself may then be dead. The just man will pass away, but his light will live on.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 6 on page 404).
BTW, I can’t help but think there are considerable parallels between Christianity and Buddhism.
At any rate… RIP Father Zosima.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        What is God and what is the importance of Jesus Christ for reconciling man with God?
I’m trying to understand Dostoevsky’s view and, I guess, Christianity more generally here, so bear with me.  Christ told us the most important commandment was to love God.  But I’m at a loss to know what God is exactly.  What is it that I am loving? What is this mystery? Well, if I’m understanding correctly, God sent his son Jesus Christ to reconcile man to God.  Man goes astray, presumably, when he tries to create his own identity (such hubris ends in his ruin).  Rather, he is to take on the identity of Christ.  It is ‘by walking in His footsteps’, that is, by being truthful and practicing forgiveness and love (the next most important commandment is ‘love thy neighbor as you love yourself’) that man may not only find peace here on earth, but also (and most importantly for Christians) that he may eventually enter the Kingdom of Heaven.
“Indeed, on earth we wander as if lost, and had we not the precious image of Christ before us, we would lose our way completely and perish, as mankind did before the flood. There is much on earth that is hidden from us, but in exchange we have been blessed with a secret sense of a vital, mysterious bond linking us to another world, a celestial, exalted world, and in any case the roots of our thoughts and feelings are to be found not here, but in other worlds.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 6 on page 402)
So, no, I do not know what God is.  It’s not something I could ever hope to articulate.  He’s forever a mystery to me.  But through my identification with Jesus Christ, by living a life of truth, forgiveness, and love, by killing the ego and taming the passions, I may be reconciled to Him.  And it is in this Christ mediated reconciliation, this ecstatic union of man with the Divine, that I may come to know Him.
“If you love every kind of thing, then everywhere God's mystery will reveal itself to you. Once this has been revealed to you, you will begin to understand it ever more deeply with each passing day. And finally you will be able to love the whole world with an all-encompassing universal love.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 6 on page 400)
Why is the belief in a paradisal afterlife so important?
Dostoevsky obviously seems to think belief in a paradisal afterlife is essential for all of this work.  And I understand the argument against trying to erect a utopia based on rational self-interest.  He was vehemently against it and history has tragically provided many confirmatory illustrations.  But could not men take Christ as their ultimate role model and live their lives after His example (truth, forgiveness, and love) and let the good deeds, the brotherhood that emerges, and the ecstatic union with (what they take to be) the Divine that (occasionally) emerges be enough? Could this not work? Is this not sustainable? Or does there really need to be a belief in some great payoff in the form of immortal bliss at the end of it all? Or is this, as Dostoevsky might suggest, just another example of trying to bring Heaven to earth (rather than man trying to ascend to Heaven)?


    


    
        michachu (+4)

        But could not men take Christ as their ultimate role model and live their lives after His example (truth, forgiveness, and love) and let the good deeds, the brotherhood that emerges, and the ecstatic union with (what they take to be) the Divine that (occasionally) emerges be enough? Could this not work? Is this not sustainable? Or does there really need to be a belief in some great payoff in the form of immortal bliss at the end of it all? Or is this, as Dostoevsky might suggest, just another example of trying to bring Heaven to earth (rather than man trying to ascend to Heaven)?

A really good secular example of this is the Scandinavian countries, where national culture ubiquitously drills cooperative norms into people from a very young age. According to this paper source Denmark, Norway and Sweden have the highest degree of social trust in the world (not a great paper admittedly; maybe someone else has a more definitive study?).
It's interesting because it addresses Zosima's thesis that brotherhood needs to be built from the bottom up; but it doesn't require Christ, though neither does it  appeal to self-interest directly (even if there are obviously economic advantages when people are more likely cooperate). It's also not exactly love, but respect and a belief in fairness.
I wonder what FMD would have thought about the Nordic cultures.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+5)

        Belief in an afterlife per se does not seem (at least it’s not apparent to me anyways) necessary at all.  Scandinavians, despite their low levels of religiosity, consistently check out as among the most trusting, least corrupt, and happiest countries in the world.  So, yes, it would be interesting to examine the historical antecedents of their high social capital and to examine what factors have enabled them to maintain these high levels over time.  There is empirical work, however, showing religiosity (in particular, Protestantism) is a predictor of social trust (e.g., ).
What does seem like a horrible idea, though, is to eschew a culture’s traditions and to try to refashion them based on rational principles alone.  Besides what followed in Russia after Dostoevsky with Lenin and Stalin, we can see the tragic fate of so many indigenous groups as attempts were made to divorce them from their cultural traditions (and, in many instances, to replace those traditions with Christianity).  Maybe the lesson is to respect the cultural history of a people; whatever that cultural history is it’s likely served some important constitutive function and that it has been essential for maintaining the psychological and social integrity of its people.  And you cannot just change that overnight!


    


    
        michachu (+7)

        Yeah, I think the argument FMD might make is that Russian identity can't just be (shouldn't be) reshaped in the name of utilitarian ideals. This is completely separate from the enormity of the effort, which is also worth a look of course (the USSR vs modern China).
But the Nordic countries have very specific conditions which are not straightforward to replicate at the scale required for a country of Russia's size and cultural diversity. Meanwhile, Orthodox Christianity is already part of Russian culture, so universal fraternity in that sense might be more within reach than a systematic reprogramming of the citizenry (whether it's sufficient being a different question).


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+2)

        I was reading a little on Confucius today and it seems to me this would be another example.  He was against decrees and regulations.  Instead, he thought transformation could be achieved by weaving virtue into the fabric of society (i.e., through education and ritual). The supernatural didn’t play a significant role, as far as I can tell anyways, in his program.  And when you read him, it in many ways seems like a secularized version of Christianity.
“The Master said: “If you govern them with decrees and regulate them with punishments, the people will evade them but will have no sense of shame [or conscience]. If you govern them with virtue and regulate them with the rituals, they will have a sense of shame [or conscience] and flock to you.”


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        As we’re at the end of part 2, I thought I’d summarize my thoughts (and relevagt TBK quotes) on some of the questions I’ve been struggling with.  Maybe I’ll make each a separate post.
What is crux of the Grand Inquisitor’s argument and how, if at all, has Zosima answered it?
Ivan’s Grand Inquisitor claimed men could not handle the freedom Jesus gave them; they could not ‘walk in the footsteps of christ’; they were too weak willed, too stupid, too vulgar, and would invariably give in to their passions.  In short, it was beyond their ability to make and sustain those choices that would allow them to enter the Kingdom of Heaven.  In fact, given their freedom, they would only destroy themselves and each other.  This is why it was necessary for the church (or the few strong ones who could handle and take responsibility for freedom) to enslave them.  The church would provide them with the miracles they needed, interpret the Bible for them, and, most importantly perhaps, take responsibility for their consciences.  This would help them to cope with themselves and to live peaceably with each other.  This, if anything, is what was required for their happiness.
So what has Zosima provided as a potential rebuttal? As far as I can tell, it is something like this… He would agree with the Grand Inquisitor, I think, that yes, the vast majority of men are too weak as long as they are going at it alone.  But as a group, a community, a brotherhood of men guided and inspired by the model of Christ, where there is mutual support and where the strong serve, support, and uplift the weak, men can handle the freedom Christ has given them, they can emulate the life of Christ and, working together in this way then, the vast majority of men can enter the Kingdom of Heaven.
“For why should I not be a servant to my servant, and why, for that matter, should he not be aware of it, and without any self-righteousness on my part or mistrust on his? Why should I not treat my servant as a relative and accept him finally into my family, and do so with joy? Even now, this could still come about and serve as the basis for the future, glorious union of people, when man will not, as now, be looking for servants and will not, as now, be making servants of his own kind, but on the contrary will himself wish, from the bottom of his heart to become a servant to everyone, as is laid down in the Gospels.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 6 on page 398)
“If you are able to take upon yourself the crimes of the criminal standing before you, whom you are condemning in your heart, then do so immediately and endure the suffering for him, allowing the man himself to go free and unrebuked… if it not be him, someone else will come along who will show greater understanding than him, and will give himself up to suffering and pass judgement upon himself, and truth will have been served.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 6 on page 402)


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+3)

        Zossima even says freedom has led men to this state. Rich being isolated. poor occupied with envy and murder. honestly i don't really see how Zossima and GI are different. (sorry I'm just catching up)


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        e)
"You are idlers, useless members of society, you liv on the labor of others, you are shameless beggars."

This reminds me of a story by Anton Chekhov. It's worth a read, just a few pages. In it some hunter got lost in the woods or something. He turned to a monastery for help. In this monastery was a wonderful monk who was virtuous, sang, and just a good guy. The hunter berated the monks for sheltering themselves when they should be helping the world.
This good monk accepted the criticism. He went to the town for a few days. When he came back he was distraught and ill. He told the other monks what he saw: the drinking, the vileness, the dancing women.
The next day when he woke up the monastery was empty. All the monks had gone to the town.

I love this. How true it is!:
"And what follows from this right of multiplication of desires? In the rich, isolation and spiritual suicide: in the poor, envy and murder."

In our own society I don't have to tell you how applicable that is. In terms of the book we also see this playing out. T>!he spiritual isolation and suicide of Fyodor. In Smerdyakov, envy and murder!<. "Everything is permissible".
"They are led on to it. I ask you is such a man free?"

This idea has filled my thoughts for three years now. In the very few philosophers I've read - Plato, Aristotle, Cicero and Seneca - all of them often speak about this. About how if we give in to our desires, we become slaves of our desires. If our desires rule over us, then we are literally not free. Without self-control we are slaves. As Seneca put it when he spoke about money, "The difference is I have money. Your money has you.".
"Which is most capable of conceiving a great idea and serving it - the rich man in his isolation or the man who has freed himself from the tyranny of material things and habits?"

The above is Stoic through and through. In a very real sense, Zossima is the most powerful person in the book. Only he has mastered himself. Everyone else is a slave to some doubt or vice. Will the other characters manage to put the good above themselves? Will they be able to free themselves from the tyranny of themselves? Will Dmitri? Will Smerdyakov? Some of us know the answers already, but these are questions to keep in mind.
So far his entire exhortation is eerily prescient of the communist regime. The emphasis of the monk's true brotherhood over the false brotherhood. Over true liberty, over the liberty to fulfill your desires. He even says:
"an unbelieving reformer will never do anything in Russia" and that the "people will meet the atheist and overcome him".

It is interesting that the communists failed to eradicate Orthodoxy from Russia. I think they are still mostly atheist, but Orthodoxy is far from dead. Would it have survived if - like the Inquisitor - the Orthodox monks focused on politics and utopian society instead of Heaven?
f)
This chapter is reminiscent of Demons. The constant emphasis of Russia becoming corrupt. Although I suppose every age feels that way:
"Moneylenders and devourers of society are rising up. ... He despises his old traditions, and is even ashamed of the faith of his fathers."

As a side note, this chapter just makes me more annoyed at people ignoring Dostoevsky's Orthodoxy when interpreting his works. He is very blatantly saying that the difference between the right way and the wrong way is that "they, following science, want to base justice on reason alone, not with Christ as before."
You can agree or disagree with whether Christianity is necessary for the society Dostoevsky envisions. But can we agree that his Orthodoxy was very obviously his main motivation here? Just a quick rant.
Zossima explains that how he and his former orderly parted is how Russia would become. This pure love. Of becoming each other's servants. One would still be the servant of the other on a class level, but "act so that your servant may be freer in spirit than if he were not a servant."
The answer to the Inquisitor is not top-down destruction of heretics for the sake of a lie. The answer is not to give people carnal pleasures. Remember the Inquisitor said they even allow the people to sin.
No.
Zossima's answer is this willing self-sacrifice. The Inquisitor was angry that Christ would basically damn the majority of humanity who are too weak to be good enough to endure to the end. But Zossima's answer is this brotherhood of serving each other. Just like Christ - that King of Kings - was willing to kiss the Inquisitor. This is the meaning of that kiss.
As Jesus said:
"Jesus called them together and said, “You know that those who are regarded as rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their high officials exercise authority over them. Not so with you. Instead, whoever wants to become great among you must be your servant, and whoever wants to be first must be slave of all. For even the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many.”"

Slightly off topic, thinking about this book has made other issues on Christianity clearer to me. One thing that people point out is that Jesus and Paul never condemn slavery. They never advocate for it, but they ignore it. In fact, as Paul said, "There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus."
In one letter, Philemon, Paul wrote to the owner (Philemon) of a slave who ran away and became a Christian. Paul sent him back. He explained he could have kept him, but he asked that Philemon at least treat him like a Christian brother.
This seeming contradiction between the letter of Philemon and "neither slave nor free" confuse some people. It is not in fact confusing when you realise that the whole point is not social change per se. Christ did not come to change these social and economic realities. Not primarily anyway. Instead, by focusing on Christ and the brotherhood among men first, you inevitably do away with these social divisions. But the difference is your eye is on Christ, not on this world. By keeping your eye on Christ you will change the world too, but the world is not the point.
To focus on the world and utopia here is the logic of the Inquisitor.
Just a quick sermon.
Indeed, Zossima eventually says "It will lead to the grand unity of men in the future, when a man will not seek servants for himself, or desire to turn his fellow creatures into servants as he does now, but on the contrary, will long with his whole heart to be the servant of all, as the Gospel teaches."
This is the crux of Dostoevsky's political argument. It is prescient and the captures everything he wants to say:
"They aim at justice, but, denying Christ, they will end by flooding the earth with blood..."

h)
"And even though your light was shining and you see men were not saved by it, hold firm and doubt not the power of the heavenly light. Believe that if they were not saved, they will be saved hereafter. And if they are not saved hereafter, then their sons will be saved, for your light will not die even when you are dead."

i)
Dostoevsky makes a clear reference which not be obvious to everyone. This is the story:
“There was a rich man who was dressed in purple and fine linen and lived in luxury every day. At his gate was laid a beggar named Lazarus, covered with sores and longing to eat what fell from the rich man’s table. Even the dogs came and licked his sores.

“The time came when the beggar died and the angels carried him to Abraham’s side. The rich man also died and was buried. In Hades, where he was in torment, he looked up and saw Abraham far away, with Lazarus by his side. So he called to him, ‘Father Abraham, have pity on me and send Lazarus to dip the tip of his finger in water and cool my tongue, because I am in agony in this fire.’

“But Abraham replied, ‘Son, remember that in your lifetime you received your good things, while Lazarus received bad things, but now he is comforted here and you are in agony. 26 And besides all this, between us and you a great chasm has been set in place, so that those who want to go from here to you cannot, nor can anyone cross over from there to us.’

“He answered, ‘Then I beg you, father, send Lazarus to my family, for I have five brothers. Let him warn them, so that they will not also come to this place of torment.’

“Abraham replied, ‘They have Moses and the Prophets; let them listen to them.’

“‘No, father Abraham,’ he said, ‘but if someone from the dead goes to them, they will repent.’

“He said to him, ‘If they do not listen to Moses and the Prophets, they will not be convinced even if someone rises from the dead.’”

My post is too long, so I continued in  the reply:


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        Do you remember the name of the Chekhov story?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Yes, it is called "Without a Title". I don't know if it's deliberate or if Chekhov actually didn't give it a title


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        Dostoevsky provides his own version where a man who never loved died. But his suffering is knowing that he will never have the opportunity to love again. He will never have sacrifice in his love again.
This might be more crucial than I thought: "But woe to those who have slain themselves on earth, woe to the suicides! ... "but in my secret heart I believe that we may pray even for them."

There's only one >!suicide in this book!<, so I don't think that is a coincidence. I and others have wondered why no one grieved for >!Smerdyakov!<. Zossima would have.
"For such, hell is voluntary and ever consuming; they are tortured by their own choice."

As C. S. Lewis put it:
"I willingly believe that the damned are, in one sense, successful, rebels to the end; that the doors of hell are locked on the inside. I do not mean that the ghosts may not wish to come out of hell, in the vague fashion wherein an envious man “wishes” to be happy: but they certainly do not will even the first preliminary stages of that self-abandonment through which alone the soul can reach any good. They enjoy forever the horrible freedom they have demanded, and are therefore self-enslaved: just as the blessed, forever submitting to obedience, become through all eternity more and more free."

Dante in his Inferno also don this theme. Throughout his journey through hell, every single damned soul he comes across still persists in their rebellion. Every one of them. None of them are repentant.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Your CS Lewis quote is fitting. Reading that section on the damned made me think of Lewis' book The Great Divorce.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        True. I also saw similarities to The Great Divorce where the souls from hell/Purgatory freely reject Heaven. They are not themselves ready for Heaven. What Heaven offers they do not want.
The problem lies in them and their desires. Not in Heaven and the world around them.
As Lewis said elsewhere, "The pure in heart will see God, for only the pure in heart want to."
Just this week I read another quote that just came to mind. Seneca said these people would "rather reform the gods than reform themselves." There's pride in this.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Oh that's a great quote!


    

The Breath of Corruption

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VII: Alyosha
Yesterday
Zossima spoke about his life and gave his final words of wisdom.

Today
	The Breath of Corruption

Zossima's body began to decay. All his enemies in the monastery and the town saw this as a sign from God against Zossima's life. Father Ferapont in particular made a scene. All of this had a bad effect on Alyosha.
	A Critical Moment

Rakitin met with Alyosha. He offered to give him food, brandy, and to take him to Grushenka. Alyosha agreed.

Chapter list
Character list


15 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        We are back to 2 chapters a day for the foreseeable future. If you notice a long or important chapter coming up, please let me know.


    


    
        Sad-Researcher-1381 (+4)

        Even though I am 3 years late i wanted to contribute to this discussion.
After having read some of Dostoesvkys books i can see that he likes the minor characters who keep the faith alive.
Dostoevsky shows us through Father Iosif (A hieromonk and the librarian at the monastery) the scandal of grace. Holiness can be misunderstood even within holy places, and Iosifs stance on defending Zosima, exposes how quickly religious people can slip into Pharisaic judging when outward signs disappoint them.
His defense of Zosima is a critique on miracle-seeking piety. Zosima himself warned against craving marvels. Iosif, by downplaying the perceived “failure” of an expected miracle, reinforces the elder’s teaching: authenticity is inward, sacrificial love.
For example, a humble woman begs the dying Elder to pray for her distant son “as though he were dead,” hoping for a miraculous answer. Zossima rebukes her sternly: to pray in that way is “a kind of sorcery” In other words, he forbids seeking supernatural proofs. Faith must rest on love and conscience, not on magic. (After Zossima’s death, the monks foolishly await a miracle at his funeral, but even Father Paissy cautions them to be patient and not give in to credulity, underscoring Zossima’s earlier teaching.)
By contrast, Zossima’s own teachings are all about everyday love, mercy and humility. He tells the young monks: “Love all God’s creation, the whole and every grain of sand in it. Love every leaf, every ray of God’s light. Love the animals, love the plants, love everything…”
He even warns, “Love children especially, for they too are sinless… Woe to him who offends a child!”
Above all he urges “always decide to use humble love,” explaining that “loving humility is marvellously strong, the strongest of all things, and there is nothing else like it.”
In one of his final discourses he sums up that every monk must see himself “responsible for all men, and everything on earth,” for only then will the heart “grow soft with infinite, universal, inexhaustible love” and win the world by compassion. In short, Zossima teaches that true faith is lived out in self‑sacrifice, forgiveness and tireless, “active” love in daily life. Not in awaiting outward wonders.
To go back to Father Iosif, lets look at the different aspects of Iosifs words and their significance.
1. Moral courage
The atmosphere in the monastery turns hostile, and people whisper that Zosima’s body should have been incorrupt. Iosif risks his own standing by responding, “Do not judge hastily.” In a community that prizes external signs of holiness, he reminds them that genuine sanctity is measured by a lifetime of love, not by a post-mortem miracle.
2. The theologigal clarity he gives us
He gives us a serious reminder of Orthodox teaching: bodily corruption is the natural order; incorruption is a charisma God grants rarely and freely. Thus, the absence of a miracle neither negates Zosima’s spiritual stature nor justifies schadenfreude.
3. Narrative function
Dostoevsky sets up a contrast: the majority of monks embody petty legalism, while Iosif represents charity and inner Christianity. His voice keeps the reader from joining the crowd’s facile conclusion that Zosima has been “discredited.”
4. Foreshadowing Alyoshas arc
Iosif’s defense foreshadows Alyosha’s imminent crisis of faith. By hearing at least one elder resist the rumor mill, Alyosha receives a seed of hope that will blossom in his night-long struggle and mystical vision at the chapter’s end.


    


    
        AutoModerator (+2)

        "Love all God’s creation, both the whole and every grain of sand. Love every leaf, every ray of light. Love the animals, love the plants, love each separate thing. If thou love each thing thou wilt perceive the mystery of God in all; and when once thou perceive this, thou wilt thenceforward grow every day to a fuller understanding of it: until thou come at last to love the whole world with a love that will then be all-embracing and universal." - Father Zossima
I am a bot, and this action was performed automatically. Please contact the moderators of this subreddit if you have any questions or concerns.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+15)

        This set of chapters makes me think of the trope of the death of the mentor (Gandalf, Dumbeldore, Obi-Wan, etc.). Joseph Campbell wrote about this in his work on the hero’s journey almost a century after TBK, which makes me wonder where this book falls in the history of this trope. Is this a plot device that we see in previous literature? Was TBK influential in the development of this trope?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        This is the third instance of "smell" we had so far in the book. >!I think the fourth and last instance would be the lack of "smell" from Illyusha's if I remember correctly. !<First was Lizaveta "Smerdayaschaya", second "Smerdyakov" and third was the "Putrid Smell" by Elder's body. I  wonder why he wanted to convey by associating them all together.
I believe that here much else was at work, a simultaneous conflux of many different causes exerting their influence at the same time. One of those, for example, was even tat same old ingrained hostility to the Elderhood as being a harmful innovation, a hostility still deeply rooted in the mind of many brethren in the cloister. And then, of course, principally, there was a sense of envy for the sleeper's holiness so powerfully established in his lifetime that even to contest it seemed forbidden.

This makes me wonder if it could be the silent injustice/envy/ill-feeling they all faced. No one cared for Lizaveta until she was pregnant (getting her pregnant is injustice in itself); Smerdyakov, never got recognized by his father, and Elder Zosima seems to have monks who envied him. >!This also works for Illyusha as he was loved by all in the end, hence "lack of any smell". !<Just a speculation.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+11)

        This is my first time reading the book.  Although I can see  how prior parts of the book set up the scene with Father Zossima's body on display, I found myself really surprised in reading Book 7, Chapter 1, by how quickly everyone turned on Father Zossima and the idea of his saintliness.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+12)

        Yes, it kind of sickens you.  As the narrator emphasized, Alyosha wasn’t so upset by the lack of a miracle per se as he was of the potential consequences, namely, that others would perceive Zosima as being not so pious after all, and, for Alyosha, this was simply unjust.
“And now the one who, by rights, ought to have been elevated above everyone else in the whole world—that one, instead of being glorified as was his due, was suddenly cast down and disgraced! For what? By whose judgement? By whose decree? These were the questions which at once began to torment his immature and innocent heart. His heart was offended—indeed, incensed beyond endurance—that the most righteous amongst men had been subjected to such ignominious and vituperative scorn at the hands of such an ignorant and vulgar crowd.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 2 of book 7 on page 427)
Yeah, as others have noted, people love to see the righteous fall.  Why? Because the righteous make people feel ashamed by comparison (who could be so pure of heart as Zosima is?).  And so, when such people fall, it makes them feel better about themselves (he was just as debauched as I was… see I’m perfectly fine the way I am!).


    


    
        ahop21 (+11)

        people love to see the righteous fall. Why? Because the righteous make people feel ashamed by comparison

Indeed. Jordan Peterson has said that "every ideal is a judge". I believe he derived the idea from Jung. When we look towards some ideal - whether it be another individual, or a notion of who we ourselves could be - our failure to measure up to their lofty standard makes us feel inadequate, and therefore ashamed. It seems that the knee-jerk human response to this shame is to seek out flaws in that very ideal; we root for their failure in order to reassure ourselves that they are no better than we, despite our minds and hearts telling us otherwise.
But those with self-awareness and a deep desire to aim for the good will respond to their feelings of inadequacy differently. These people will strive to improve themselves in order to live up to their ideal. This entails taking an honest look at the defects and shortcomings in one's character, which is inevitably a painful process. It requires destroying those unsavory parts of ourselves, and to do so, one must acknowledge that parts of them are broken, corrupted, perhaps evil. We humans tend to seek the easiest path, and the deep self-reflection required to generate and strive towards an ideal is no walk in the park.
The Garnett translation of TBK fittingly uses the term "ideal" in describing Alyosha's feelings toward Zossima:
Is it true that being [Zossima] had for so long been accepted by him as an ideal, that all his young strength and energy could not but turn towards that ideal

We see that Alyosha is one of those strong-willed individuals who intend to elevate themselves toward the lofty position of their ideal, rather than denigrating it to spare themselves. As far as I can tell, that is part of why Zossima's 'premature' decay hits Alyosha so hard. He has spent ample time adjusting his trajectory such that he can attain the ideal that is Zossima, and suddenly this event has undermined his faith in that ideal. So now Alyosha, who sought to elevate himself rather than denigrate his ideal, has to question whether or not what he has been aiming at was ever the correct target at all.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+3)

        I think this is a nice way of putting it, but got me thinking… It certainly is no walk in the park (in striving towards an ideal).  And given we are all constituted differently, some of us are more favorably wired-up for that pursuit than others, meaning some will experience much more persecution (because they time and again fail) than others.  And so, I wonder about this admonition to always “tell the truth”.  If you’re a Zosima, maybe even an Alyosha, this might be fine.  But for someone not so strong willed, someone who will fall short of righteousness both frequently and spectacularly, surely some self-deception is necessary for them to cope.  This, then, sounds like a nice prescription for life for a certain select group but maybe not everyone.  Unless, perhaps, as Zosima suggests, the strong marshal their gifts in service of supporting and uplifting the weak?


    


    
        ahop21 (+8)

        We are, each and everyone one of us, responsible for all the sins of men, Zossima says. This is just what it means for "the strong to marshal their gifts in service of supporting and uplifting the weak", I suppose. I must admit that I personally find it rather perverse that those select individuals who are capable of being the ideal worth aiming toward should, in turn, strive to take upon themselves the sins of those who wish only for their downfall. But I suppose to do so would be, in the deepest sense, what it means to be like Christ. It's a question of whether that is indeed a duty of such individuals.
Thank you for posing this question, I will have to puzzle over it. I'm not sure how to answer it for myself. What of those individuals lacking the appropriate constitution to be like an Alyosha or Zossima? Is there some amount of self-deception that is acceptable, even forgivable? To be an ideal worth striving for is, without a doubt, akin to being 'higher' than others; even as much as Zossima might implore others to accept that he is "worse than others, than all men on Earth". Though he says this specifically of the monks, and simultaneously implores Alyosha to go out into the world - does he mean to imply that Alyosha is stronger than he and the other monks? That he wishes for Alyosha to be a light in the world, for those of weak will, to share in and become responsible for their sin?
The Inquisitor, of course, would argue that there are weaker-willed men. That their sin is acceptable, to be expected even, and they simply must be controlled and have their consciences assuaged. As such, it would seem that we have stumbled upon another GI response within Zossima's exhortations. The GI believes that, as a man of superior will, he must control and rule over other men. Zossima says, instead, that those of strong will must make themselves responsible for those other men in a different way - through lovingkindness and submission to God. Quite the fundamental difference.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Same! And yet it caught something (‘a revengeful desire to see the downfall of the righteous’) that I think I had always known without being conscious of.  Such a gut punch of a plot turn.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Now that I think of it, their reaction to him is similar to Rakitin and Alyosha.
Their very humility annoys the proud.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+20)

        First off, this is Part 3. A new entire section of the book. Part 1 was mostly the introduction of all the characters. It included the meeting with Zossima and the introduction of the "sensualist" women. We learned more about Dmitri especially.
Part 2 started with the theme of laceration. The self-imposed pain everyone gave to themselves. It was here we learned about Captain Snegiryov. Right after that we had Ivan and then Zossima's stories and arguments about the world and God's existence.
Now we are in Part 3. It is interesting that the first book of Part 3 is about Alyosha. It is also the 7th book. Perhaps a bit of Christian symbolism there. I also realised today that Zossima's death >!happened almost the same time as Fyodor's!<. The death of a good, Heavenly, saint. >!And the death of the world's worst sensualist.!<
But let's get to the content:
I
I've been thinking of how wonderfully every character reflects darker sides of everyone. Rakitin is the "believer" without the faith. Alyosha is both. Dmitri has the passion and the faith, Alyosha the faith and not the passion. Ivan has reason and the passion, Smerdyakov has reason and not the passion. Everyone plays off each other. Even the women. But more on that another day.
Joseph Frank helped me with this chapter. The monks expect a miracle from Zossima. This is the second temptation of the devil: to be above nature (for Christ to throw himself off the temple and survive). They want to believe because of a miracle. In fact it is ironic that they saw the EARLY decay of his body as a miracle itself. They cannot believe or even disbelieve without miracle.
Alyosha though has Ivan in mind. He thinks it is unjust that Zossima's memory should be insulted like that. He lived such a pure life, and is rewarded like this. Zossima in a way is one of Ivan's children who is suffering needlessly.
I like that touch about Job's tombstone. Alyosha sat on it and the narrator says he was an earlier saint at the monastery. It recalls Zossima's fondness for Job and it recalls the story of Job himself: the righteous man who suffered seemingly unjustly and, like Alyosha, would like to know why.
Joseph Frank made the good point that Father Joseph, the librarian, pointed out that there is nothing in Orthodox doctrine which says his body would not become corrupted. He is learned in history. He would know.
It is interesting that people are actually being irrational and believing what is not Church doctrine, even as they accuse Zossima of encouraging innovations in the monastery.
Just after this Dostoevsky quotes a number of the murmurings of why Zossima is stinking. One guy says it's because he took joy in life. Another because he didn't believe in a literal hell. Another because he drank tea.
This reminds me so much of both the Gospels and, again, Job. In the story, Job's three friends each tried to explain why Job was suffering. They thought it was because of some sin of his.
In the Gospels as well there's this beautiful passage of a blind man. It is John 9. It is one of my favourite passages because it is funny, sublime, and even a self-contained story within a larger narrative. Please read it. But here are the first three verses:
As he went along, he saw a man blind from birth.

His disciples asked him, "Rabbi, who sinned, this man or his parents, that he was born blind?"

"Neither this man nor his parents sinned," said Jesus, "but this happened so that the work of God might be displayed in his life.

There's this tendency to assume that people who suffer suffer because of their unrighteousness. If they were good, they would not suffer.
I like this:
"You cast out the evil spirit, but perhaps you are serving him youself."

I think Ferapont also lied to himself so much that he does not even know that he is serving the devil rather than God. He and all of them accuse Zossima of pride, yet they are the proud ones.
He was also annoyed that Zossima gave medicine to someone after prayers didn't work. This is off topic, but I've heard that Catholics take a similar approach to exorcisms. They first send the afflicted person to therapists and doctors, and only when medicine fails do they consider possession. It is reasonable.
Similarly, Zossima is not stupid enough to think that every problem in the world is simply due to faith or the lack of it. We do have bodies. To have a body is not evil. He is not an ascetic like the others. He takes his tea and enjoys his food. He is like Dmitri and even Ivan in that. The hatred of our bodies is gnosticism. It's a heresy. Christ himself was incarnated as a man. There's nothing with it. It's how you use it that matters.
This also brings to mind something Alyosha does at the very end of the book. >!When he encourages the boys to eat the food at the funeral. Like Zossima, he acknowledges the blessings in this world too!<
To get back to the book: Ferapont says Zossima did not hold to the fasts. Yet just before this we heard that Ferapont himself never attended any of the rules of the monastery.
II
As mentioned, Alyosha is angry at God for allowing this injustice. I'm not sure if I understand it correctly, but it seems Alyosha wanted God to perform a miracle by preserving his body because it would be unjust to Zossima not to do so. So in a sense he also wanted the miracle, but he thought Zossima deserved it.
I love this beautiful touch where Dostoevsky moves between Alyosha's subconscious struggles to Rakitin. As though Rakitin embodies Alyosha's evil, showing up at just the right moment as though Alyosha's devil is made manifest in the real world:
"Yet a vague but tormenting and evil impression left by his conversation with Ivan the day before, suddenly revived again now in his soul and seemed forcing its way to the surface of his consciousness.

It was dusk when Rakitin..."

And like the devil and Jesus, Rakitin tempts Alyosha. He wants to see him fall.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        Perfect summation of Zs death. People want him to be better (where’s the miracle?) or worse (such a smell!) than themselves.  But what Z and A have been stressing is that the world isn’t divided into angels and demons, but we’re all the same, just on different rings of the ladder. Makes me think of that phrase ‘comparison is the thief of joy.’


    


    
        SilverTanager (+5)

        I find your point about their pride helpful.  According to the prior chapter, Father Zossima became a monk when he realized that he didn't have a reason to hold himself above others or be proud, merely because he was born rich and others weren't.  And he repeatedly takes actions (both in his past, with the servant he beat and the man he was to duel; and when he bowed so deeply to Dmitri) that show he doesn't seem himself as above anyone else.  But it seems like a great mass of people were waiting for a reason to feel above him, which they got in the hours after his death.


    

An Onion

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VII: Alyosha
Yesterday
The monks criticized Zossima after his corpse began to stink. Alyosha lost faith and decided to go to Grushenka with Rakitin.
Today
	An Onion

Grushenka told Alyosha the tale of the old woman and the onion. We also learn more about her. She was betrayed by a Polish offer years ago. She chose to go to him in Mokroe after he sent for her.
	Cana of Galilee

Alyosha returned to the monastery. He had a vision of Zossima among the wedding feast of Cana. He left the monastery forever.

Chapter list
Character list


7 Comments


    
        Kokuryu88 (+19)

        I love how Alyosha brings best in people, even to someone as twisted as Grushenka. Loved the onion story and how it is used in this chapter.
the old man here is the only man I have, I'm bound to him and sold to him, Satan wedded us

I feel stupid to ask this but does it implies some sort of physical relation Grushenka and her patron had? She said something similar for Polish officer too (the assailant of my honour). Rumours about her around the town is different thing but if she herself is confirming that, that's a big deal. Grushenka as a character reminds me a lot of Nastasya Filipovna.
All my life I've waited for one such as you, have known that someone like you would come and forgive me.

This feels so similar to what Nastasya said to Prince Myshkin. >!though she ultimately was able to accept love and able to transform, unlike Nastasya who couldn't forgive herself and never could accept love.!<
........
I never realized how beautifully written "Cana of Galilee" chapter is. I'm discovering many new things in my second read. Though I love me Rebellion, TGI and Elder Zossima's recollection; Cana of Galilee had to be my favourite chapter so far. Loved how gracefully Dostoyevsky resolved doubts in Alyosha's heart and the interaction we got with Elder one last time. Father Paisy's reaction sums up my reaction accurately.
He even knocked his shoulder against Father Paisy without noticing. The latter raised his eyes from his book for a moment, but immediately drew them away again, having grasped that something strange had taken place in the youth.

Alyosha got the miracle he needed.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        I know! Showing what amounts to an internal miracle cannot be easy, but this chapter is astounding!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        The Onion has always been my favoured chapter. But I completely forgot about the last chapter. It is so beautiful. Even more so or just as beautiful as The Heavenly Christmas Tree.
III
A while ago Ivan told the story of Mary going to hell and interceding for the damned before God. Now Grushenka - Mary Magdalene - sees herself as the damned being pulled out of hell because of the intercession of an angel, Alyosha. It's a beautiful touch.
Grushenka's past and the conflict between her spiritual purity and her outward fallenness is such a strong call back to Natasha and Prince Myshkin in The Idiot. In both books the Christ-like hero recognises the beauty in the fallen woman and urges her to do good. In both books the hero had to decide her future love. And lastly in both books the hero is the conscience haunting the woman, evoking both love and hatred for him.
I always see the Brothers Karamazov as a more "full" version of The Idiot. In The Idiot it is as though the characters cannot reconcile their ideologies with their worldly natures, whereas here all the characters are more healthy in a way.
But to get to the chapter.
It is interesting that Grushenka is of the "clerical class". She too has that Christian element in her. That conscience. It's almost similar to Dmitri's mother, who eloped with a divinity student seemingly as a way to get away from Fyodor's carnality.
I like the contrast between Rakitin and Alyosha here. Clearly two opposites. What was Rakitin's final straw? When Alyosha forgave Rakitin for selling him out like Judas. Rakitin refuses this love and forgiveness. His ego does not allow this.
The wine being served is also a nice foreshadowing of the next chapter. Rakitin - also from the monastery - gulps down the glass, but Alyosha and Grushenka refrains from drinking. But in the next chapter wine is used in its ordered intention: for true joy and true celebration. In that wedding people drank as much as they wanted to in pure celebration. It might also be a contrast to what happens in Makroe later.
I also liked that touch where Rakitin said she looks like she is going to a ball. She replied that she never went to one, but "I looked on from the gallery". Think about that. Not invited, not worthy enough, to be part of this celebration. Also perhaps foreshadowing the next chapter where everyone is invited who gave away an onion. I'm also reminded of the Biblical passages about this. Like Christ's parable of the wedding where the good and bad were invited (though it has a dark ending). Or the story in Revelation where Christ is married to the Church, and John says "Blessed are those who are invited to the marriage supper of the Lamb".
To be worthy and pure enough to attend. To drink the wine, and to eat the bread.
Rakitin says that this change in Natasha and Alyosha is a miracle. He is right. But this is a good miracle.
From Joseph Frank:
Having hoped to debauch Alyosha, Rakitin spitefully refers instead to his intended victim as having "turned the Magdalene onto the true path." The sarcasm of his embittered words nonetheless reluctantly recognizes the truth: "So you see that the miracles you were looking for just now have come to pass (14: 322). Genuine miracles occur when faith succeeds in aiding the morality of love to conquer egoistic resentment, hatred, and revenge.

Alyosha's encounter with Grushenka restores him to himself and reveals the depths of unselfish love hidden in the human conscience. Men and women are not as weak and selfish as Ivan's Grand Inquisitor had claimed; they are capable of putting into practice the morality of love stemming from a faith in Christ.

IV
This chapter is beautiful and speaks for itself. I won't debase it by analysing it in terms of the story.
Instead I will just quote it and leave some thoughts from George MacDonald. MacDonald lived the same time as Dostoevsky. He was a preacher, a writer, and left a major influence on the likes of C. S. Lewis, G. K. Chesterton and others.
Here is the story of the feast in Cana. Although Dostoevsky wonderfully quotes the entire passage himself:
On the third day a wedding took place at Cana in Galilee. Jesus’ mother was there, and Jesus and his disciples had also been invited to the wedding. 3 When the wine was gone, Jesus’ mother said to him, “They have no more wine.”

“Woman, why do you involve me?” Jesus replied. “My hour has not yet come.”
His mother said to the servants, “Do whatever he tells you.”

Nearby stood six stone water jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial washing, each holding from twenty to thirty gallons.

Jesus said to the servants, “Fill the jars with water”; so they filled them to the brim.

Then he told them, “Now draw some out and take it to the master of the banquet.”

They did so, and the master of the banquet tasted the water that had been turned into wine. He did not realize where it had come from, though the servants who had drawn the water knew. Then he called the bridegroom aside and said, “Everyone brings out the choice wine first and then the cheaper wine after the guests have had too much to drink; but you have saved the best till now.” What Jesus did here in Cana of Galilee was the first of the signs through which he revealed his glory; and his disciples believed in him.

George MacDonald said this of this miracle. His statements about power, giving bread and wine, and forced adoration of men are especially apt in light of the Inquisitor:
That the wine should be his first miracle, and that the feeding of the multitudes should be the only other creative miracle, will also suggest many thoughts in connection with the symbol he has left us of his relation to his brethren. In the wine and the bread of the eucharist, he reminds us how utterly he has given, is giving, himself for the gladness and the strength of his Father's children.

...

It was not his power, however, but his glory, that Jesus showed forth in the miracle. His power could not be hidden, but it was a poor thing beside his glory.

Yea, power in itself is a poor thing. If it could stand alone, which it cannot, it would be a horror. No amount of lonely power could create. It is the love that is at the root of power, the power of power, which alone can create. What then was this his made it. The concurrence of man's need and his love made it possible for that glory to shine forth. It is for this glory most that we worship him. But power is no object of adoration, and they who try to worship it are slaves. Their worship is no real worship. Those who trembled at the thunder from the mountain went and worshipped a golden calf; but Moses went into the thick darkness to find his God.

...

So quietly was it done, so entirely without pre-intimation of his intent, so stolenly, as it were, in the two simple ordered acts, the filling of the water-pots with water, and the drawing of it out again, as to make it manifest that it was done for the ministration. He did not do it even for the show of his goodness, but to be good.

...

And herein we find another point in which this miracle of Jesus resembles the working of his Father. For God ministers to us so gently, so stolenly, as it were, with such a quiet, tender, loving absence of display, that men often drink of his wine, as these wedding guests drank, without knowing whence it comes - without thinking that the giver is beside them, yea, in their very hearts. For God will not compel the adoration of men: it would be but a pagan worship that would bring to his altars. He will rouse in men a sense of need, which shall grow at length into a longing; he will make them feel after him, until by their search becoming able to behold him, he may at length reveal to them the glory of their Father.



    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Oh I love that distinction between power and glory. Ratikin and those who expected a rotting body to not stink are looking for power when they should be seeking glory.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        Yes, Sonya for Raskolnikov, Mishkin for Natasha, Alyosha for Grushenka, all very pious, forgiving, and loving characters that seemed to trigger the consciences of the dispossessed.  I’m not sure it’s realistic to expect many people to be of this ilk, but as encountering them does rouse one to self-examination, even if it might not be transformative for everyone (as Dostoevsky has shown in his books), their presence in society would seem to be important for its moral well-being.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        Yup, completely agrees on TBK as more full version of The Idiot. Grushenka and Alyosha feels much more healthier versions of Nastasya and Prince Myshkin respectively.
Like Christ's parable of the wedding where the good and bad were invited (though it has a dark ending). Or the story in Revelation where Christ is married to the Church, and John says "Blessed are those who are invited to the marriage supper of the Lamb".

Oh, I'm now curious about these. Would look into it.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Well said! And it's so beautiful that this miraculous intercession comes not through some grand, physics-defying act, but merely a small gesture and a few empathetic words. Little more than giving an onion. Incredible stuff!


    

Kuzma Samsonov

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VIII: Dmitri
Yesterday
Grushenka told Alyosha the story of the onion. She revived Alyosha's faith and then ran off to her former lover. Alyosha at the monastery had a vision of Zossima at the feast of Cana. He permanently left the monastery
Today
	Kuzma Samsonov

Dmitri went to Samsonov, Grushenka's patron, for financial help. He offered to sell Tchermashnya to him. Samsonov out of spite referred him to Lyagavy in another town.
	Lyagavy

Dmitri went to Lyagavy. He found him drunk. After waiting for him throughout the night, Lyagavy revealed that he knew nothing. Dmitri realised Samsonov tricked him, and went back to find Grushenka.

Chapter list
Character list


8 Comments


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        I felt like these chapters perfectly captured the spiraling that comes from anxiety. Dmitri perseverates on the idea that G might end up with his father. This is problematic in the sense that he who worries suffers twice (from the worrying and then if the thing you dread occurs you suffer again). But even worse, Dmitri isn’t even worrying about the right guy! Painful to read.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        I
Of this different, reformed and “virtuous” life (“it must, it must be virtuous”) he dreamed feverishly at every moment. He thirsted for that reformation and renewal. The filthy morass, in which he had sunk of his own free will, was too revolting to him, and, like very many men in such cases, he put faith above all in change of place. If only it were not for these people, if only it were not for these circumstances, if only he could fly away from this accursed place—he would be altogether regenerated, would enter on a new path. That was what he believed in, and what he was yearning for.
The above is what separates him from his father and brings him closer to Alyosha. Dmitri is a sinner who desires to be virtues. In that he is also exactly like Grushenka. Both pure beings who through choice and circumstances have debased themselves, but still yearn for good and beautiful.
"yet to the very end he persisted in hoping that he would get that three thousand, that the money would somehow come to him, of itself, as though it might drop from heaven."
Here is Dmitri's hope and Dmitri's faith. A bit disordered in its obsession with money, but like Alyosha he has that faith. Even if it is more secular.
And like Grushenka forgave her "officer", Dmitri also forgives her:
I will only observe that Mitya looked upon Grushenka’s past as something completely over. He looked on that past with infinite pity and resolved with all the fervor of his passion that when once Grushenka told him she loved him and would marry him, it would mean the beginning of a new Grushenka and a new Dmitri, free from every vice. They would forgive one another and would begin their lives afresh.
Not only this, but he also shows his good faith in others when he believes that Samsonov feels bad about his past with Grushenka and would like to help.
II
It's interesting how many obstacles Dmitri faces. It's so insurmountable that only a miracle like that of Alyosha's could possibly save him.
I like how it ended. With his absolute defeat. He desperately wanted to get the money through honourable means. In his mind though there simply was no way to get it morally. He was forced to use a darker plan.
And, as I said above, only a miracle could save him when there is no way out.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Good call on Dmitri’s yearning for a virtuous life. Some of the language in these chapter reminded me of the biblical references to new wine and new vessels in the previous chapters. The issue is that D doesn’t seem to know how to be made anew. If money magically falls into his lap, he’ll turn things around. If his father apologizes first, then he’ll forgive him in turn. Dmitri wants to be reformed, but he wants someone else to make it happen. Hopefully he gets his onion and that’s enough to start him down the virtuous path.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Well said!
He doesn't want to take his own initiative to change. Although perhaps in his eyes he has no right to reform before repaying Katerina.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+3)

        Ah I think you're right. He won't initiate the change because he doesn't think that he "deserves" it. But he hopes that it will come from some miraculous external source.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        I can appreciate that Dmitry don't want to start new life with Grushenka on money he "borrowed" from Katerina. He have some redeeming qualities about him, he isn't a complete scoundrel. Though he still asks others to lend him money so I'm not sure how practical his action is.
Also he didn't have any malice against anyone when both Kuzma and Lyagavy refused to give him money. I wonder for how long could he manage to remain calm and hold onto his temper.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+8)

        Interesting juxtaposition where Fyodor tells Ivan that Lyagavy is a scoundrel and a rogue, and then Lyagavy accuses Dmitri of being those same things.  I'm curious about what prompts that reaction from Lyagavy.  Is it just that he's drunk?  Does he know who Dmitri is, or not?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        Yeah. Good catch. I think it might be that "swindlers think others also swindles" kind of deal. Lyagavy accused Dmitry of being scoundrel because Lyagavy himself is one and think others are too.


    

Gold Mines

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VIII: Dmitri
Yesterday
Dmitri sought financial help from Samsonov and Lyagavy. Both disappointed him and wasted his time.
Today
	Gold Mines

Dmitri went to Hohlakov. She proposed a scheme for him to work in the gold mines to become rich. He left when he realised she wouldn't give him any money.
	In the Dark

Dmitri discovered Grushenka left Samsonov. He thought she went to his father. At his father's home he discovered he was alone. He tapped the sign on the window for his father to open up. Some moments later Gregory came upon him. In a scuffle Dmitri might have killed him. He went back to Grushenka's home where he discovered she went to the officer.
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12 Comments


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        This has been a very useful summary. I started reading The Brothers Karamazov a few months ago but life got in the way and put it to one side. Now, I have resumed reading it but I just needed a refresher and this has helped a lot.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        I'm always glad to hear these discussions help


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        Wait, this is the murder!? Fyodor isn’t the dead guy? Smerdyakov isn’t involved at all?  Did not see that coming.


    


    
        ahop21 (+12)

        Long post, but I think I may be onto something. Bear with me:
I had a back and forth with u/Relative-Seaweed4920 discussing the gaiety with which Zossima's detractors responded to his 'premature decay' following death. We pondered why individuals revel in the downfall of the righteous. TL;DR -- we arrived at the notion that 'every ideal is a judge'. To look upon someone who is more righteous than ourselves fills us with shame, and rather than taking the difficult path, aiming at becoming more like that ideal, many of us choose the low road: denigrating that ideal in order to assuage our self-doubt and shame. "They aren't so righteous", we tell ourselves; "they are no better than I". Ironically enough, we engage in this self-deceit precisely because we do believe they are better than us. Others, however, attempt to elevate themselves towards that ideal. They aim upward at the lofty standard that ideal places upon them. Alyosha is one such example of this.
In Garnett's translation, she uses the word 'ideal' in describing Alyosha's feeling toward Zossima:
It is true that being [Zossima] had for so long been accepted by him as his ideal, that all his young strength and energy could not but turn towards that ideal

The concept of ideals has been salient in my mind during the chapters since. Alyosha struggles so heavily with the events after Zossima's death in large part because his ideal has been shattered. He expected Zossima to be exalted in death, and the stink of his decaying body was just the opposite. Thus, his faith is deeply shaken. Those who revel is Zossima's 'donwfall', of course, presume that Zossima was not the ideal he was painted as in life. Alyosha, then, must question the validity of the ideal he had aimed toward, or question the righteousness of God.
In just the next chapter, we see Grushenka appeal to Alyosha as an ideal in her own mind. Though she does not use the exact verbiage, we can draw the link through her reference to shame:
“This is quite different. I love Alyosha in a different way. It's true, Alyosha, I had sly designs on you before. For I am a horrid, violent creature. But at other times I've looked upon you, Alyosha, as my conscience. I've kept thinking ‘how any one like that must despise a nasty thing like me' ... Would you believe it, I sometimes look at you and feel ashamed, utterly ashamed of myself"

Insofar as looking upon an ideal brings us shame, we can see that Grushenka looks upon Alyosha in such a way. In turn, she wishes for his downfall - she initially asks Rakitin to bring Alyosha to her so she can corrupt him. By this juncture, however, we see she has had a change of heart - >!perhaps a foreshadowing of  her future righteousness toward Mitya? !<Alyosha responds only with lovingkindness, as is his way. He sees that she is aggrieved herself, and is willing to grant that she is more pure of heart than one may initally suspect. Whether she will fall back into her old ways, or instead aim for that higher ideal, is uncertain.
Move on to book 8, Chapter 3: what does Dostoevsky give us? Almost an exact reiteration of the notion of a shattered ideal. He describes Mitya's jealousy regarding Grushenka, using Shakespeare's Othello as an analogue for Mitya's plight:
Jealousy! “Othello was not jealous, he was trustful,” observed Pushkin. And that remark alone is enough to show the deep insight of our great poet. Othello's soul was shattered and his whole outlook clouded simply because his ideal was destroyed.

For those who are unfamiliar: Othello, the titular character of Shakespeare's play, is a Venetian military general who is secretly married to Desdemona, the daughter of a wealthy senator. Two men - one being Othello's jealous ensign, the other a bitter previous suitor of Desdemona - conspire to convince Othello that Desdemona is cheating on him. Through an elaborate series of schemes, the two are able to convince Othello of Desdemona's (nonexistent) infidelity. In a fit of rage, Othello murders Desdemona before committing suicide. Dostoevsky paints a complicated picture of what it means for a man to be jealous, arriving at the conclusion that even the most noble-hearted of men can fall victim to the caprices of jealous impulse. We must ask, of course, what this means for Dmitri in the context of the love triangle between himself, his father, and Grushenka. We see he is a man who desperately desires to be virtuous, even if he allows his situational constraints to be excuses for his failure to do so.  In a larger sense, though, it would seem Dostoevsky is making an appeal to the depths to which even good men can fall when their ideals are shattered. Even in absence of concrete proof of his wife's infidelity, Othello's faith is shaken. He trusts his engsign, Iago, enough that the ultimately questions whether his wife is the ideal he had previously held her to be. As a result, the usually stoic and honorable Moor is driven to the atrocity of murdering his loving and faithful bride. The shattering of that ideal is his undoing. This feels too on the nose to be coincidence. We have seen Dostoevsky use a theme of 'Lacerations' throughout the novel; I wonder if the 'ideal' may be another thread.
Finally, I decided to do a quick search through of the book for the term 'ideal'. I was brought back to Dmitri's musings to Alyosha, reading to him Schiller's poem and discussing the Karamazov insect:
Beauty! I can't endure the thought that a man of lofty mind and heart begins with the ideal of the Madonna and ends with the ideal of Sodom. What's still more awful is that a man with the ideal of Sodom in his soul does not renounce the ideal of the Madonna, and his heart may be on fire with that ideal, genuinely on fire, just as in his days of youth and innocence

Dmitri juxtaposes two competing ideals: one of purity, and another of sensual baseness. But he says that even a man who has sold his soul to baseness cannot entirely reject the notion of a loftier ideal. Not completely. I take this to mean that even the fallen man still holds in his heart the desire to elevate himself toward that higher existence. Some part of him, however buried or corrupted, still sees the beauty in it. This makes me consider ideals in a different light. The particular aspect of human nature that each brother embodies would appear to be their ideal. For Alyosha, the ideal is faith, embodied in his mentor, Zossima*.* For Ivan, the ideal would appear to be intellect or mind*.* Mitya, our paragon of passion, seems to be struggling with what his ideal should be - he has not thrown himself into sensuality so deeply as his father. He strives to be something more. I feel his explication on this topic early in the book is our signpost that we should be considering throughout the novel what exactly each of our protagonists - and even those characters surrounding them - are aiming at. What is their ideal? And what does striving after that ideal bring them, at the end of the day?
For, as Mitya said, "God and the devil are fighting here and the battlefield is the heart of man."


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+4)

        Yes, this is very thought-provoking.  Well, I just finished Book 8 and posted my immediate reaction concerning Dmitry and Grushenka, namely, that they are capricious sensualists.  But even if this is how Dmitry comes across, you suggest maybe his ideal is passion.  I wonder what this means exactly?
This is tough.  I feel they all hold as their ideal God.  However, I feel only Alyosha truly believes in God and has the constitution to commit himself to God (or walking in the footsteps of Christ).  Ivan wants to believe but cannot for rational reasons.  And Dmitry wants to believe (or seems to believe) but because of his sensual and capricious nature cannot ever really commit himself to God.  I almost feel, therefore, that Ivan and Dmitry are damned from the outset to be tortured by an ideal they can never realize.  Ivan and Dmitry would both need major transformations in their personalities to become true Christians.
Could Ivan abandon his intellect and make the leap of faith? Could Dmitry overcome his sensual and capricious nature? Maybe the ideal they need to give up is the idea of God altogether!?  Embrace your intellect, Ivan!  Embrace the sensual life, Dmitry!  Why strive for an ideal that’s off limits to you! Why be ashamed of who you are! Don’t let the Zosima’s and Alyosha’s activate your consciences; they’re implanting an ideal that will only torture you.  Oh God, what am I saying!? I’m sounding like Nietzsche…  Blasphemer! Ha-ha… seriously, I’m at a loss here.
I’m thinking Dostoevsky would say, though, that the idea of God is essential.  For those constituted correctly, the select few, they’ll have marvellously spiritual lives.  But for the rest of humanity, the intellectual and sensually minded, no, I’m afraid you’re going to suffer, and possibly immensely so.  But that’s how it should be, for without the idea of God to torture you, your intellects and passions would run amok and destroy you and everyone else.  God, then, is a necessary evil (from the perspective of the intellectuals and sensualists), I’m afraid, if there’s to be a humanity at all.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Excellent post! I think Dmitri's ideal then could be beauty. His ideal is incarnate in Grushenka as Alyosha's ideal was incarnate in Zossima.
You made me realise that unlike Alyosha, Grushenka's faith wasn't shattered when she saw a fallen Alyosha. I think that impressed him.
But yes, you reminded me of a quote by G. K. Chesterton:
"The Christian ideal has not been tried and found wanting. It has been found difficult; and left untried."

In a similar sense it is easier to abandon your ideals than to see them through.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+13)

        Dmitry’s mania and delusional thinking made for an exhausting set of chapters (very well done by Dostoevsky!).  A real mixture of emotions.  On the one hand it pained me to see him in such agony, but on the other I just wanted to slap him.  Seriously, what the hell are you doing man! Wake up! Oh well, too late, the deed is done.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        III
This is important:
"But it only proved that, in his love for the woman, there was an element of something far higher than he himself imagined, that it was not only a sensual passion, not only the “curve of her body,” of which he had talked to Alyosha."

His love is not just sensual.
Hohlakov is interesting here. Her "help" is good intentioned but not practical. She does not help people who need at this moment. Instead she has an idealised view of help. She ignores actual problems she could make an actual difference to.
She unironically even saysshe will "devote myself to practical usefulness."
But on a quick tangent, it seems she like the bad monks took the wrong lesson from Zossima. Her little faith rested in miracle, that second temptation of the Inquisitor. And once it was removed her faith was destroyed.
With that in mind I think Dostoevsky is mocking these enlightenment "realists" who have these grand schemes of helping humanity, yet ignores their neighbours around them.
Maybe if she didn't lose faith and actually helped him, then the crisis would have been averted? Everyone really is responsible for each other's sins. Her very high minded ideals and lack of practical help led to more suffering for Dmitri.
When pushed, she wanted him to leave everything, including women, so that he could become rich and famous and move in high society. Her lack of faith and her new-found materialism blinded her to Dmitri's real desires and his real needs. It's not wrong to be in love, as Dmitri is. It's how you are in love.
IV
450 pages and more than halfway through the book and the plot is finally in motion. The grand event finally happened. I thought on earlier reads that this came about much sooner, and that the Grand Inquisitor came after this.
There's not much for me to say for this chapter. I think it will matter more later on.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        That idea that everyone is responsible for each other’s sins is a fascinating through-line.  Dostoevsky patiently weaves that thread through every chapter, so that when something awful does happen, you see all the nuance behind it.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        Right, each person could have prevented Dmitry's act.  And then what we don't see are the individuals that could have made these people more perceptive, kinder, compassionate... an infinite chain spreading outward in space and backward in time.


    


    
        darthabler (+18)

        Oh no, I'm dead broke! But I gave you an idea worth millions! Have fun! Hahahah


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Ha that part was hilarious. I am curious whether it was a legitimately solid suggestion for that time and place.


    

A Sudden Resolution

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VIII: Dmitri
Yesterday
Today
	A Sudden Resolution

Dmitri went to Perhotin to get back his guns, arousing a lot of suspicion in the latter. He ordered food to take to Mokroe.
	"I Am Coming, Too!"

Dmitri arrived at Mokroe.

Chapter list
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        Goatsmelll (+3)

        I just finished reading this chapter and I’m a little confused. Can someone explain how Dmitri got his 3000 roubles  when he visited Perhotin after he killed Grigory? The chapter doesn’t mention him “coming up” on any money. I’m rather confused on how he got the 3000 roubles. Thanks


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        That is a very important question which will become very relevant later in the book. It's good that you picked it up, but it would spoil a major plot element if someone tells you how he got it.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        I find Dmitry pretty revolting honestly.  The guy (presumably) killed someone and is spending someone else’s money.  Given his mental state and drinking, it’s hard to take anything he’s thinking (or saying) seriously.  One moment he’s committed to do this and then the next the opposite.  And Grushenka is just as capricious.  They really are both sensualists; whatever impulse grabs them in the moment they run with it.
Grushenka’s line seems fitting here…
“There was something Alyosha said to me today that I'll never forget as long as I live... Yes... Let's dance today, though. Tomorrow to the nunnery, but today we'll dance our hearts out. I want to be mischievous, my good people, so what, God will forgive. If I were God, I'd pardon all people: "My dear little sinners, from now on, you're all pardoned."
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 8 on page 555)
Right, do whatever the hell you want just as long as you repent at some point.  God will forgive! And I guess He will, right? As Ivan might quip, that doesn’t seem fair.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        I agree with you on Mitya. He lies, steals money from Katerina Ivanovna, spends it on courting Grushenka, he is violent, even attacked (and maybe kill) Old man Grigory, who raised him and cared for him. (Possibly killed Fyodor Karamazov too, for he have large sum of money)
On Grushenka, atleast she isn't stealing money or killing somebody. But yeah, so far she is pretty capricious.


    


    
        Kamerstoel (+8)

        Since the chapter the onion I'm in uncharted territory so to speak. I have read BK two times until that chapter so now I'm in New material. The first couple times Dmitri struck me as kind of 'dumb', or at least not as interesting as Alyosha or Ivan. Alyosha is also not that intelligent, or at least you wouldn't characterize him as such. But now I see a lot of redeeming qualities in Dmitri and that he's not as simple is he seemed to me earlier.
As Shigalyov pointed out. Dmitri is capable of seeing his own immorality and wanting to change something about it. But I feel he won't actually be capable of changing his ways, which will probably be his downfall. He might end up like Raskolnikov where he finds his faith in some way. Unlike his father who won't ever really find it I think.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+12)

        In the previous chapters, when Dmitri found out about S's injury, he thought only about how it impacted himself (same reaction as his father). And in these chapters following the scuffle (murder?) with Gregory, Dmitri doesn't seem to worry about G's health, only himself. That self-centered impulse is disconcerting.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        I'm with you here.  Pretty loathsome behaviour.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        IV
There is not a lot to analyse at the moment (though there will be later), but Dmitri said some things which give a better insight into his character:
I’m talking of a higher order. There’s no order in me, no higher order. But ... that’s all over. There’s no need to grieve about it. It’s too late, damn it! My whole life has been disorder, and one must set it in order.

...
I love life. I’ve loved life too much, shamefully much. Enough! Let’s drink to life, dear boy, I propose the toast. Why am I pleased with myself? I’m a scoundrel, but I’m satisfied with myself. And yet I’m tortured by the thought that I’m a scoundrel, but satisfied with myself. I bless the creation. I’m ready to bless God and His creation directly, but ... I must kill one noxious insect for fear it should crawl and spoil life for others.... Let us drink to life, dear brother. What can be more precious than life? Nothing! To life, and to one queen of queens!”

The contrast is interesting. Like Ivan at the restaurant Dmitri loves life. But his actually likes God's creation. He doesn't reject it like Ivan.
Perhotin is pretty funny though. Even he has a struggle between his own interest and his conscience. But he at least chose the latter. Even he disproves the rational self-interestedness of the Inquisitor.
VII
Also interesting:
And yet, in spite of his resolution, there was confusion in his soul, an agonizing confusion: his resolution did not give him peace. There was so much behind that tortured him.

His guilt seems to be getting to him, hence why he is wondering about hell.
Also this:
“but you’re like a little child ... that’s how we look on you ... and though you’re hasty‐tempered, sir, yet God will forgive you for your kind heart.”

I wonder if that ties into Dmitri's vision?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        Oh what I did forget to mention is Dmitri's transformation in love. He honestly intended to give away Grushenka. And by doing so he really loved her. A moment where he transcended his own desire. His own egoism.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Yeah, I like the interaction between Dmitry and Andrey, where he asked for forgiveness.
D: And you, will you forgive me, Andrey?
A: What should I forgive you for, you have done me no harm.
D: No, for all men, for all men you alone, right now, this moment, here, on the road, will you forgive me for all me? Speak, soul of the simple folk.
Though just before he asked whether Dmitry Karamazov will end up in hell or not, so maybe it's because of fear he is asking forgiveness from Andrey, but interesting nonetheless.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+2)

        I noticed that part as well, kind of a spin off of Zossima’s responsibility for the sins of all thing.


    

The First and Rightful Lover

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book VIII: Dmitri
Yesterday
Dmitri went to Perhotin to get his guns and he ordered food. Then he left for Mokroe.
Today
	The First and Rightful Lover

Dmitri joined the table with Grushenka. He played cards with the Poles who cheated. Afterwards he tried to pay them to leave Grushenka. They were locked in a room after Grushenka dismissed them.
	Delirium

The party got underway with a lot of sinning and drinking. Dmitri and Grushenka completely made up. The police arrived to see Dmitri over the murder of his father.
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        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+14)

        This mutual self-sacrifice Of Dmitry and Grushenko in the name of true love and their presumed transformations strikes me as a bit starry-eyed and romantic.
Instead, I see them as both terribly selfish, neurotic, and capricious individuals.  Heck, they see themselves that way.  Was Dmitry really “willing” to give up Grushenka.  I see it as a man who’d hit rock bottom and finally determined he was a complete scoundrel (and maybe, in the final analysis, that he just could never make Grushenka love him) and, really, that it was better off for everyone’s sake if he, “a nasty insect,” were just dead (or, just maybe, if he couldn’t have Grushenka, he didn’t want to live).
“I love life, I love it too much, I love it so much it's disgusting. Enough! To life, my dear fellow, let's drink to life, I propose a toast to life! Why am I satisfied with myself? I'm vile, but I'm satisfied with myself. And yet it pains me that though I'm vile, I'm satisfied with myself. I bless all creation, I'm ready this minute to bless God and all His creation, but... first I have to destroy a nasty insect and stop it crawling about and making other people's life a misery...”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 8 on page 512)
Sure, he resolves to kill himself, but is there any resolve to atone for what he’s done before doing so? He could go and check on Grigory to make sure he hasn’t bled to death.  He could take what’s left of Katerina’s money and return it to her (instead of going to spend it in one big last hurrah).  He could just let Grushenka go and be with someone that she (at least seemingly at this point) loves.  And then he could do himself in.  But no, instead he puts his own selfish desires above the needs of so many others.
“'Surely an hour, a minute of her love is worth anything, even all the tortures of shame for the rest of one's life.' This wild thought possessed him. 'To her, to be with her alone, to see her, to listen to her, to forget everything and stop thinking altogether, even if only for one night, one hour, one instant!'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 8 on page 552)
Or even better…
“'So what, so what, who cares what happens next,' flashed through his head, 'one single minute of this [with Grushenka], and the world can go to hell.'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 8 on page 554)
And what of this love that possesses him? Dostoevsky does remark it’s “more than just that curvaceous body” that he’s attracted to, that it is “something much higher than he himself suspected”.  But it still seems to me this “something higher” is little more than infatuation.  What happens when the intense romantic feelings of courtship disappear?  Is he really in love with her per se, or is it more with how she makes him feel?
And then there’s Grushenka.  She goes from professing love for this other gentleman in one breath to suddenly professing (in a drunken stupor mind you) it was Dmitry she loved all along in the next.  I’m sorry, but given her capricious nature, her recent disappointment, and her inebriation, I think it’s stretching the bounds of credulity to take this as some sort of profound epiphany and permanent transformation of character on her part.
I see it as two people caught in the throes of passionate love; their hearts are making their tongues write checks that their resolve (or lack thereof) won’t ultimately be able to cash. Given what we know about both of them, if they do end up together, it’s very hard to imagine that their relationship wouldn’t be quite dysfunctional in the long-term.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        Dmitry has constantly so far been torn between his sensual and angelic side. From the beginning we've seen this. Recall his discussion of Sodom and the Madonna. Of his desire to be a new man. To start a new, virtuous, life.
And the last few chapters we've seen his guilt over Gregory, so I don't see your point there. Suicide would have been wrong. Dostoevsky never endorsed it. Dmitri was afraid of living. It was when he realised he had another chance with her that his guilt for both Gregory and Katerina was at his highest.
You are ignoring this side of him while only looking at the carnal side.
The same with Grushenka. We've seen her spiritual struggle with her Polish officer in the scene with Alyosha. Her pain and humiliation. And she said she was disappointed with the officer when she saw him again. On top of that twice now she said she perhaps loved her own guilt or suffering more than the officer. She never said she loved anyone, except playfully for Kalganov.
She toyed with everyone, but here she finally stopped and confessed everything and chose love over pride. Love over the pride that wanted to show her officer how much better she is, over the pride that insulted Katerina and manipulated the Karamazovs.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+9)

        I don’t dismiss his dual nature.  We all have this dual nature (and he definitely desires to be virtuous).  It’s just that in Dmitry Sodom wins out time and again.  He steals and he murders.  And then, yes, he struggles with what he’s done.  But he nevertheless does nothing to atone for these vile acts.  Even worse, he continues his escapades, spending the money he stole for one last moment with his beloved.  It’s ALL about HIM.  Oh sure, there are pangs of conscience, but he doesn’t really care about Grigory (or he would have checked on him) or Katerina (or he would have returned what money he had), or, dare I say, Grushenka (otherwise, why not let her go when he learned of her love for another? Why try to interfere there? Would not this have been true love?).  Instead, he only thinks of the momentary pleasure he’ll get before he commits the sin of sins, namely, suicide.  Again, in his own words…
“'So what, so what, who cares what happens next,' flashed through his head, 'one single minute of this [with Grushenka], and the world can go to hell.'”
We’ve all known people that feel genuine feelings of guilt and shame and remorse and swear they’ll never do such and such again “if only given another chance” and that they’ll clean up their lives.  But then time and again just go right back to their same old habits.  I guess that’s how I see Dmitry, at least right now.
As for Grushenka, yes, for five years she loved this officer, and then sees him and, well, he doesn’t quite look right, and so she suddenly doesn’t love him anymore.  Enter Dmitry, and now he’s the one she loved all along!  And how inebriated are you at this moment?  Can I really take what she’s saying seriously here?
“'I loved him so much, all these five years, all that time! Was it him I loved, or merely my own spite? No, it was him! Yes, him! I'm not being honest when I say it was my spite I loved, rather than him!”
And then in the next breath…
“There's one person here I love. Who is it? That's what I want you to tell me.' A smile began to glimmer on her tear-stained face, her eyes shone in the half-light. 'A falcon entered the room, and my heart leapt with joy. "You fool," my heart whispered to me, "that's the one you love." You entered, and everything was sweetness and light.”
Come on now? Ha-ha… It’s all a little melodramatic.  I’d be like, um, I think you need to sober up and take a little time to think about everything that just happened.
And is she really over her “pride that insulted Katerina?” Whatever the love is that she’s chosen hasn’t salvaged much of her soul, as she admonishes Dmitry…
“We'll go to the young lady and we'll both beg forgiveness…You mustn't love her any more. If you fall in love with her, I'll strangle her... I'll poke both her eyes out with a needle...'”
I’ll grant that maybe I’m focusing more on their carnal sides.  Perhaps I could dismiss all of this and tease out the narrative you present.  I respect your viewpoint.  But to me the latter is simply not realistic, and certainly does not resonate with my experience of such people.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+4)

        I have much more difficulty seeing the redeeming side of Dmitry as opposed to the redeeming side of Grunshenka.  I think that’s just a function of how much action we’ve seen out of the pair of them.
Dmitry has, because of his larger role in the story, made mistake after mistake in front of the reader.  He has “broken my trust” (for the lack of a better term) too many times.
Grunshenka, I’m not sure about yet.  She’s made a couple of rash decisions, but part of me still hopes that she’ll wake up in the morning and be true to her drunken words of love for Dmitry. We’ve heard more of her caprice second-hand, maybe I’m giving hearsay less weight in my judgement.
I guess the other explanation is latent sexism on my part.


    


    
        mcgurck164 (+4)

        Great discussion!
I agree with u/Relative-Seaweed4920, though. It‘s often said that the true nature of a character is revealed by their actions under pressure, and if that‘s true then you‘re spot on, I think.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        If I'm being honest I don't understand the character "Mitya". I'm conflicted about him.
	He acts like he is bothered by lethally attacking (possibly killing) the old man Grigory (he even wanted to make sure he's dead), a man who was more father to him than his real father, yet he was single-mindedly focused on finding Grushenka and didn't even bother to check on the old man or send some medical help.
	He feels guilt for stealing from Katya, but still, when he is in possession of a bit of money, instead of paying it back to Katya, he intrudes in others' private affairs, spent it on booze, food, and all to have blast.
	He says he is willing to give up Grushenka and wants to see her last time (which is understandable), but on reaching there, he wants to give his all money to the Polish Officer in front of Grushenka. Then he tries to bribe him. It feels like his last desperate attempt on gaining Grishenka's attention or at least having a strong impression on her mind. If he genuinely wanted to give her up, he shouldn't have gone to Mokroe in the first place.

I understand what his actions meant to convey but something about him feels off to me. Maybe there's still some layer to his character I don't grasp yet. But as of yet, I don't really like his character too much.
PS: Don't get me wrong, his guilt about stealing money from Katya and guilt of attacking Grigory is genuine. But his character raises a question in me, to what extent should one just feel guilt but not act on redeeming it? >!And if we say he acts on his redemption in subsequent chapters, it's because of Grushenka, the person he did all these things for in the first place. If he had done something even a little before he was with Grushenka, that would've felt like a real redemption. !<


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+6)

        I agree.  I'll post my thoughts later (I was writing them down last night trying to reason things out and, I think, they're similar to yours) when I get a chance, but I've been struggling to see him as very self-sacrificing (He seems much more self-serving to me).
Just added my response above.  You can see it's pretty much the same conclusion you reached.
But, yeah, I feel I’m missing something.  My sense, though, is that things will work out in his favor (I fail to see how he could have killed his father and I suspect Grigory, given he wasn’t mentioned by the inspectors as being harmed, is still alive).  If all of that’s true, I could see how such a “miracle” might be transformative for Dmitry (given how close he would have come to losing everything).  But, yeah, right now, I seem him as a complete scoundrel.
Oh, and yes, he has a conscience (you’d have to be a complete psychopath to not have one given what he’s done).  Or, you could say, there is a battle between the Madonna and Sodom within his heart.  It’s just that, at this point anyways, I see Sodom as having the upper hand (but again, maybe a “miracle” will turn the tide and prove transformative).


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        The first two times I read this book I didn't like these chapters at Mokroe at all. But I loved these two.
Compare this book on Dmitri with the previous one on Alyosha. Both of them culminated with a feast of wine and happiness. Both of them culminated with the heroes sacrificing their egos and loving each other with a true love.
Dmitri was willing to give Grushenka up. And by this self-sacrifice he broke through to Grushenka's ego, who then gave up her own ego for him. Mutual self-sacrifice and love for each other. All of this done willingly, not enforced per the Grand Inquisitor.
This is not exactly the same though. Dmitri's feast is worldy. Full of drunkards and people scheming. It lacks that purity of Alyosha's vision. But nonetheless it is good.
Now for the chapters.
VII
It's easy at this point to forget who Kalganov was. He was Alyosha's friend, the shy one I think, who was with everyone at Zossima's. I think you see a part of that spiritualness of Alyosha in Kalganov's distaste for the vileness around him. It was also he who stopped Dmitri from gambling away the rest of his money. Even these minor characters have consistent personalities.
Maximov is obviously taken the "lying to yourself" to an extreme. He even reminds me of General Ivolgin from The Idiot.
Grushenka herself also admits that she lied to herself, sort of, in what she put herself through for this disappointment of a Pole.
Hell, even the Pole lies to himself be deliberately distorting Russian into a Polish form.
A lot was said of Dead Souls. This book's main character, Chichikov, is a bit of a villain. Or an anti-hero. Whatever. In the story he went around rural farms and basically deceived owners into selling the serfs (the souls) of serfs who have died.
As an example, suppose a farm has 400 serfs. A census comes and counts 400. A year later new census counts 300 because some souls died. But before that second census the owner officially still has 400 serfs even though in reality many of them have died. So Chichkov went around buying up these "dead souls". His plan was to then mortgage these assets so as to buy an actual farm with real serfs.
Most of Dead Souls has been lost, but to my knowledge Chichkov would have repented eventually.
I think this story is appropirate to Dmitri and the other scoundrals in Mokroe. Bad people who scheme and lie, but in Dmitri's case ultimately choosing what is good, as he did here with Grushenka.
The Poles wanted to drink to Russia "before 1772". In 1772 Russsia, Autria, and Prussia divided Poland between themselves, destroying Polish independence for 150 years. Hence why these Poles were a bit upset.
A bit of a spoiler, but note how the past few chapters Dostoevsky and Dmitri have been toying with the reader. He keeps referring to money he stole, then clarified he stole it from Katerina. He has 3000 roubles, but then says most of that money he does not have on him. And so on. Keep it in mind.
Also consider that scene after Dmitri tried to bribe the Pole (interestingly Dostoevsky never gives him a name). The Pole is high and mighty and wants to forgive Grushenka for her lack of purity. Dmitri on the other hand is the opposite here. He worships her, does not hold her past against her, and loves her.
VIII
When Dmitri went outside he was bothered by two things. The "theft". And the "blood". I believe the last few chapters there have been hints of his conscience bothering him. So I don't quite understand other people who think Dmitri is unconcerned with what he did.
I like this:
She was lost - oh, then this death sentence was easier. Then it had seemed necessary, inevitable, for what had he to stay on earth for? But now?

He became afraid of living.
And what hold him back from happiness with Grushenka? The blood he shed.
"Oh, God! restore to life the man I knocked down at the fence! Let this fearful cup pass from me! Lord, Thou hast wrought miracles for such sinners as me!

I think there's a wonderful contrast between Dmitri's "murder" and>! Ivan and Smerdyakov's murder.!< Dmitri felt the guilt. He, like Alyosha, needed a miracle. >!And he got it!<. Though along with a new problem. Ivan too was >!haunted by his actions!<, though his fate >!is left unclear!<. And Smerdyakov>! was bothered too!<.
!Three of the brothers felt guilty about their roles in the murder of someone else. And at least Alyosha and Dmitri wanted a miracle in these past two books. And both got them.!<

In the scene where Grushenka and Dmitri were alone she offered him such a simple solution to his issue with Katerina. They will pay the money together. All that pain and pride! All this drama! And the solution was just Grushenka and Dmitri self-sacrificing for one another. Dmitri not being too proud to accept, and Grushenka not expecting Dmitri to be thankful. A small and obscure miracle in itself.
Lastly, I could have sworn on earlier readings that Fyodor's death was revealed far earlier in the book. At the same time as the Grand Inquisitor. Now I see it is in the third act of the book. I'm glad we never spoiled it.
What do you make of this twist?
I'll end with Joseph Frank (p890):
These semi-comic episodes culminate in the fateful moment when "'God,' as Mitya himself later said, 'watched over me then'" (14:3555). Earlier, Dimitry had declared the ideal of the Madonna and the ideal of Sodom were battling in the heart of man, and his own character is an embodiment of this conflict. Despite his tumultuous passions, the ideal of the Madonna, the all-merciful Mother of God, had exerted her power again in >!staying his hand against his father.!< It is this same ideal that now affects his feelings for Grushenka, and his new "normal" love relation with her lifts their mutual love above sensuality to a level that Kierkegaard would have called "ethical."



    


    
        bearswithmanicures (+1)

        An important spoiler was not formatted in this post correctly 😭


    


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        Which spoiler? It shows correctly on my end unless I missed one?


    


    
        bearswithmanicures (+1)

        In the sentence "I think there's a wonderful contrast between Dmitri's murder and ______" the spoiler warning didn't format correctly for the comparison.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        Agreed about Dmitri’s guilt. It did seem that we see his guilt when he’s able to find internal peace. When he was wrestling with himself, he seemed unable to think of others. But when he engages in self-sacrifice, then he’s moved beyond that. It’s only then when we get the Macbethian references to the blood.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        When he was wrestling with himself, he seemed unable to think of others. But when he engages in self-sacrifice, then he’s moved beyond that.

That is a good point.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+14)

        One more thing, I don't know if this is intentional or not, but I noticed a structure to the book.
You have the beginning. The creation of the children. You even have the fall of Dmitri. In the middle you have death and resurrection. The death of Fyodor and Zossima (the two extremes), and the resurrections of Dmitri (the son of Fyodor) and Alyosha (the son of Zossima). Quite fittingly just before this Alyosha, this Christ-like character, is tempted by Ivan in the very story he recounts of the devil tempting Jesus.
Then at the end of the book you have >!judgment!<. >!Dmitri's actual court judgment, but also the judgments of Ivan and Smerdyakov for their actions!<. And lastly, Alyosha's>! time with the boys is the new creation. New boys, new hope, new life. !<
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        Shigalyov (+1)

        We only read Chapter 9 to close off Book 9 and Part 3.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+4)

        There seems to be something here that I can't quite grasp about what suffering we can bear, and what we can't. I'm thinking about the pre/post epiphany Dmitry, and perhaps about Dmitri vs the murderer who confessed to Zossima. Maybe it goes back to the advice 'don't lie to yourself'? Those that are truthful with themselves ("I didn't kill my dad, but I might have") can withstand suffering. Or maybe it goes back to that interconnected point that we're all responsible for each other (suffering allows me to better empathize with others).


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Maybe it goes back to the advice 'don't lie to yourself'? Those that are truthful with themselves ("I didn't kill my dad, but I might have") can withstand suffering.

Great point. This is my understanding too. Acceptance of one's own shortcoming is first step towards redemption. Those who lie to themselves and don't accept they did anything wrong, keep it a secret, how can they even start in redemption.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+10)

        Dmitry has been transformed! It happened! Hallelujah, praise God!
Of all the Dostoevsky characters, though, I feel like I’ve failed to connect the dots most with Dmitry.  This was me trying to work it all out for myself (thought I'd just post it warts and all as maybe it will help someone else on their journey).  But my "conclusion: connecting the dots" below is where I ultimately arrived after all my struggles (maybe he's not really a sensualist after all?).
OK, I think I see Dmitry basically the way Nikolai Parfenovich sees him…
“As a matter of fact, Dmitry Fyodorovich, I've always been inclined to regard you as a man rather more sinned against, so to speak, than sinning... We are all, if I may be so bold as to speak on behalf of the company here present, only too ready to regard you as a basically honourable young man, though alas rather too prone to certain passions...'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 9 of book 9 on page 641)
Dmitry was dealt a shit hand in life, and he was endowed with a tempestuous nature.  He assaulted Captain Snegiryov in front of his son (whose now psychologically scarred for life), beat his own father, nearly killed Grigory, and stole money from Katerina (which he used to court another woman behind her back).  But he does desire to be good, to do good, to live an honorable life.  By his own admission, it’s what he cares about most …
“Would you believe, gentlemen, that what tortured me most of the night wasn't the thought that I had killed the old servant and that I was in danger of being sent to Siberia—just when my love had been requited and heaven had opened up to me again. Don't misunderstand me, it did cause me suffering, but not half as much as the awareness that I had torn that accursed money from round my neck and squandered it, and that consequently I was plainly a thief!”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 7 of book 9 on page 622)
It is this wide discrepancy between who he is and who he aspires to be that has made his existence hell on earth (in particular, spending the money made him not just a scoundrel but now a thief, someone he sees as completely without honor!).  It’s been painful to watch it play out.  It’s not hard to see why he wanted to kill himself.
Despite intermittent thoughts to the contrary, however, I’ve seen little throughout in the way of true remorse for others.  The only one I’ve seen him really care about is Grushenka and, as I’ve said elsewhere, I see this not being so much about her as about how she makes him feel (i.e., being with her is like heaven on earth for him).
So, yes, he had a dream, but what exactly transformed him?
He’s evidently come to the epiphany that he could not do it of his own accord.
“Every day of my life, beating my breast, I've promised to mend my ways, and every day I've continued to wallow in the same vileness. I see now that my kind needs to be taught a lesson by fate, to be caught in a trap and made to submit to some brute, external force. Never, never in my life would I have reformed of my own accord!
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 9 of book 9 on page 641)
It was only by being trapped, with no way out, where he was forced to submit could he have possibly accepted responsibility for his actions (for his life!).  He knows left to his own devices that he would have gone on perpetrating acts of violence (the assaults) and deceit (stealing money).  Yes, he would have been tormented by what he was doing, because he desires to be honourable, but on his own he would never have been able to reform his ways.
Being forced in the interrogation to expose his shameful soul to the scrutiny of others, though, seemed to affect a transformation; recounting what he had done and seeing it through the eyes of others (seeing himself objectively for the scoundrel he was) stirred something inside him.  But it was also the kindness with which the investigators treated a scoundrel such as himself (e.g., taking care of his beloved Grushenka, the person that put a pillow under his head, etc.) that seemed important here.  And in this regard, and I think most important of all, was the (at least perceived) commitment that his angel, Grushenka, has made to him.
“'And I'm with you, I shan't leave you now, I'll stay with you for life,' he heard Grushenka's dear voice, suffused with emotion, ring out beside him. And suddenly his whole heart began to glow and to surge towards some kind of light, and he wanted to live and go on living, to go and to continue on some kind of a journey to a new and beckoning light, and to do it faster and faster, now, at once!”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 9 on page 639)
Thinking about it, I wonder if his desire for her stems from a perception that through her he may be redeemed (like Raskalnikov being drawn to Sonya in Crime and Punishment).  I hardly see Grushenka as a Sonya, but what’s most important here is that Dmitry sees her this way, and he certainly does…
“She's my guiding light, my holy of holies, if only you knew! You heard her cry: "I'll go with him even to the scaffold!" And what have I given her, I, a pauper, a tramp! Why such love for me; how have I, a clumsy, disgraceful, ugly-faced brute, deserved such love that she'd go to the scaffold with me? Just now she was grovelling at your feet because of me, she who's so proud and guilty of nothing! How could I not help but adore her, how could I not cry out, not try to get to her, as I did just now? Oh gentlemen, forgive me! But now, now I'm all right!'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 9 on page 585)
Also, this is why he needed to leave Katerina.  Unlike Grushenka, he perceived Katerina would tilt him towards Sodom…
“Do you realize that she [Katerina] could in fact have given me the money, and she would have, I'm sure of it, she'd have given it simply out of contempt for me, out of revenge, glorying in revenge, because she too has an evil soul, she's a woman of overpowering wrath**! I'd have taken the money—oh, I would, indeed I would have—and then, all my life long...”*
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 7 of book 9 on page 623)
And despite Dmitry’s heinous acts of violence and general debauchery, Grushenka is able to see the good in him (like Sonya for Raskolnikov) …
“'And did he ever say in front of you... accidentally, perhaps, or in a temper,' Nikolai Parfenovich suddenly dropped the bombshell, 'that he intended to make an attempt on the life of his father?'
'Yes, he did!' sighed Grushenka. 'Once or on several occasions?' 'He said it several times, always when he was in a temper.' 'And did you believe that he would carry out his threat?' 'No, never!' she replied firmly. 'I relied on his sense of honour.'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 9 on page 636)
And…
“I know him: he'll say anything off the top of his head to raise a laugh perhaps, or sometimes just to be awkward, but if it's a matter of conscience he'll never lie, he'll tell the truth straight out, believe me!'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 8 of book 9 on page 6367
I’m often struck by how people need someone else to believe in them before they can believe in themselves.  For Dmitry that figure is Grushenka.  Seeing their relationship this way makes me see Dmitry in a whole new light…  Oh jeez, I think I just connected some dots! Let me succinctly sum it all up…


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+8)

        (It was too big for one post) So here's the conclusion...
Conclusion: Connecting the Dots
Despite his deep desire to live an honorable life, he knew he could not bring it about himself.  He knew he needed the help of another.  And that other was Grushenka.  It therefore wasn’t mere infatuation that drew him to her.  Rather, she was the one that could turn the tide from Sodom to the Madonna in the battle for his soul.  All the contemptable shit he did in service of winning her over (the motivation for it all), then, was done for the express purpose of saving his soul.  And when he felt he had lost her, then he felt he had also lost his soul, and suicide was the only alternative.  But having regained her and gotten a promise of eternal love (“I'll go with him even to the scaffold!”) he had a reason to live; with her help he could grow into the honorable person he’s always imagined he could be and, in so doing, right his many wrongs.  He also seems to acknowledge, however, that even this might not have been sufficient.  Rather, he needed to be caught and publicly shamed (“trapped and made to submit to some brute, external force”).  As such, he now construes his present circumstances as (at least for his moral development) fortuitous, for they have presented him with an opportunity for redemption (as he believes this may only truly come about through suffering).
“I accept the suffering that will result from the charges laid against me and from my public disgrace, I want to suffer and to seek absolution through suffering!”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 9 of book 9 on page 641)
To the new Dmitry! Here! Here!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        Reflect op Einde van Part 3
The chapter contains one of my favourite Dostoevsky passages.
“Gentlemen, we’re all cruel, we’re all monsters, we all make men weep, and mothers, and babes at the breast, but of all, let it be settled here, now, of all I am the lowest reptile! I’ve sworn to amend, and every day I’ve done the same filthy things. I understand now that such men as I need a blow, a blow of destiny to catch them as with a noose, and bind them by a force from without. Never, never should I have risen of myself! But the thunderbolt has fallen. I accept the torture of accusation, and my public shame, I want to suffer and by suffering I shall be purified. Perhaps I shall be purified, gentlemen?

But listen, for the last time, I am not guilty of my father’s blood. I accept my punishment, not because I killed him, but because I meant to kill him, and perhaps I really might have killed him. Still I mean to fight it out with you. I warn you of that. I’ll fight it out with you to the end, and then God will decide. Good‐by, gentlemen, don’t be vexed with me for having shouted at you during the examination. Oh, I was still such a fool then.... In another minute I shall be a prisoner, but now, for the last time, as a free man, Dmitri Karamazov offers you his hand. Saying good‐by to you, I say it to all men.”

Without this blow, without this suffering, he would never have become virtuous. I think that in itself also goes against the Inquisitor. The Inquisitor wants absolute control because free will leads to pain. But only this pain can revive us. Just a thought.
And, contro the Inquisitor (and Ivan), the solution to the suffering of others is to suffer with them and throw yourself into it to help them. That's Ivan's dream. As I mentioned in the previous chapter, Frank pointed out that this is the opposite of Ivan's idea. Not contempt for God because of suffering (conveniently leaving you not doing anything), but this emphatic "taking up your cross" to help others.
But I'm stretching it as always.
Dmitri still has some way to go. He was shocked at how Mavriky treated him, and he called out to Plastunov again "from resentment".
I'm glad Kalganov ended on good terms with him though. Him crying over Dmitri is touching. I understand why he is Alyosha's friend. In fact compare Kalganov with Rakitin. Rakitin is in the monastery, but a rogue who hates what he believes. But Kalganov (a student I think?) partakes of parties, but nonetheless stays pure and tries to help.
But I wish I could understand Kalganov better.
--
This was the end of the books on Dmitri and the end of Part 3. Part 3 started with Alyosha, then Dmitri, then this investigation. Dmitri fittingly ended up somewhat like Alyosha near the end. 
The end of Part 3 also mirrors the end of Part 2 which consisted of Zossima's final words and exhortations.
We only have Part 4 left, plus the Epilogue. We are in the final stages of the book. But it will still be a few weeks. Perhaps another month.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+2)

        Not contempt for God because of suffering (conveniently leaving you not doing anything), but this emphatic "taking up your cross" to help others.

This is beautiful. I wasn't able to connect those two incidents like that at first but now that you explained it, I'm realizing this is correct.


    

The Beginning of Perhotin's Official Career

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IX:  The Preliminary Investigation
Yesterday
Dmitri had a party with Grushenka and others. It ended in his reconciliation with hers before the police arrived announcing that Fyodor had been murdered.
Today
	The Beginning of Perhotin's Official Career

Perhotin went to Hohlakov to inquire about Dmitri. She told him she didn't give him money.
	The Alarm

Perhotin went to the police captain where there was a party of prominent officials. They confirmed Fyodor had been murdered. Marfa discovered Gregory and Fyodor after Smerdyakov woke her up in a raging fit. The officials started an inquiry at the Karamazov house.

Chapter list
Character list


5 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        I'm probably reading too much into it (I always am), but I've learned that the best way to really appreciate Dostoevsky is to start looking for these themes.
I took a look at Part 2 again: Lacerations, Pro and Contra, and The Russian Monk. It dealt with the pride and self-destruction of each character, followed by the two world philosophies on this egoism.
Part 3 though seems to show, in real world reality, how Zossima's position is stronger. In Part 3 you have Alyosha, Dmitri, and now "The Preliminary Investigation". Both characters through love and self-sacrifice rose above the self-interest we saw in "Lacerations", and through their actions reflect well on the debate between Zossima and Ivan Keep that in mind. Just a thought.
On a side note, my father recently recommended I watch the old film called Twelve Angry Men. I encourage everyone to read it. I think the theme of the show ties in very well with what we'll see with Dmitri's legal issues.
It's about twelve jurors debating whether a young man committed murder or not.
I
I understand now why Hohlakov is friends with Katarina. In reaction to Perhotin speaking about Dmitri she through him under the bus. She resented the fact that he did not accept her generosity and her high ideals. Just like Katerina resents others taking advantage of her without feeling grateful.
Just after I wrote the above, I read this:
No, I didn't, I didn't! I refused to give to him because he would not appreciate it.

There's the crux of the dispute. I also see now the contrast between two groups of people. You have Hohlakov and Katerina who help so that they can be appreciated, and thereby gain power and respect over those they are helping. It is this what Dmitri disliked about Katerina.
On the other hand you have the pride in Snegiryov who do not want to accept help or appreciate others because that itself would show a servile status. Both fall under the same trap where both parties are self-interested.
But before that Grushenka and Dmitri showed the solution. "What is mine is yours". No pride in giving. No pride in resisting to take. No requirement of appreciation, but by having no requirement incurring real appreciation.
And look how Hohlakov's true colours are revealed! She abandoned faith and spoke about enligthenment values and materialism. She was superstitious to expect (no demand) a miracle from Zossima. Yet here she says she only survived Dmitri because she "put the holy ikon from the relics of the holy martyr, Saint Varvara, on his neck". In fact this itself she sees as a miracle and reason to believe once again.
Is there help for people like this?
Tastes differ, as we all know.

Haha!
II
A couple official people were introduced. Please look at the character list to keep track of them all.
This is extremely crucial:
"Marfa... was sleeping soundly in her bed and might well have slept till morning... But, all of a sudden she woke up, roused by a fearful epileptic scream from Smerdyakov".

Make of that what you will.
Maybe it is a spoiler to also draw attention to this passage:
>!"Such violent and protracted epileptic fits, recurring continually for twenty-four hours, are rarely to be met with..."!<



    


    
        cuban_landscape (+5)

        I just want to thank you for the work you’ve put into these discussions. Reading Dostoevsky has had such a profound effect on my life and I’m not sure that would have been possible without your analyses, so thank you.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+2)

        I am always glad to hear that these discussions are still helpful today.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        Love your analysis of Hohlakov. In addition to being fascinating, she's also just a hilarious character. Interesting to get that at such a dark point in the book.


    


    
        [deleted] (+5)

        Great insights! Didn’t think of that!


    

The Sufferings of a Soul. the First Ordeal

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IX:  The Preliminary Investigation
Yesterday
We learn about Perhotin's investigation and how the police learned of the murder.
Today
	The Sufferings of a Soul. the First Ordeal

Dmitri's interrogation started. He was forced to be separated from Grushenka.
	The Second Ordeal

The interrogation continued. He suffered trying to answer all the questions

Chapter list
Character list


14 Comments


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        It seemed like Dmitri became an interesting foil for the murderer that spoke to Zosima a few chapters back. Whereas the murderer committed a crime, was not apprehended, but was stricken by grief over what he did, Dmitri did not commit the crime that he is interrogated for, but his heart is at peace. This makes for an interesting comparison between external suffering and internal suffering. It's the internal guilt (or lack thereof) which truly rips someone apart. (With that said, Dmitri started showing signs of being worn down at the end of this section, so this post could be woefully off.)


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        Excellent point.
Also, the way Dmitri is willing to take on this guilt also recalls Zossima's words that we are all guilty for each other's sins. Dmitri accepts this.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        I don’t think Dmitry is really taking on the guilt of Fyodor’s murder, is he? Dmitry strenuously denies any guilt for the murder. He does accept consequences for his own actions (attacking Grigory, which may be a year or two sentence because Grigory didn’t die). And Dmitry is free of the internal suffering because of his truthfulness and acceptance of his own actions.
I guess I’m still having trouble connecting back to Zossima’s philosophy.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        He accepts the moral guilt. He accepted that he might have killed him or would have.
But legally, as he said, he would fight it out with them.
But yes it's not 100% clear. We should read this book again.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        Gotcha, that helps a lot.  It parallels the discussion between Ivan and Alyosha about even the wish for a man to be dead.  Moral guilt vs legal guilt, that’s a good way to look at it.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        Very true. That thread also came to mind when G tried to say that Ds actions were her fault and that she should be tried with him.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Well said. Both Dmitri and Grushenka abandoned their pride, stopped their self-deception, and took responsibility for their own and each other's sins.


    


    
        ahop21 (+8)

        Dmitri admits outright to the men interrogating him that he wanted to kill his father. Obviously it would be foolish of him to deny this fact, as there are undoubtedly many in the town who could testify to it, and to change his tune now would only hurt his credibility. In light of this, the following passage stood out to me:
Oh, a thousand witnesses! I’ve been shouting it aloud for the last month, anyone can tell you that!... The fact stares you in the face, it speaks for itself, it cries aloud, but feelings, gentlemen, feelings are another matter. You see, gentlemen’ — Mitya frowned — ‘it seemed to me that about feelings you’ve no right to question me.

Mitya draws a clear dichotomy here between his feelings and his actions. He does not fear "facts", he says, such as the fact that he wanted to kill to father, because he knows that his actions exist apart from those feelings. This particular sentiment from Dmitri feels eerily reminiscent of words spoken by Ivan in an earlier exchange with Alyosha, regarding Ivan's own desire to see their father dead:
A: "Brother, let me ask one thing more: has any man the right to look at other men and decide which is worthy to live?"

I: "Why bring in the question of worth? The matter is most often decided in men's hearts on other grounds much more natural. And as for rights - who has not the right to wish?  
A: Not for another man's death?"  
I: "What even if for another man's death? Why lie to oneself, since all men live so and perhaps cannot help living so?"  
I, later on: "But sure, I should always defend him [Fyodor]. But in my wishes I reserve full latitude in this case."
We see here again, I think, the way that Dmitri exists in the spaces between his kin. He is sensual, like his father, but yearns for a pure ideal in a way similar to his brother, Alyosha. All the while, it would seem he has some inkling of the rationalism innate in his brother Ivan.
I must note, though, the difference in verbiage between the two brothers. The passionate Dmitri reserves the right to his feelings, while the intellectual & rational Ivan reserves the right to his wishes. It's hard to say that these are the exact terms Dostoevsky intended, but I'm inclined to think this is true to his intent. A feeling sounds to me like a more visceral, less intellectualized incarnation of a wish. Just what we'd expect from each respective brother.
u/Shigalyov pointed out the state must judge Dmitri on rational grounds alone. In a court of law, spoken intent carries a lot of weight with regards to evaluations of guilt and innocence, and Dmitri's clear explication of intent is rather damning. I am jarred by Ivans espousal of this belief, followed later in the novel by someone's wishes/feelings having potential to be used against them in such a damaging manner. Perhaps this is Dostoevsky beginning to weigh in on whether or not men do indeed have the right to wishes/feelings with such dangerous potential? Of course, we know also that >!feelings or wishes spoken allowed need not be acted on, for simply releasing them into the world creates the propensity of others to act on them. !<I wonder if this callback is meant to signal a warning to the reader about the idea of the delineation between belief and action.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        Well said, thanks for sharing.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Excellent points! I also thought the same thing this morning about Dmitri.
Recall in the meeting with Zossima how Dmitri was taken with Ivan's statement that everything is permitted.
And, as you said, the honourable influence of Alyosha and the degraded one of Fyodor are in his soul as well.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        While reading this I suddenly realised that this interrogation and what happens is obviously tied into Ivan's article on the state and ecclesiastical courts.
A state that became absorbed into the Church would have judged and treated Dmitri differently. Yet the state, by not allowing for the miraculous, (serious spoilers:) >!and by necessity having to meet out punishment and cut off its own people, has to judge Dmitri guilty on rational grounds alone and punish him on secular grounds alone.!<
As a matter of interest, I know two or three other readers dislike Dmitri. Would you mind telling me if you are Christians or not? I have a theory. And I mean well with it.
Anyway...
Dmitri kept wondering who could have killed his father if not he. In a recent post I shared I spoke about on article which delved into the very fact that certain characters are so unimportant, that both the other characters and the reader don't even recognise their existence.
"...I yearned to be honorable, that I was, so to say, a martyr to a sense of honor, seeking for it with a lantern, with the lantern of Diogenes and yet, all my life I've been doing filthy things..."

I like this quote. Dmitri is like his father in his sensuality, but unlike his father he years for purity. Recall that passage at the beginning of Sodom and the Madonna. He is evil, but he is aware and searches for the light.
The mention of Diogenes is appropriate for two reasons. I've noticed that Dmitri more than any other character keeps referring to Greek myths and philosophies, as though he embodies that pagan morality combined with that pagan yearning for redemption.
Diogenes used to go around Athens, in broad daylight, carrying a lamp. When people asked him why he was carrying a lamp in daylight, he would say "I am looking for an honourable man."
Dmitri likewise is looking for honor but is unable to find it.
Dmitri also really thinks it is a miracle that Gregory survived. In his mind he really was a murderer. Imagine you think you killed someone, and you prayed for deliverance, and you learn you didn't actually do it? A miracle indeed.
Maybe this is a stretch:
Maximov, who was terribly depressed, terribly scared, and clung to her side, as though for security

This reminds me a lot of Fyodor - a man like Maximov - clinging to Ivan out of fear.
I keep feeling like I'm stretching my interpretations, but:
"You've the heart of an angel, an angel, Michael Makarov"

Is it a coincidence that Makarov has the same name as the arch-angel Michael?
IV
This is also reminiscent of Fyodor:
"I often dream it - it's always the same... That someone is hunting me, someone I'm awfully afraid of... that he's hunting me in the dark, in the night... tracking me, and I hide from him, behind a door or cupboard, hide in a degrading way. And the worst of it is, he always knows where I am, but he pretends not to know where I am on purpose, to prolong my agony, to enjoy my terror."

It reminds me of the moments that Fyodor also had a terrifying moral fear of his vice.
Dmitri's conscience is revealing itself in his dream.
I do have an issue understanding what separates the three ordeals. It seems the first ordeal was separation from Grushenka. And the second ordeal having the patience and humility to deal with the officers.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        I know two or three other readers dislike Dmitri. Would you mind telling me if you are Christians or not?

Yes, I am not a Christian. I'm genuinely conflicted about him, I want to like him but I can't and for me he is so far one of the very few rare Dostoyevsky character I do no like. >! I even like character of Smerdyakov for what it serves to the story!<, but something about Dmitry feels off to me. I'm not denying his feeling of guilt or the torment he is going throughout. My main problems is that he identifies them, yet never took step to correct it.
Please do help me understand his character.
PS: Don't get me wrong I'm genuinely curious on how differently Christians and Non-Christians interpret TBK. Because although the ideas books deals with is universal and transcends religion but I do believe there are many things which a Christian would understand better.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        I’m not a Christian.  I am, however, interested in developing a deeper understanding of the Christian worldview and its potential value for intrapersonal and interpersonal functioning, hence my attraction to Dostoevsky (well, that, and I think he’s brilliant at explicating psychology more generally).
I agree with the characterization that Dmitry is a sensualist who also aspires to live a more sanctified life.  And I also see him as completely tortured by the discrepancy between the two.  I think this passage hits it …
“'You're talking to a man of honour, to a man of the highest honour, and above all—don't you ever forget this—to a man who, though he's committed a myriad of misdeeds, is and always has been by nature a most honourable being inside, deep down – well, in a word, I don't know how to put it... That's precisely why I've suffered all my life, because I longed to be honourable; I was, so to speak, a martyr to honour and sought it with a lantern, like Diogenes with his lantern, and yet at the same time I've done nothing but wallow in filth all my life, like all of us, gentlemen…”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 9 on page 512)
I’ll have more to say in the upcoming chapters, but, unfortunately, I keep seeing Sodom winning in the battle for his heart.  But I’m really rooting for him!


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+7)

        I’m interested in the legal process at that time in Russia. Dmitry does not have a lawyer, nor does he ask for one. There’s just the prosecuting lawyer and the police chief.
Dmitry explains his story in a very cooperative manner, but he clearly makes some mistakes which a lawyer could have helped to avoid (the whole confusion with the pestle in particular). Are we being set up for a miscarriage of justice? Or will this become a mystery case to be solved?
Regarding the character of Dmitry: I do not yet see evidence of any extraordinary change.  He is still as impulsive as ever.  I don’t think his truthfulness with the prosecutor is out of character for the person we met at the beginning of the book considering how much trouble he is currently in.
I’m interested to see how the story continues.


    

The Third Ordeal

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IX:  The Preliminary Investigation
Yesterday
The interrogation started.
Today
	The Third Ordeal

Dmitri finished his explanation.
	The Prosecutor Catches Dmitri

The prosecutor reveals that Gregory saw the door was open, implying that Dmitri was lying. He also forced Dmitri to undress.

Chapter list
Character list


10 Comments


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+4)

        I’ve been paying attention closely to Dmitry waiting for him to show some genuine remorse and/or serious concern for the welfare or others.  We learn that he did run off thinking he killed Grigory (so no remorse here).
“'I'm not a doctor, I couldn't be sure. I ran off thinking I'd killed him, but he regained consciousness.'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 9 on page 601)
And then we learn it was precisely because he thought he’d lost Grushenka that he had resolved to kill himself (again, completely self-centered).
“'Well, I decided to kill myself. What was the point of carrying on—the question was absolutely inevitable and inescapable. Her former and undisputed one had reappeared; he'd wronged her, but he'd rushed back full of love, even after five years, to make up for the injustice by asking her to marry him. I could see at once I didn't stand a chance... And then there was the infamy, the blood, Grigory's blood... What was the point of living?”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 9 on page 602)
I was hoping that the miracle(s) (i.e., Grigory still alive and his guardian angel staying his hand against his father) would prove transformative, but as yet I’m not seeing it.  I mean, where is he taking responsibility for his actions? It was only after he found out that he still had a chance with Grushenka that coming clean and atoning for Grigory’s murder become important to him.  Before that, he was fully committed to killing himself (i.e., he didn’t give a crap about Grigory but only escaping his own wretched existence).
And so, we can ask, what’s his real motive for telling the truth now? Remember how naïve Dmitry is (think of the schemes he’s believed would end up in his favor).  His telling the truth now thus may be seen as part of his naivete; he knows that he’s innocent, and he thinks that by telling the truth now that everything will work out for him.
“Let's face it, if I know I'm not guilty, then of course we'll get it over and done with in no time at all! Isn't that so? Isn't it?'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 9 on page 580)
And
“I'm in your hands, gentlemen, but I swear, the trust must be mutual—you've got to believe me and I've got to believe you—otherwise we'll never see the end of this. I'm saying this for your sakes.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 9 on page 585)
That is to say, he believes that by telling the truth he will only be implicated in the attack on Grigory AND that his punishment will be trivial.  Which means, of course, in a fairly short period of time he’ll be reunited with his beloved Grushenka (which is his real concern here).
“Ha-ha! On reflection though, gentlemen, I see that it's not quite appropriate for me to be cracking jokes with you yet, not till we've got things straightened out, anyway. I'm sure you're not going to give me a pat on the head on account of Grigory, after all, one can't go around bashing old men's skulls in with impunity; obviously, you're going to bring me to book and lock me up for six months, say, perhaps a year in gaol—who knows what the verdict will be—but without loss of my legal rights...”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 4 of book 9 on page 588)
Why is he so jubilant? Because of how easy he’s going to get off?!  At this point, then, I do not see it as him taking responsibility or feeling serious remorse for his actions.
And I have a question.  Isn’t suicide verboten in Christianity? I was reading somewhere that the church could refuse a Christian burial if one takes their own life.  Isn’t the fact that he considered this seriously a complete affront to God (Thou shalt not kill?).  If so, it makes me further question just how serious he is about rising above his sensual nature (again, at least at this point).


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        "Whether it was someone's tears, or my mother prayed to God, or a good angel kissed me at that moment, I don't know. but the devil was conquered."

Beautifully put.
"Besides, what motive had he for murdering the old man?"

Dmitri's very blindness to Smerdyakov's life is exactly the point here. No one cares.
Maybe the third trial is humiliation? Humiliation in being called a murderer and physical humiliation in having to demonstrate how he sat on the wall and taking off his clothes.
Separation from Grushenka, patience, humiliation. These cut against his jealousy, his rashness, and his pride.
VI
Frank said that these three trials are similar to the Orthodox belief that the soul undergoes three trials before entering Heaven.
Dmitri himself admits that he could not have learned about himself without this interrogation.
I couldn't have learned so much in twenty years as I've found out in this accursed night!

The more I think about it, the more Ivan's article on ecclesiastical court seem to matter to me.
These prosecutors, being secular, simply refuse to entertain the noble and almost miraculous nature of Dmitri's character and actions. They ignore his character and focus on the material facts.
For Dostoevsky certain actions are not necessarily physically impossible, but psychologically impossible. I'm reminded of Crime and Punishment where that one painter was accused of murder. Someone pointed out that it is impossible that this young painter could have murdered a women, and then laughed and played with his friend afterwards.
In the same sense these people are ignoring this aspect. Although I know one of these prosecutors focus on the psychological aspect. Though whether he accords a role for the true and beautiful in Dmitri is something to be seen.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+3)

        These prosecutors, being secular, simply refuse to entertain the noble and almost miraculous nature of Dmitri's character and actions. They ignore his character and focus on the material facts.

I’m assuming this is the relevant passage:
“Alas, although he remembered it clearly, it did not even occur to Mitya to say that he had jumped down out of pity and that, standing over Grigory, he had even uttered a few compassionate words: 'That's the way it goes, old man, can't be helped.' The prosecutor, however, came to only one conclusion, that he had jumped down 'at such a moment, when he was in such a panic', merely in order to verify for certain whether the only witness of his crime was still alive or not, and, therefore, how pitiless, determined, cold-blooded, and calculating he must have been, even at such a moment...”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 5 of book 9 on page 601)
I’m not sure if being secular has anything to do with it, but maybe it does.  I think it says more about human psychology in general, namely, confirmation bias.  Dmitry is very strongly suspected of his father’s murder and this assumption about why he jumped down fits their unfolding narrative (confirms what they already think) quite nicely.
Besides, Dmitry himself told them not to probe into his soul but to stick to the facts:
"To business, gentlemen, let's get down to business, but above all don't go probing into my soul like you were doing, don't torment me with irrelevancies, just stick to the point and to the facts, and I'll tell you all you need to know. And to hell with all that's irrelevant!'"
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 9 on page 585)
It’s also hard for me to see how Dmitry’s utterance is all that compassionate.  “That’s the way it goes” and “can’t be helped”.  If not for you Dmitry, it would not have gone that way at all.  You, Dmitry, you alone could have prevented it.  This shows me, at this point anyways, he’s not taking responsibility for his actions.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        Excellent analysis as always. This was a great catch. I couldn't have find it myself.
Separation from Grushenka, patience, humiliation. These cut against his jealousy, his rashness, and his pride.

I do agree I didn't like Dmitry's smugness and pride he was showing in past few chapters towards prosecutors. Going as far as to say, "I'm a man of honour and you're not" , constantly thinking to himself "I'll give them information though they don't deserve it". I despised that. But these chapters breaks this attitude of his, which will transform his character in future chapters. I like transformed Mitya much better than current Mitya.
These prosecutors, being secular, simply refuse to entertain the noble and almost miraculous nature of Dmitri's character and actions. They ignore his character and focus on the material facts.

That is interesting. Tbh so far I really liked Nikolai Parfenovich and other prosecutors. They remained calm, composed and professional.  They gave Mitya all support they could give to a suspect. I get that everyone is capable of redemption, but they couldn't just ignore all the evidence that makes Mitya potential murderer. I think they did their job right.
noble and almost miraculous nature of Dmitri's character and actions.

I'm really sorry again but I didn't find anything noble in nature of Dmitry so far. Most probably I missed something, but which action is refered here?
If it's about submitting to authority and confessing his action, what other choice did he really had at that moment? He would've been taken by prosecutors anyways and then interrogated even more harshly by authority.
If it's about how he didn't actually go inside the house and assaulted his father, well, he was single-minded on finding Grushenka, lethally injuring Grigory in the process and then didn't actually do anything to help him. It was totally luck that Grigory survived.
I find his actions throughout Mokroe questionable. He shouldn't have gone there in first place. I don't think he really wanted to let Grushenka go. I don't think there was any true intention of sacrifice there.
He didn't corporates with investigation properly, even mocking them at one point that he really did kill his father.
"Then? Why, then I murdered him… hit him on the head and cracked

his skull… . I suppose that's your story. That's it!"
He refused to give account on how he got the money untill he had realized how deeply he is traped and started to blame it on Smerdyakov, >!though he is right on this!<, the person he himself refused to suspect a moment ago.
His actions reminds me more of Katya's that he did such deeds (wether intentionally or unintentionally) and now wants other to praise him for it, his nobility and morality. Though in saying so I understand I'm going against Elder's teaching, but that is how I honestly feel about his character so far.
Please do correct me. I would like to understand his character. Because he is only Dostoyevsky character which I don't like, there must be something I missed.
PS: As per my understanding, he is portrayed as a character who acts purely to satisfy his desires. He is morally conflicted and in his inner conflicts most of the times Devil wins. >! Even a character like his, with help of others and act of active love, is able to seek salvation and redemption.!< But I do not find anything noble or morally right in present Mitya so far. >!we will see it in future Mitya though!<


    


    
        SAZiegler (+5)

        I hadn’t made that connection to Ivan’s article. That’s spot-on!


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        I went back to Book 8 chapter 4 to confirm some details. For some reason I thought Dmitry had entered the house, but that’s not the case.
So Dmitry clearly looked to make sure the door to the house was shut in his paranoia about being caught in the garden. That much lines up with the story given by Dmitry to the prosecutor.
Grigory does not take special notice of the door to the house, or at least it isn’t mentioned by the narrator.
Limping and writhing with pain he went down the steps and towards the garden.  Yes, the gate stood wide open. Mechanically he stepped into the garden. Perhaps he fancied something, perhaps caught some sound, and, glancing to the left he saw his master’s window open. No one was looking out of it then.

In the next paragraph, Grigory sees Dmitry and chases him to the fence.  No mention of the door to the house. We will see how that plays out.
Also, you have to admire the character of Dmitry here. Despite his proclivity towards impulsiveness, we see modeled in these last few chapters his courage to speak the truth and own up to his actions, even when they aren’t flattering to himself.  While he isn’t the ideal person, Dmitry does have some redeeming qualities.
I think the word ‘transformation’ was used in a comment a couple days ago, but I’m not sure I would call this a change in character. It’s just that another facet of Dmitry’s character is revealed to us in this new circumstance.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        his courage to speak the truth and own up to his actions

Yeah I understand that but what other alternative did he really had at that point of time? He would've been taken by prosecutors and then interrogated by authorities even more harshly. He himself was an officer in the past. I think what he did was more favorable to him than the alternative.
I realise that I'm being cynical, and not like Elder Zossima or Alyosha who could love and forgive with no reserve.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        Your comments here and above are backing me off my conclusion a bit, but I still think Dmitry did a lot better during the investigation than I expected of him.
He did act in a conceited manner towards the investigators several times. And, especially with regards to 1. his motives for the pestle and 2. the source of the money, the prosecutors had to pull a confession rather than Dmitry volunteering the information.
But in a lot of instances we see Dmitry volunteer his motives and thoughts freely, demonstrating an unexpected truthfulness (unexpected by me at least).
For example, he volunteers that he wanted to kill his father when he saw Fyodor in the window. He immediately volunteers that he injured Grigory. He tells his story in a very detailed manner, anxious to give the whole truth (with notable exceptions above).
While this is obviously the only way that you or I would think to handle that sort of situation (i.e. what other choice did he have?) I can very easily imagine a character who would choose a different, less courageous or forthright path. I could imagine Dmitry trying to evade parts of the story which were unflattering to him, or parts which did not aid his case. For example, Dmitry could have refused to admit his desire to kill his father in the window - despite his earlier claims around town, there’s no way to prove his thoughts that night.  Dmitry could have refused to own up to his assault on Grigory. Remember, he initially thought Grigory was dead. Dmitry was willing to take responsibility (and punishment) for his action.
Like I said, he’s not perfect. But I do see at least some redeeming qualities in Dmitry being revealed through this investigation.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+4)

        Remember, he initially thought Grigory was dead. Dmitry was willing to take responsibility (and punishment) for his action.

I do see at least some redeeming qualities in Dmitry

That is a good point. I see what you mean. Thank man.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Thank you for this. All these small details will matter a lot eventually.
The transformation I think comes in how he is staying true through this interrogation. Going from prideful and lustful, to loving and honest and courageous.


    

Dmitri's Great Secret Received with Hisses

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book IX:  The Preliminary Investigation
Yesterday
The main interrogation ended. Dmitri also had to remove all his clothes as evidence, to his humiliation.
Today
	Dmitri's Great Secret Received with Hisses

Dmitri revealed that he sowed up 1500 roubles before he spent the money the first time. He used this left-over cash for his second trip to Mokroe.
	The Evidence of the Witnesses. The Babe

The witnesses were questioned. This included the innkeeper, Kalganov, and Grushenka.
Afterwards Dmitri had a dream of a burned-down village and a mother trying to feed her baby. He wondered why they are not rejoicing and he wanted to help.

Chapter list
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13 Comments


    
        Less_Net_7884 (+2)

        Very late to the party but why did we all assume Dmitri was telling the truth here? About where he got the money especially. Is it something that i missed while reading, or did everyone here read the book multiple times lol


    


    
        kissmeurbeautiful (+1)

        I’m way too late to the party but you were absolutely right to be skeptical at this point in the book haha.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        We finally get to know how he got money to sponsor all that Mokroe affair. This was what he meant when he was beating his chest talking to Alyosha.
I find the inquiry about how much money he spent funny. People who jumps at the sight of a single ruble, claiming that he spend 3000, 6000 even 20000 roubles last night is absurd. Luckily for Dmitry, Nikolai Parfenovich understand this absurdity. Russian humor at its best.
I find Grushenka's confession to Prosecutors, that she was playing with both Karamazovs just out of 'her nasty spite", feels much more sincere compared to Mitya. There's gentleness, a meekness to it. There's no pride, no wrath, nothing but the truth. Incase of Mitya, till the last moment, just before he dreams, his pride and wrath was there I think.
Now that I'm thinking, Mitya's character feels somewhat similar to Marmeladov from C&P. Both feels guilt and understands their actions are wrong, but don't take any step to correct it. Difference is that Marmeladov is a meek character, on the other hand we all know what Mitya is capable of.
The dream section was just beautiful. I'm realizing how important role dreams play in Dostoyevsky's novel. Be it Raskolnikov's dream sections from C&P, Stavrogin's from Demons or Alyosha and Mitya's from TBK. All these are so brilliantly written. Dostoyevsky tends to put tons of foreshadowing in his works, I wonder if this section would've been foreshadowing >!Mitya in the second novel he intended to write.!< I think this dream was the transforming moment for Mitya. Before this dream he was a different person and I expect from now on we will get to see new changed Mitya.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+6)

        I do feel Grushenka bears a lot of responsibility here (but I guess it's the "everybody is responsible for everybody else" thing).  Of course, Dmitry downplays it, but I think she’s right in recognizing it (and she does seem sincere).  Given the history between Dmitry and his father and their impulsive and tempestuous personalities, playing them off against one another was playing with fire.  She could have easily had the blood of three men on her hands: Dmitry could have easily killed his father (and she may even be somewhat to blame for his death anyways, we’ll see), Grigory and then himself.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        A line that amused me was when Dmitri was distinguishing between a scoundrel and a thief, only to be told “let’s give up all discussion of these subtleties and distinctions, and, if you will be so kind, get back to the point.” This might be me reading too much into a throwaway line, but to me the genius and the point of TBK is how it does dive into the subtleties and distinctions of the human condition.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        Dmitri's "secret" is obvious in retrospect. Remember how Dmitri told Alyosha that his salvation is "here", and he pointed rather strangely to something that "might be in his pocket". Now we know.
I don't recall any mention of a "6000". Do you? Or is this a case of people lying to themselves?
VIII
The dream is fascinating and beautiful. Near the end of this section, after Dmitri went through his crisis, he had a dream just like Alyosha had a dream after his crisis.
Joseph Frank pointed out something important here. Dmitri sees the suffering around him. He sees the baby and the women and everything. Yet unlike Ivan he does not take this as reason to rebel and be angry at God. Instead he wants to throw himself into this world and help them. He wants to be active and save them. And save the WITH that Karamazov zest for life.
If he can hold to this ideal, then Dmitri's transformation is complete. From self-serving, violent, reckless, lustful man. Now (hopefully) altruistic, loving his fellow man, respecting Grushenka as a woman and a wife, and channeling his passion correctly.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+14)

        You sum up the dream perfectly. And it strikes me that following the dream, the act of good will we see is not some country-altering move that cures poverty, but rather a stranger giving a pillow to a man in need. I love how TBK shows that it’s the culmination of all these onion-level acts that truly brings about peace and the kingdom of heaven. It’s a powerful thought. Makes me think of Kant’s categorical imperative, which stresses that we ought to act as if our choices become a universal rule (or, if everyone did as we do, what would be the result?)


    


    
        thewickerstan (+1)

        Makes me think of Kant’s categorical imperative, which stresses that we ought to act as if our choices become a universal rule (or, if everyone did as we do, what would be the result?)

Do you know what work of Kant's this is from? It sounds interesting.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+1)

        I’m not sure, cause I’m not smart enough to read Kant directly and instead read how other people explain his work! (I personally recommend How to Be Perfect, by Michael Schur, who created Parks & Rec and The Good Place.)


    


    
        thewickerstan (+1)

        Sounds good! Thanks!


    


    
        ericg012 (+1)

        Groundwork of the metaphysics pf morals


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        Yet unlike Ivan he does not take this as reason to rebel and be angry at God. Instead he wants to through himself into this world and help them.

Exactly. That part really left a strong impression. Loved the whole dream section.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+11)

        Regarding Dmitry’s good dream:
…that he wanted to do something for them all… and he wanted to do it at once, at once, regardless of all obstacles, with all the recklessness of the Karamazovs.

Garnett translation
The phrasing here was interesting to me. Previously we’ve used the word ‘sensualists’ to describe the Karamazovs, whereas reckless was a trait more particular to Dmitry, and to a lesser extent Fyodor.
But sensualists implies something morally wrong or bad. Recklessness still has a negative connotation, but I think it’s a lesser ‘sin’ (I use that word in the most colloquial way possible) than that of sensualism.  And Dostoevsky (or maybe the translators) are using the word here, when describing Dmitry’s obviously good feeling of pity and desire to help those who are suffering. So that recklessness is being put to use in the pursuit of virtue.
I’m not sure what to make of that, I’d be interested in hearing some other thoughts.


    

Ilusha

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book X:  The Boys
Yesterday
Today
	Ilusha


Chapter list
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3 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+1)

        We only read Chapter 7 today to close off this book.
We are very fortunate to usually finish books off at the end of the week. Except for the Grand Inquisitor this was never planned.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        Some chapters deserve not to be dissected.
So I'll just post the reference to the Psalms.
It was clearly written after Israel was destroyed and its people taken to foreign lands.
PSALM 137
By the rivers of Babylon we sat and wept
when we remembered Zion.
There on the poplars
we hung our harps,
for there our captors asked us for songs,
our tormentors demanded songs of joy;
they said, “Sing us one of the songs of Zion!”
How can we sing the songs of the Lord
while in a foreign land?
If I forget you, Jerusalem,
may my right hand forget its skill.
May my tongue cling to the roof of my mouth
if I do not remember you,
if I do not consider Jerusalem
my highest joy.
Remember, Lord, what the Edomites did
on the day Jerusalem fell.
“Tear it down,” they cried,
“tear it down to its foundations!”
Daughter Babylon, doomed to destruction,
happy is the one who repays you
according to what you have done to us.
Happy is the one who seizes your infants
and dashes them against the rocks.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+14)

        This book was very touching.  Dostoevsky was really pulling at the old heartstrings in this one.
For me, Kolya came across as a little arrogant SOB at first.  But my opinion of him changed as the book progressed.  Sure, he acted pretentious, but he’s only 13 (practically 14!) after all.  But he did show remarkable honesty when it mattered, which was not lost on Alyosha.
“'Yes, despite the fact that everyone's like that. You alone won't be like that. In fact, you aren't like everyone: you didn't flinch just now from admitting not only to base actions but also to ridiculous ones. And who admits to such things these days? No one, and people no longer feel the need to judge themselves. Don't be like that, like everyone; even if you have to stand alone and are the only one who's different, nevertheless, don't be like that.'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 6 of book 10 on page 699)
And Kolya was quite moved by Alyosha’s candor as well…
“'Oh, how I love and esteem you at this moment, precisely because you too admit to being ashamed of something! Because you are just like me!' Kolya exclaimed in an excess of enthusiasm. His cheeks were flushed and his eyes sparkling.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 6 of book 10 on page 700)
This all reminds me very much of Carl Rogers, a significant psychotherapist.  He espoused the importance of being genuine (dropping pretentions, telling the truth), accepting (practicing unconditional positive regard or non-judgemental prizing of another), and empathetic (trying to sincerely feel what another is experiencing) when dealing with a client.  He found that therapy (or, really, any human relationship) was most likely to be successful when he could establish these conditions.  Indeed, this “therapeutic alliance” may explain much of the efficacy of psychotherapy.  Interestingly (I wasn’t sure, so I googled it), he started out as Christian, then became an atheist, and ended up agnostic.  But I wonder how much of his ethos came (even unconsciously) from his Christian background? Anyways, I couldn’t help but make the connection as time and again we are seeing here in Dostoevsky the transformative power of sincerity (honesty with self and other), acceptance (love), and empathy (identification with the other).
Looking forward to Ivan’s story!


    

Kolya Krassotkin

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book X:  The Boys
Yesterday
Dmitri was taken to prison.
Today
	Kolya Krassotkin

We are introduced to Kolya. Smart, strong, and rash. Has a dog called Perezvon.
	Children

Kolya had to babysit Kostya and Nastya.
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6 Comments


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+7)

        I'm surprised no one mentioned how funny the interaction between Kolya And Agafya was. I've been cracking up at "Why are you late, female?" and her nonchalant replies to him. "Well, don't then. What does it matter to me? It's cold out; stay at home."


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        I also like this change of pacing. From this massive drama of Dmitri to this unknown boy.
It seems as though Kolya incorporates all of the aspects of the Karamazovs. Especially their pride. Consider this paragraph:
But the boy could take his own part. He was a resolute boy, “tremendously strong,” as was rumored in his class, and soon proved to be the fact; he was agile, strong‐willed, and of an audacious and enterprising temper. He was good at lessons, and there was a rumor in the school that he could beat the teacher, Dardanelov, at arithmetic and universal history. Though he looked down upon every one, he was a good comrade and not supercilious. He accepted his schoolfellows’ respect as his due, but was friendly with them. Above all, he knew where to draw the line. He could restrain himself on occasion, and in his relations with the teachers he never overstepped that last mystic limit beyond which a prank becomes an unpardonable breach of discipline. But he was as fond of mischief on every possible occasion as the smallest boy in the school, and not so much for the sake of mischief as for creating a sensation, inventing something, something effective and conspicuous.

In this one passage we learn that he is strong willed and has a temper. He is also very strong. Reminds me of Dmitri. But he is also intelligent, like Ivan. The mischief part in turn reminds me of Fyodor. Although Kolya at least knows where to draw the line.
The only part that is missing is that of Alyosha. Although we've seen in his relationship with children and his mother that there is a softness to him.
But still he has an incredible pride.
His social-economic status is also interesting. Not rich like the Karamazovs, and not poor like the Snegiryovs. He lives in a decent, but small, house.
I wonder what the significance of Troy is to the story? This legendary city.
I see elements of the Inquisitor in Kolya. That necessity of having to dominate others. Especially the dog. Or maybe not.


    


    
        ahop21 (+20)

        I delight in the apparent non-sequitur and nonchalance from Dostoevsky's narrator. It's one of the many things I love about D's writing style. We have this dramatic build in the proceeding nigh 600 pages, culminating in Mitya's being taken away to prison. We then turn to the next section and are given several pages about a character who seemingly has no connection to the story thus far. Finally, at the end of the first chapter in this new section, we get this (rather amusing) reveal:
I have forgotten, by the way, to mention that Kolya Krassotkin was the boy stabbed with a penknife by the boy already known to the reader as the son of Captain Snegiryov.

Oh, you just happened to omit that rather crucial detail, did you, narrator? Adds to our earlier suspicions about how reliable we are to take this narrator to be, as he recounts the events of the story. I also find that it makes the novel so much more enjoyable to read. You pour over the chapter trying to make sense of why this character has suddenly entered, only for Dostoevsky to inform you with an offhanded remark in the last paragraph of the chapter, chalking up the misdirection to a simple "failure to mention". Great stuff.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+10)

        The start of book 10 was a surprise to me.  It diverged so much from the buildup of the investigation of Dmitri and his arrest that wrapped up the prior book.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Really was! And it served as a testament trip Dostoevsky that he can introduce new characters two-thirds of the way through a novel and have them be so compelling. Though I'm a little anxious about what Ks cruelty towards his dog portends. (Maybe that's a more modern signifier, we'll see)


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+3)

        Agreed, totally new characters with only the smallest mention of a connection to the previous 3 parts was not what I expected.


    

The Schoolboy

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book X:  The Boys
Yesterday
Today
	The Schoolboy

We are introduced to Smurov. We learn it has been two months and Dmitri will be tried the next day.
Ilusha is dying.
Kolya and Smurov went through the market place on the way to Snegiryov. They stirred up trouble with some peasants along the way.
	The Lost Dog

Kolya spoke with Alyosha. He told him of his relationship with Ilusha.
We learn that Smerdyakov urged Ilusha on to feed Zhutchka a bread with a pin in it, which might have killed the dog. Ilusha suffered from remorse.
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        Shigalyov (+12)

        "the group of boys who two months before..."

Dostoevsky subtly introduces a time jump between Dmitri's crisis and this.
"shun a lie, even with a good object"

A touch of the good Zossima in him.
I feel as though I'm going crazy. I am certain that on prior readings, the order of the book was completely different. I remember this part of the boys being before what happened with Dmitri. And I recall a much longer set up before Kolya went to see Ilusha.
-
Kolya's relationship with the peasants brings to mind a central theme of this book and the context of the time. At that time the populists were influential. They were (I think?) a type of socialist, who advocated on behalf of the peasants, even while disliking the beliefs of the peasants. Especially their faith.
As I said at other times, they accepted Christian morals but not Christ. Their focus was on societal improvement here and now instead of Heavenly concerns.
Kolya's love but nonetheles condescension for Matvey seems to be poking fun at this.
And yet Kolya is contrasted with Alyosha - the Christian who embodies the opposite. Putting the City of God before the City of Man. In fact as a soft incarnation of the Inquisitor (if I'm not stretching it too much this time), Kolya makes sense. He cares for people, but in a condescending fatherly way. That also explains his despotism towards his friends and others.
IV
To tie in with the above, we learn that what annoyed Kolya was that Ilusha dared to rebel against his "god".
Also consider Kolya's reaction to Ilusha's "sin" against Zhutchka. Cutting him off. Withdrawing his grace. And believing he is doing this to help. And he only wanted to renew their relationship if Ilusha repented.
But what Kolya learned - and what the Inquisitor did not learn - (but which you would know if you've read Notes from Underground) is that human will and personality will not succumb to control so easily. It is spiteful and will rebel at such domination or kill itself. Think about Notes from Underground and The Meek One and what happens if you push someone like that.
Indeed what Alyosha said of Ilusha's father seems to be applicable to Ilusha as well.
“Oh, no; there are people of deep feeling who have been somehow crushed. Buffoonery in them is a form of resentful irony against those to whom they daren’t speak the truth, from having been for years humiliated and intimidated by them. Believe me, Krassotkin, that sort of buffoonery is sometimes tragic in the extreme.

I noticed Alyosha calls him "Kolya", a friendly diminutive, whereas Kolya calls Alyosha "Karamazov". Kolya is being more formal here. Although Alyosha did not know his surname it seems.
Lastly, Joseph Frank mentioned that after Alyosha leaves the monastery, the brotherhood with the boys become the main alternative to the Karamazov household. To the division in the world. This explains the shift in focus as well. What happens with the boys is in contrast both to what happens between the Karamazovs and what happens in the society around them.


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        I seem to always think you’re premature in your character judgements, then I’m convinced otherwise in a chapter or two.  I guess Dostoevsky layers on the developments.
Kolya’s comparison to TGI is interesting to keep in mind as we progress. I wouldn’t have thought to do it, but I can see now that we’re headed in that direction.
Under my default interpretation of his actions, Kolya has a strong mastery of the world around him, and he’s recognized as a leader by his peers because of this.  I forgave him his treatment of Ilusha, chalking it up to an inexperienced mistake as he learns the responsibility of that leadership. Maybe it’s a little deeper than that though.
Thanks for sharing.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+6)

        I didn't catch the time jump. Interesting. And your point about shunning someone for their sins is quite astute.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+16)

        It strikes me that Kolya thinks comparatively. He worries that Alyosha will "take [him] for a boy, like the rest of them." Later, he stresses about how horrible it would be if he spoke truly and "feel into his arms." He bemoans his name for being too ordinary, and takes pride that Alyosha "treated him exactly like an equal." What he misses is that Alyosha doesn't view him as an equal, and therefore better than the interior children around him, but rather that what makes Alyosha a hero is that he thinks of everyone as being equally deserving of love and respect. Makes me think of the phrase "comparison is the thief of joy" - until Kolya learns that, he'll never have the peace that he seeks.


    


    
        proseboy (+12)

        I have no idea what's going on in Book X. It's such a strange place to introduce a new character and then dedicate a whole book to him. And why does this 13-year-old boy talk like my grandfather?


    


    
        green_pin3apple (+6)

        And why does this 13-year-old boy talk like my grandfather?

I was wondering while reading whether this is a trick of translation. Maybe Kolya is actually speaking in simple Russian phrases.
But it sounds from the other comments like it’s an intentional choice by the author.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        And why does this 13-year-old boy talk like my grandfather?

That's the point.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+11)

        That pivot is a bit jarring. And it must've been even moreso at the time of publishing, since the story was serialized. It provides a fascinating point of comparison, but it's a little strange to start fresh with a new character right when we were seemingly at the climax of the story.
As for Kolya's diction, I think that shows how desperate he is to be perceived as something other than what he is. That's particularly striking in a story that seems to value innocence, which is precisely the thing he's trying to cover up.


    

By Ilusha's Bedside

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book X:  The Boys
Yesterday
Today
	By Ilusha's Bedside
	Precocity
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7 Comments


    
        SAZiegler (+13)

        Hot take: The Brothers Karamazov is actually a prequel to Good Will Hunting, and when Kolya grows up he becomes the condescending Harvard student who quotes from books he doesn't understand.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+12)

        I'm sorry for not being able to participate in discussions for last few days. Been caught up on some things. Should be sorted out by this weekend and by Monday things should be on track for me.
Loved these two chapters. Kolya seems interesting. A boy of thirteen (though he would've argued with me he is fourteen in a fortnight), acting like he's so mature and knows so much. This behaviour is common in early teens and makes him appears even more childlike.
Tbh I didn't understand why he hides about identity of Zhutchka till the last moment. That just shows his immaturity. Though the eye signals between him and Alyosha made me smile a bit.
Loved how Alyosha sees right through his character and understands him so quickly. One who are not confident in themselves and find themselves smaller and weaker tends to go a step further to impress others, to show thier knowledge, like how Kolya couldn't restrain himself infront of Alyosha. I love how precisely and accurately Dostoyevsky understands human nature.
I'm impressed by Zhutchka too. It should be able to recognise Illyusha as the person who gave him bread with pin, yet it forgave everything and played with him. It's interesting to see an animal showing more humanity than humans. Dogs are much more smarter than we give them credit for.
This interaction between Kolya and Alyosha made a strong impression on me this time:
Kolya: It's possible for one who doesn't believe
in God to love mankind, don't you think so?
Alyosha:Voltaire believed in God, though not very much, I think, and I
don't think he loved mankind very much either


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        Katerina is a fascinating character. Yes, she's self-absorbed and likes to appear to be superior, but that drive seems to result in some empathetic behavior, such as her taking care of Illusha and his family. I hope her character gets developed even more over this final stretch.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        Don't you think that Ilusha's regret over Zhutchka is similar to the Karamazovs regret over Gregory and Fyodor? A life taken, leading to remorse and illness.
Just a thought. I'm reminded of how Dmitri prayed for a similar miracle where Gregory survived, and this miracle was granted to him. (I don't know if he prayed for it, but he clearly desired that he did not after all call Gregory).
I read an article a week or so ago which pointed out that Dostoevsky tends to associate physical or mental handicap with purity. Think of Lizaveta. And now Ilusha's mother. And Ilusha's sister. Or in other books, think about Myshkin from The Idiot and Ms. Lebyadkin from Demons. Although maybe Lise disproves this rule?
--
The revelation that the dog is Zhutchka is interesting. It was actually a bad idea. It shows that sometimes playing the showman (like Fyodor?) is not a good idea.
I wonder how much of what Kolya did here was for Ilusha or for himself?
-
I think the story of the goose is interesting. Consider this:
And the fellow kept blubbering like a woman. ‘It wasn’t me,’ he said, ‘it was he egged me on,’ and he pointed to me. I answered with the utmost composure that I hadn’t egged him on, that I simply stated the general proposition, had spoken hypothetically.

What was Ivan's reaction to Fyodor's death? Think about the similarity to Kolya and the goose.
So we've seen Fyodor in Kolya's stunts. We've seen Ivan in Kolya's knowledge of Troy. We've seen Dmitri in his rashness. But as always I do not know how much of this is me reading things into the book.
I still wonder what the significance of Troy is.
VI
I think Voltaire was a deist? That might have been Alyosha's point.
Here Kolya reveals the point Dostoevsky was making of the populists who accepted a social Christ but not Christianity:
I am not opposed to Christ, if you like. He was a most humane person, and if He were alive today, He would be found in the ranks of the revolutionists, and would play a conspicuous part... There's no doubt about that.

It's funny how Alyosha reveals that Kolya, despite all his pretention to intelligence, simply got his ideas from Rakitin without critically looking at them.
But even Kolya has a bit of development:
What kept me from coming was my conceit, my vanity, and the wilfulness, which I never can get rid of. I see that now. I am mean in lots of ways, Karamazov!

He also reveals his true motivation. He is afraid everyone is laughing at him, and that is why he wants to change the world order.
And when he truly analysed himself (just like Dmitri and Alyosha did earlier) then he became better, dropped all his pride and pretention, and became a true friend to Alyosha.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        Excellent observation on Kolya being amalgamation of Fyodor, Dmitry and Ivan. Though I saw more of Smerdyakov (minus all the psychopathic tendencies) instead of Ivan in him.
He and Smerdyakov are trying their best to impress Alyosha and Ivan respectively. He and Smerdyakov are not capable of coming up with idea of their own and quote others to show thier intelligence, without understanding the essence of the idea they're quoting (though I think I a bit harsh on an early teenage boy here). Also Kolya seems kind of unimpressed and annoyed for a moment when some other kid also claimed to know who founded Troy (mind you Kolya himself never answered it, I'm not sure if he himself knew that). I could imagine Smerdyakov acting same way as Kolya at that time, but not Ivan.
Very interesting observation nonetheless.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        I think it's interesting how Kolya came to analyze himself. Alyosha could've come out and diagnosed him. Kolya directly asks for his opinion countless times. But Alyosha instead asks prodding questions, forcing Kolya to analyze himself.
Also, your point of Kolya being an amalgam of Fyodor, Ivan, and Dmitri is fascinating.


    


    
        SilverTanager (+10)

        I still wonder what the significance of Troy is.

I haven't read beyond these chapters yet, so I'm just speculating, but the idea of Troy is often associated with the city's destruction / the Trojan War.  Maybe there's an intended connection between the characters in TBK or more specifically the Karamazovs, and destruction?
ETA: Voltaire is an interesting philosopher to be discussing here because he was strongly in favor of separating church and state, which ties back into the earlier discussions that Ivan and others were having about the church's role in the world.


    

At Grushenka's

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XI:  Ivan
Yesterday
Ilusha is dying. Kolya and the others cried over him.
Today
	At Grushenka's

Alosyha visited Grushenka. She told them about her arguments with Dmitri. We learn she took in Maximov and is looking after the Poles. There is some sort of secret that Ivan and Dmitri is hiding from them.
	The Injured Foot

Alyosha visited Hohlakov. She said Rakitin is in love with her and wrote a bad article about her after she turned him out. We also learn Ivan visited Lise without telling anyone.

Chapter list
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6 Comments


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+6)

        Grushenka and Dmitry may have undergone spiritual transformations but their personalities remain problematic, being impulsive, petty, and painfully jealous.  As I said previously, these two are destined to have a very stormy relationship.
Madame Hohlakov is a sympathetic character for me.  She’s naïve, yes, but it seems to me she’s doing her best while surrounded by utter madness.  I mean, the events that have unfolded, Ivan and Katerina's bizarre antics, her unbalanced daughter, who wouldn’t be losing their marbles?


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+9)

        I am getting varvara petrova vibes


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        Oh boy. I'm looking forward to this book. Next few chapters are going to be interesting.
There's so much superficiality in Madame Khoklakhova's character. I didn't recall this shallowness from previous read. I must've just ignored her completely as I just couldn't take her actions seriously. I can't add anything new to her that already haven't been discussed before. Grushenka seems to be transformed, so is Mitya (he keeps rambling about the baby from his dream). Wonder why Ivan visited Lise and what he is upto?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+19)

        I want a whole spinoff book that consists entirely of Madame Hohlakov being ridiculous.


    


    
        [deleted] (+8)

        Well, damn! I was just finished this chapter, and wasnt even paying attention to the reddit community lol but yes, Ivan appears to be working in the shadows, and we learn a bit more about the young boy who was stabbed with the penknife.  Very interesting to hear his side of the story, and why those events lead to other events


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        This book on Ivan interestingly shows Ivan working in the shadows before we focus on him.
I noticed everyone in these two chapters are sick somehow. Grushenka, Hohlakov, Lise I think, Dmitri in his ravings about the Babe. And soon we'll see also Ivan.
These two chapters are also filled with jealous. Grushenka over Katerina, Dmitri over the Poles, Maximov mentions his wife I think who was jealous, Rakitin over Perhotin.
I encourage everyone to read this post on minor characters in this book, especially Maximov. The similarity to Fyodor is striking. The article points out how society is incapable of dealing with the Fyodor type of person. The one is killed, and the other - Maximov - is dismissed.
Grushenka supports Maximov and the Poles, similar to how Katerina supports the Snegiryovs. Yet there does not seem to be any egoism in Grushenka's help. She laughed off the Poles' arrogance towards her and went to them because she felt sorry for them.
Oh yes, even Smerdyakov is ill. As Alyosha puts it, "Really ill". No pretension. This is interesting too.
II
I think I understand Hohlakov now. From her physical appearance, to her moral dilemmas, to her view of the past - everything is about just that - appearances. She is the epitome of shallowness.
She dresses up for Perhotin. Her dilemma over Rakitin wasn't about what is right or not, but what would seem proper:
but I suddenly felt = that was what did it - that it would make such a fine scene

And she thinks Dmitri is guilty simply because it would be better if he were guilty. Her truth is whatever she wants the truth to be. Or rather whatever society wants it to be. Rumour is just this social desire expressed in words. Whatever is rumored is what is true. But this came back to bite her in the form of Rakitin's article (which is funny by the way: Ivan "preferred to murder his father to get the three thousand, rather than go off to Siberia with the middle-aged lady.")
Katerina cares for Dmitri in a way, but she does not believe him. So she wants him to plead insanity. She has no faith in him. Hohlakov in turn wants him to be innocent simply because it would be progressive, with no concern for justice really.
She also has no concern for the fact that Dmitri is Alyosha's brother and that Alyosha is in a hurry.


    

A Little Demon

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XI:  Ivan
Yesterday
Alyosha visited Grushenka and then Madame Hohlakov. We  learn from Grushenka that she and Dmitri are arguing over each other's jealousy. We also learn Rakitin might be in love with Hohlakov and that he wrote a gossip article about her after she turned him out.
Today
	A Little Demon

Alyosha visited Lise.
	A Hymn and a Secret

Alyosha visited Dmitri. We learn more about Rakitin's motivations.
Ivan wants Dmitri to escape from prison to America.

Chapter list
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9 Comments


    
        BlessShaiHulud (+1)

        I just finished reading this book, my first Dostoevsky novel. I don't have anything at all insightful to add. I think most of it went over my head. My favorite parts were the absolute unhinged actions of Fyodor early in the book, and then Mitya later on. Especially during his immediate interrogation after the absolute bender of a night.
"A little more, and I shall begin raving," he said to himself.

after some of the most hilariously absurd dialogue I have ever read.
But the part that had me full on belly laughing was a tiny section of this chapter.
Mitya hurriedly pulled out a piece of paper from his pocket and read: " 'In order to determine this question, it is above all essential to put one's personality in contradiction to one's reality.' Do you understand that?"

"No, I don't," said Alyosha. He looked at Mitya and listened to him with curiosity.

"I don't understand either. It's dark and obscure, but intellectual."

Immediately made me think of that part in the song Ni**as in Paris by Kanye West (taken originally from the Will Ferrell movie Blades of Glory). Mitya all but says the exact same thing. No one knows what it means, but it's provocative. Gets the people going.
Apologies for sullying one of the greatest works of literary fiction by comparing with Kanye West/Will Ferrell.
The last thing I will add is, fuck Kolya. I hated that little shit.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        I couldn’t help myself.  I blazed through this book a couple of days ago - I just had to find out what happened to Ivan.  It was so enthralling! So just doubling back now with some comments.  So as for this chapter...
Lise has some issues.  Could the one sane character please stand up? BUT Alyosha loves her… the Karamazov’s have fatal attractions to some pretty disturbed women, it seems (then again, they’re all pretty troubled themselves).
Lise’s dream was interesting…
“I'm going to tell you a funny dream I had: I sometimes see devils in my dreams, it's nighttime and I'm in my room with a candle, and suddenly there are devils everywhere, in every corner, under the table, they open the door and there's a whole throng of them outside and they all want to come in and possess me. And they're getting closer to me and are already reaching out for me. And suddenly I make the sign of the cross and they all shrink back, fearful, only they won't leave altogether, but remain standing by the door and in the corners, waiting. And suddenly I get this terrible urge to scold God out loud, and I begin to scold Him, and back they all rush at me, in a crowd, delighted, and they nearly get me in their clutches again, and suddenly I make the sign of the cross once more—and back they all go again. It's great fun, and awfully exciting.'”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 3 of book 11 on page 731)
There’s great fun to be had in wavering between God and the devil.  Maybe neither can exist without the other; perhaps the latter is as necessary as the former for human functioning.  At any rate, this is what we all seem to do (some swaying more than others) throughout the course of our lives, isn’t it?
Dmitry certainly gives a beautiful speech.  I mean, he’s saying all the right things.  But it’s so over the top it’s almost unbelievable.  Like someone moving from the depressive phase to the manic phase of bipolar disorder, he’s intensely alive, yes, but he also comes across as somewhat delusional.  I’d feel better if he toned it down a bit and was a little more practical about what he was about to face (i.e., the hardships of prison life, dealing with his own neurotic personality, and remaking himself after his release).  It’s one thing to have all these wonderful ideas, it’s quite another to face reality and see them through to fruition.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        As Zossima says, "Love in action is a harsh thing". I think that is also what bothers Dmitri. Whether he would be worthy of his own ideals if he does go to prison.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+5)

        I really don't like Mitya. He talks about suffering for everyone underground, singing the hymns of god for the babes...... and literally a few minutes later he wants to escape.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        I can see why you don’t like him.  I see him as a very tormented soul.
“I’m tortured by the idea of God.  That’s the only thing that does torture me.”
Well, that, and being separated from Grushenka.
“And what can I do underground with a pickaxe and without Grushenka? I’d crack my own skull with that pick!”
He’s trying, but it’s just so damn hard for him.  Yes, a part of him (Sodom) seems to consider escaping, but another part (Madonna) yearns for redemption.
“But then again, what about conscience? That would be running away from suffering! I'd have seen the star and refused to follow it; I’d have been shown the path to redemption and turned away.”
I guess we’ll have to see what he ultimately chooses.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+9)

        Rakitin's feet kink made me chuckle a bit


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+11)

        Oh Lize, poor poor creature. The way she broke off with Alyosha, cursed the world, and then calls herself a wretched creature when alone, it somewhat reminds me of Nastasya. Both believes they don't deserve the love of Myshkin/Alyosha and took steps to hurt them and further corrupt them. Feels bad.
The bit with Rakitin's poem on Madame Khoklakhova's foot which he compares with Pushkin was hilarious. I think Pushkin did wrote something on woman's foot or something like that.
Loving the transition in Dmitry. His willingness to own up for redemption is praiseworthy. Loved his interaction with Alyosha, especially the bit where he asked Alyosha if he believes his innocence. I wonder how it would've affected him if Alyosha , like Ivan, believe him to be guilty. There's something beautiful in Alyosha's level of trust.
Interested to meet Ivan and see what he's up to.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+11)

        I love these dreams Dostoevsky's characters always have.
Yet another character with a dream. Lise. Even Kalganov lives in dreams.
It is interesting that Lise - and Alyosha! - dreams of cursing God and then trusting in him over and over. A step removed from the faithlessness of Ivan, but with a danger that they might end up choosing evil after all.
And remember this book 11 is about Ivan. So I wonder how these dreams and discussions tie into what we will learn from him.
Lise likes to eavesdrop. She's similar to her mother in liking gossip like that. But unlike her mother who lives in the world, Lise wants to burn it all down. She also has a choice to make.
III*
Apologies for always (always) stretching it, but it seems there real message is just beyond my grasp. I see it without seeing it, so I force myself to see what is not there at all.
But as I read how easily Alyosha was let into the prison I was reminded again of the Grand Inquisitor. How Jesus moved without opposition, and touched even the Inquisitor in the prison, and left without any difficulty as well. 
Here "Jesus" again enters the prison.
According to Wikipedia, it seems Claude Bernard was an early 19th century man. He initially wanted to pursue a career in literature (like Rakitin), but became a scientist. A biologist who vivisicted animals alive. So in essence an extremely "scientific" minded person.
With that in mind Dmitri asks Rakitin if this makes everything permissible. If our beliefs are just synapses in the brain, and if then God and immortality does not exist (like Ivan said), then everything is permissible.
It is understandable to see Ivan laugh like this. He understands what this logic leads to. He reminds me of Raskolnikov who after the murder was faced with Luzhin's pathetic speech similar to Rakitin's here. Talking about how this morality is outdated, not realising the person they are talking to knows more about it than they do.
Only Rakitin is more base than Raskolnikov, even though both justified their actions as being for the social good.
--
Ivan's monologue is beautiful. He really did transform - at least partially - from egocentric to being willing to suffer to save others. He became the most like Alyosha in the entire book. The closest thing to Fyodor in the book became like Alyosha.
I also find this fascinating:
"...how I want to live now, what a thirst for existence and consciencness has sprung up in me within these peeling walls."

That same zest for life he had at the beginning. That same zest he shared with Ivan and Fyodor and even Alyosha, but which he had more than any of them. But here enhanced even. Better. Purer. True life is in loving God and self-sacrifice. Not egoistic living that destroys body and soul.
Dmitri's belief is that existence is beautiful and good and worth all the pain. That is a direct contradiction with Ivan which thinks existence is NOT worth the suffering. But for Dmitri, even being tortured on the rack is worth it.
The Inquisitor wants to eliminate suffering so that people can even sin like the old Dmitri (remember how he said he would even allow them to do evil). He is doing the people an injustice. It is better to suffer, but live.
Just after this Rakitin says that you could love humanity instead of God and that you should fight for civil rights and all that. Yet Rakitin's own actions, as Dmitri points out, is egocentric and lack any love for the people he manipulates.
Now to be fair he is jsut a man. He says he is afraid that this new man in him will not last. He hasn't reconciled the intellectual side of things. The Ivan side of things. What if God does not exist? Then all the above seems senseless.
Is he willing to COMPLETELY give up his desires - Grushenka - to love humanity and God? Can he make that final push? Should he even?
Four chapters in out of ten and Ivan has only been in the background.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+12)

        That is interesting how we’re 40% of the way through Ivan’s section and although we’ve seen his impact others, we haven’t actually seen him yet. That reminds me of his article from the beginning of the book Ivan seems to hide his true thoughts and true self under layers of obfuscation. I’m eager to catch up with him, seeing how Alyosha seems to be the only one who can uncover the actual Ivan.


    

Not You, Not You!

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XI:  Ivan
Yesterday
Alyosha saw Lise. He then visited Dmitri, who told him Ivan wants to break him out of prison if he is convicted.
Today
	Not You, Not You!

Alyosha found Ivan at Katerina's. He told Ivan that God told him that Ivan is not guilty of the murder.
	The First Interview with Smerdyakov

Ivan went to see Smerdyakov to talk about why he wanted Ivan to leave the house before the murder. Smerdyakov denied any wrongdoing, although he left it a bit ambiguous.

Chapter list
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17 Comments


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+5)

        I really did not notice the first time that Ivan is jealous of Mitya. While I certainly remember Mitya's burning desire for Grushena and subsequent jealousy wrt his father. Something something about Karamazovs..


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        I wonder if Alyosha is jealous over Lise's relationship with Ivan?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+4)

        I think you might be right. Dostoevsky seems to be saying something here about jealousy that I'm not quite picking up on.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+7)

        Loved these chapters. Finally, get to meet Ivan and see what he is up-to.
Loved these chapters. Finally, get to meet Ivan and see what he is up to.is Mitya and not Smerdyakov who killed his father. The narrator themselves admits it should've been the other way around. Ivan is ultimately responsible to plant the idea that "Everything is permissible" in both Mitya's and Smerdyakov's minds and then leaving Fyodor defenseless. I wonder why he feels more responsible towards Smerdyakov's action and would breathe a sigh of relief if it was Mitya who killed Fyodor. Maybe it's because of his personal feelings towards Mitya, or maybe he doesn't even acknowledge that he has planted such an idea in Mitya, and believes Mitya would've done so even without his idea because of his violent nature.
As u/Shigalyov pointed out, everyone except Alyosha seems to be ill or suffering from something, even Ivan. I find it very interesting. I wonder who visits Ivan at his place?


    


    
        [deleted] (+6)

        Ah yes, Alyosha and Ivan part at Dostoevskys iconic "crossroads!" What's to happen next?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        V
Alyosha's message to Ivan from God is fascinating. It is a miracle in itself. 
The narrator strangely says that Alyosha "was speaking now, as it were, not of himself, not of his own will". He knew what Ivan went though without having seen him.
By the way, the more I read this and the more I read articles about this book, the more I am convinced that Ivan really is the main villain in this book. He is the force behind Smerdyakov and Rakitin and Kolya and even Lise. Behind all the maliciousness they have. He is even tempting Dmitri to give up his new ideal of self-sacrifice for others by giving him a way to escape.
Not that he intends for these things out of hatred (although, if he thinks Dmitri is a monster, the reader has to wonder why he is helping him). But still his presence is larger than life. Just these few chapters have shown him working in the shadows.
But clearly he is also haunted by the idea that he killed Fyodor. He was not there to stop it even though he knew something might happen. He inspired both Dmitri and Smerdyakov with the idea that everything is permitted. So whether he believes Dmitri or Smerdyakov did it is immaterial - either way he thinks he allowed it to happen. And he gave the rational for it.
It is also so beautiful how Dostoevsky shifts the focus from Alyosha the past few chapters to Ivan. The moment they parted, the narrator switches to Ivan. It's seemless.
VI
I think this is the first time we see Ivan and Dmitri together alone. A fun fact.
We finally learn that Ivan IS in love with Katerina. He has a "mad and consuming passion" for her. That could help to explain his disgust at Dmitri.
Ivan is beginning to question his own motivations. Those subconscious desires he had when he left for Moscow.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        I think you’ve hit the nail on the head regarding Ivan, Shigalyov.  I'm not sure I'd call him a “villain,” though.  This suggests he’s consciously malevolent, and he’s definitely not that.  Rather, he was just unaware of the repercussions of being so intellectually honest (i.e., how his ideas might influence other less intellectually rigorous characters).
As I've finished Book 11, I'm afraid of giving something away, so maybe I’ll post an elaboration in the next set of chapters.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+3)

        Yes I should have said "antagonist" instead of villain. 
I've read the book before as have others, so you are welcome to share your thoughts and hide the spoilers.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        the more I am convinced that Ivan really is the main villain in this book. He is the force behind Smerdyakov and Rakitin and Kolya and even Lise. Behind all the maliciousness they have.

OH MAN!!!. This is a brain exploding experience for me. I understand and agree with you on this. He is like Stepan Verghovensky in that regard, he isn't evil in himself, but his ideas got twisted and possessed other characters. Brilliant.


    


    
        ivanpkaramazov (+5)

        I really think the comparison with Stepan ver. is not valid here because he is a sociopath and deceives people outright for his own benefits and just makes fools out of people only because he can. He schemes and also involved in a crime ...

Idk how to describe Ivan but he defo is not that person


    


    
        cuban_landscape (+1)

        Sorry I’m 3 years late to this but surely you were thinking of Pyotr Stepanovich?? Nothing gave me the impression that Stepan is a sociopath.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+4)

        Maybe Verkhovensky is more like Rakitin?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+3)

        Yeah, I didn't mean to say that their character is completely same. I meant in that regard Ivan's character similar to Stepan that their ideas got corrupted by others and possessed others. Stepan with Pyotr and Stavrogin etc; Ivan with Dmitry, Smerdyakov, Lize etc. Only that part. 😅


    


    
        SAZiegler (+12)

        My mind is blown a little with the idea that Ivan is the main antagonist. Feel like I need to go back to chapter 1 and start over...


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        Yeah Ivan is always the main shadow. If the book is about Ivan's theory vs Zossima's, then this makes more sense.
Although of course he is also a Karamazov and one of the three protagonists.
Dostoevsky does this so well! Who is the antagonist? Ivan? Smerdyakov? Fyodor? The Inquisitor? Society? Evil?


    


    
        SAZiegler (+12)

        I suppose under the premise that we're all responsible for each other's sins, everyone is the antagonist in some ways. Perhaps Ivan simply stands out since he's a bit more clever than others, so his impact is a bit more profound.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        You are right. Ivan gave the ideological backing for the murder. Dmitri (and Fyodor himself) encouraged the drama that led to it. Grushenka and Katerina are the motivations for these actions. Alyosha even, though his doubt (inspired by Ivan), forgot about Dmitri when he should have been there. Society itself in general gave rise to men like Fyodor, humiliating him in his earlier years.
Even supporting characters are guilty. Rakitin helped Alyosha to Grushenka instead of helping Alyosha. Gregory raised Smerdyakov into who he was. Everyone is actually guilty for Fyodor. Including himself.


    

The Second Visit to Smerdyakov

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XI:  Ivan
Yesterday
Alyosha met Ivan and told him is he did not kill their father. Ivan went to see Smerdyakov, but Smerdyakov denied everything.
Today
	The Second Visit to Smerdyakov

Ivan visited Smerdyakov again and then went to Katerina. She showed him a letter Dmitri wrote saying he would kill his father. She revealed she had visited Smerdyakov herself.
	The Third and Last Interview with Smerdyakov

Ivan went to Smerdyakov again. He finally confessed that he killed Fyodor and that Ivan gave his permission for this.

Chapter list
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9 Comments


    
        DornicGnomeslayer (+9)

        Guyyyys this is crazy no is talking about how Alyosha was right all along and Dimitri is totally innocent!


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+18)

        Poor Ivan.  I feel I need to try to defend him here.
OK, well, Ivan is that godless rationalist that Dostoevsky rails against and repeatedly warns us about.  But it’s not like his discourses (“Without God all things are permitted”) will spur him to action.  On the contrary, they seem to lead him to inertia and despair. For despite (or maybe because of) his rigorous intellectualizing, he sees its limits.
The problem, however, is that lesser (or, at least, more disturbed) minds get swept away by currents of his intellectualizing and, unlike Ivan, act upon and thus live out the consequences of such thinking.  Though Ivan’s thinking has influenced Raikitin, Kolya, Lise, we of course see its most dramatic effect with Smerdyakov.
Smerdyakov claims the murder is what Ivan wanted all along (presumably because he stood to inherit a considerable sum from his father) and so, Smeryakov claims, it’s Ivan who is the real murderer here.
“… because you knew there'd be a murder and you commissioned me to do it, and knowing all about it, you left. That's why I want to prove to you this evening, without any doubt, that it's you who's the real murderer in this case and that, although I killed him, I'm only your accomplice. And, legally, it's you who's the murderer!'”
It’s not unreasonable to think that there was some unconscious Freudian impulse there, but it’s a considerable stretch in my mind to say Ivan was conscious of what he was doing and of how all these events would play out.  Having certain unconscious impulses and not being completely aware of what might happen does not, again in my mind, make you a murderer (it nevertheless might be a good idea for you to learn that what you say around certain mentally unstable people can have serious consequences).
And Smerdyakov seems to take considerable delight in fanning the flames of Ivan’s tortured soul, essentially absolving himself of responsibility and placing it all on Ivan.
“I got that idea, sir, mainly from "everything is permitted"—it was you who taught me that, sir, because you used to say it a lot—because, if there is no eternal God, then there is no virtue and, what's more, absolutely no need for it. You really meant it. That's what I reckoned.'
You worked it out all by yourself?' Ivan smiled wryly.
With your guidance, sir.'”
Can we really say Ivan is responsible for Smerdyakov’s act? Ivan was after all just being brutally intellectually honest.  And most of us can separate out reason (if there is no God, these would be the potential consequences) from practical living (it doesn’t mean we necessarily act upon our rational conclusions).  Is he supposed to lie to himself and others, therefore, because some deranged person might be inspired by his musings to perpetrate horrific acts of violence? I thought we were supposed to never lie?
Can’t we thus see Ivan as the victim here? He needs someone to tell him (I suppose Alyosha is trying) that it’s not his fault.  Something like…  You had good reasons to dislike your father and brother.  I can see why you’d want to extricate yourself from the situation and leave them to fight it out for themselves.  There’s no guarantee that if you had stayed around that it would have changed anything, and maybe it only would have made things worse.  You’re struggling with your own issues (Is there a God? If not, does this really mean everything is permitted? Even if there is a God, can I accept the rules of his creation?).  Maybe someone could have stepped up and helped you out of these conundrums? No, everyone else had their own petty concerns that were presumably so much more important.  You’re supposed to be responsible for everyone else? How about someone being responsible for you!? Well, if you go insane, let it be on their consciences!
I think what Ivan needed more than anything was a good therapist, and/or someone that could challenge him intellectually (i.e., to show him it does not necessarily follow that everything is permissible if there is no God).  If Alyosha truly believed Ivan’s ideology was that dangerous, then he should have found him an intellectual equal, someone that could seriously challenge his conclusions.  Does Alyosha’s ignorance here (like Ivan’s ignorance regarding Smerdyakov) thereby also implicate him in his father’s death?
And how far are we prepared to push the idea that we are all responsible for everyone else? If Ivan is responsible for his father’s death simply because Smerdyakov construed something Ivan said as meaning he was free to do as he pleased, then what are we to do with the countless holy Smerdyakov’s that have committed atrocities against so-called heretics in Jesus’s name? I personally don’t feel He should be blamed and condemned for their ill-conceived actions.  Still, the lesson I take here is that, within reason, we should all be a little more cognizant of what we say and do (or even who we say and do it to).  The right or wrong idea, whether secular or religious, could be the match that lights the fire for a given personality, either tipping them towards salvation or damnation, in a given situation.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+11)

        Yeah, I don't think Ivan is to blame here. He isn't Raskolnikov who would takes action and then regret it; or Stavrogin who takes action just for the heck of it. It's just unfortunate that he didn't account for his ideas being twisted and misunderstood by lesser intellectuals. I just took it as a lesson on how even an idea can cause snowball effect on others.
But is he completely innocent? No. He did wanted his father to be murdered. His guilt isn't because he shares responsibility for murder, but because he momentary wanted murder of his father to happen in the first place. That's why his consciousness is eating him (which I believe is a good thing).


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        I agree that I think it’s good he feels guilty about his father’s murder, and that he reflects upon it and what role he possibly played in bringing it about (as should a lot of characters).  I just hope he doesn’t go insane blaming himself.  I think where I’m having a hard time is with the idea he wanted his father murdered.
It’s reasonable to assume given his situation that it might have crossed his mind (likely multiple times) that it would be better off if his father were dead.  We have all sorts of Freudian sexual and aggressive impulses seething beneath conscious awareness that occasionally bubble up to the surface.  You cannot condemn a man for that; rather, for me anyways, you condemn him for acting on those impulses.
I think the question is whether Ivan deliberately structured the situation so that Smerdyakov would murder his father.  Maybe what we should ask is this: if Smerdyakov had come to him and said, “look, if you go out of town, I’m going to kill your father,” AND if Ivan knew with certainty that he would do what he said, do you think Ivan would have gone out of town? For me, the answer is no, he would have stayed to make sure his father was not murdered.  And so, this also implies, for me anyways, he didn’t really believe his father was in serious danger here and, therefore, that he didn’t really want his father murdered.
Well, at least this is what I would tell him.  It's OK Ivan, God loves you, you're not the murderer here.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+17)

        VII
only here does Ivan really start to accept his own motivations. That he did indeed want his father to be killed.
It reminds me of Dmitri who said that he accepts his guilt not because he killed his father, but because he wanted to and might have done so.
There's also a very obvious parallel here. Dmitri had three ordeals, ordeals which are also metaphorical as they relate to the three torments in Russian Orthodoxy that a soul undergoes after death. Here Ivan has three interviews with Smerdyakov where he too finally learns his own true nature. The question is how he will be afterwards.
The letter is interesting. Ivan is constantly presented with conclusive proof of Dmitri's guilt. As a man of reason, it seems he himself is forced to look beyond the rational to discover the real truth. It would be easy for him to take all this evidence and believe he is innocent. But his conscience, his soul, which peers deeper than reality, knows more and will not let him get away by reason alone.
We also learn why he hates Dmitri. Because Dmitri murdered his father. But now we can invert this. If Smerdyakov murdered Fyodor, and if Ivan is thus partly to blame, then Ivan must hate himself and hold himself morally guilty. 
Yet it all goes against his rational ideology that everything is permitted. But the moral law will not be ignored.
VIII
One article pointed out the signifance of the song the drunk peasant sings. Vanka is short for Ivan. Ivan who went to Petersburg (Moscow) and didn't come back. As the article points out, Ivan even "kills" the peasant like he metaphorically killed his father. He knew the peasant might freeze to death, but initially left him to die. In the same way he knew his father would be murdered, but he let it happen.
otice Smerdyakov, like Alyosha, told Ivan that he did not murder their father. How did Alyosha know? God told him. How did Smerdyakov know? Did God tell him as well? But this is a stretch, as just after it Smerdyakov says that Ivan did in fact murder him. I shouldn't be so quick to analyse everything.
I also like this. Jhat just as Ivan was visited by the >!devil!<, so Smerdyakov was visited by God.
There's no phantom here, but only us two... And one other. He is here, that third one, between us.
That third is God Himself, Providence.

In this chapter Ivan is finally faced with the practical result of his ideology. Just like Raskolnikov, he realises the true horror of believing that everything is permissible. It's all fun and games, until someone actually does it.
Gregory being wrong about the door hammers in the point that you should not lie to yourself. If you do, you might convict your adopted son of murder.
Smerdyakov does not want the money. He became annoyed at Ivan (for the first time?) when Ivan pointed to the inconsistency of saying everything is permitted if Smerdyakov no longer wants the money. Smerdyakov too is a Karamazov and also has that glimpse of the good in him. A conscience. Even if it is small. But we will see if this seed is enough.
It was so stupid of Ivan to take the money though! Idiot!
But he chose to sacrifice his own ego and his future to confess at the trial. Or he intended to. And, for a moment, just like Dmitri and Alyosha he felt "joy was springing up in his heart".
That weight on his shoulders fell off, like that strange visitor in Zossima's past.
It was also then when he approached resurrection and abandoned his pride that he helped the peasant. In a sense, as one article pointed out, saving his father by saving the peasant. A true act of charity.
The way he helped this drunken peasant and took him to a house and paid for him reminds me of the good Samaritan.
But when did this joy fade away? When he hesitated. When he decided not to confess at once.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+5)

        But he chose to sacrifice his own ego and his future to confess at the trial. Or he intended to.

Yeah. As I was reading, I realised that it could be a redemption arc for Ivan too (possibly, maybe?). He is been ill and tormented by the possibility of guilt, and now it's been confirmed that Smerdyakov indeed killed Fyodor, he want to confess everything in court. >!And he did do it, alongside with making detailed plan to escape Dmitry, to right his wrongs, it's kind of his way for redemption!<
Excellent analysis.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+22)

        It seems as though Smerdyakov serves as a fun-house mirror for who Ivan might become if he fully gives into his "logical" side. The side that tells him that "everything is lawful" and the side that S parrots when he stresses the value of being sensible. The side of Ivan that idolizes being clever has to admit that S is "far cleverer than I thought." Ivan seems to recognize and reject this connection: "But if he is the murderer... then, of course, I am the murderer too." And this then further reinforces Dostoevsky's idea that we are all responsible for each other's sins. But if this is true, then I suppose many people can responsible for each other's salvation as well, and hopefully we catch a glimpse of that when Ivan takes care of the beggar that he had previously injured.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        then I suppose many people can responsible for each other's salvation as well

I like this idea a lot. We are responsible for each other sins, but we can also help each other with salvation. Beautifully expressed.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Almost like Dimitry saying "I bow down for the suffering of all man"  or something like that


    

The Devil. Ivan's Nightmare

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XI:  Ivan
Yesterday
Today
	The Devil. Ivan's Nightmare
	It Was He Who Said That

Chapter list
Character list


12 Comments


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+20)

        As another post suggested (but apparently now deleted), Ivan doesn’t really believe his own conclusions (“everything is permitted”).  I’m inclined to agree with this.  As an intellectual, he obviously enjoys working things out rationally.  I get the feeling he enjoys a good debate and like that gadfly of Athens, Socrates, taking considerable delight in showing others the absurdity of their beliefs.  But, also like Socrates, I get the sense he sees through the absurdity of his own beliefs (What did Socrates say? I feel I’m better off than others because whereas they know nothing but think they know something, I neither know nor think that I know anything.  Or something to that effect…).
And then, yes, his horror comes from the realization that someone else, namely Smerdyakov, was unable to separate out the ‘ideas’ from ‘the person’, such that he believed Ivan’s intellectualizing was a reflection of his true desires (i.e., how could someone express such ideas and not actually believe them?).  If I recall correctly, as the poster put it, Smerdyakov in failing to “separate the idea from the person” assumed he was fulfilling what Ivan truly wanted when he murdered Fyodor.
Ivan, of course, is absolutely horrified when he discovers (or comes to the full realization of) how his ideas infected Smerdyakov and pushed him to commit the sin of sins.  And this leads to what is effectively a mental breakdown.  Also, as the post suggested, Smerdyakov’s suicide might in fact reflect some realization on his part that the ‘ideas’ generated by Ivan and Ivan ‘the person’ were not in fact one and the same and, therefore, that he ultimately made a grave mistake.
Feel free to modify if I missed the mark on this!
All of this, again, speaks to how ideas can easily run amok, infect people, and spur them on to commit monstrous acts.  I really have no idea what the solution to that is, however, as even the best of intentioned ideas (whether philosophical or religious… think of all those ill-interpreted biblical passages) when they infect the wrong person can have catastrophic consequences (and censorship is surely not an option).  Perhaps education is the key, namely, teaching people to be mindful: though we may think we possess ideas, it’s often the case that ideas possess us (I forgot who said that!).
At any rate, time to see if Dmitry can overcome the mountain of evidence against him! Free Dmitry! Attica! Attica!


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        You are spot on with Ivan.
Ivan is HUMAN. Smeryakov forced him to face the conflict between his values and his humanity. "He has an idea in him" separating him from Smerdyakov.
He's similar to Raskolnikov in that way.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+13)

        Except I don’t really think he believed what he said.  I mean to say, I don’t think it was a value he held exactly.  Rather, it was a conundrum he couldn’t intellectually get himself out of (“If there is no God, then all things are permitted”).  Certainly, he had to know anyone who follows such a philosophy will sooner or later run into difficulties; it’s not a viable option for basing one’s life around (that’s why he himself never acted upon it).  But, I agree with you, the incident with Smerdyakov had to make it all too real for him (a thought experiment brought to life!).
But don’t all ideas separate us from others? I often joke you should never let an idea get in the way of a good relationship.  And this would even include the idea of God.  Let’s assume that I’m a Christian.  A madman captures my son and demands I publicly denounce Christ as nothing but a fairy tale and not practice my faith for the rest of my life.  Do I do it to save my child? Would I do it to save a stranger? Or will I let my value (my belief in Christ) get in the way of my humanity (saving my child or even a stranger)? Obviously, this is an extreme example.  But we can scale it down to everyday relationships.  Those we associate with invariable share our values: we feel more comfortable around them and are kinder to them.  How do we break through our disparate value systems and embrace our humanity? Does not this even require the abandonment of the idea of God?
Maybe this was Ivan’s true horror (or it’s probably just mine!).  We are incapable of ever truly embracing our humanity because we’re incapable of loving without having a reason to do it (i.e., that it will get me to an afterlife). If we could only drop the reasons (the ideas of Christ, God, an afterlife, or any secular one of your choosing) and just love, then the Kingdom of Heaven would manifest.  But no, we need these mediating ideas, ideas unfortunately that keep us forever at odds with one another.


    


    
        [deleted] (+2)

        What about a mutual, conscious and clear understanding/idea between two people that they won't let any idea come in between and destroy their love for each other and hence relationship.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+24)

        Just as Dostoevsky shows that goodness is not some enormous act (e.g., a body smelling beautifully after death) but rather small acts from ordinary people (e.g., an onion), we see the same with evil. The devil is not some giant, monstrous red monster, but a simple gentleman. And torture is not hideous acts (e.g., butthole spiders from The Good Place) but, as Ivan realizes "so cleverly: conscience").
In addition to The Good Place, this section made me think of Hannah Arendt's work on the banality of evil, C.S. Lewis' The Screwtape Letters, the song based on that book by The Oh Hellos "Dear Wormwood," and the Russian novel Master and Margarita. I'm curious if any of those were influenced by TBK.


    


    
        No-Photograph-3161 (+1)

        Same! The character is also quite similar to Woland in Master and Margarita. Same nonchalance


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        Ooouuuiiiii!  This Mr. Beelzebub is quite rational, and well articulated.  Taking the very core of what Ivan believes, and using it to challenge the very foundation upon which Ivan believes.  If you're so rational to believe that I dont exist because you have no mathematical proof, then why am I sitting here talking with you now?  If for a second you didnt believe I truly existed, then why formulate such a strong argument?
Using the phrase from Descartes, "I think, therefore I am" either the Doctors [by which you, and I rejected(See notes from the underground)] were correct and I'm a figment of your imagination, or I do exist, but not because I want to, but because the people feel it necessary for me to sow chaos(See also notes from the underground regarding logic, and utilitarianism).
P.s. I have to go ti work, so I may comeback to add to my discussion as it percolates


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        You're right about him actualizing Ivan's theories. Which makes sense, considering this follows Ivan watching in horror as Smeryadov put into action Ivan's ideas (all things are lawful).


    


    
        [deleted] (+4)

        It's also typical Satan too


    


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        I've treated him badly over Father Zossima.

What do we make of that?
As noted yesterday, it's interesting that whereas Smerdyakov is hallucinating (?) God, Ivan is hallucinating the devil. 
One article also pointed it a contrast to Christ in the Grand Inquisitor. Whereas Jesus is quiet, the Devil does not shut up.
I like how you can never tell with Dostoevsky whether a real supernatural event occurs or whether everything is just psychological. Recall the beginning where Zossima also admitted that it is difficult to distinguish between the two.
Over-analyzing again: but it's fitting that Ivan's dream (as opposed to Dmitri and Alyosha's) should be the most real and materialistic, seeing how Ivan himself is the most rational of them all.
The hosannah must be tried in the crucible of doubt and so on...

Dostoevsky is imparting Dostoevsky's own words here. In a letter he said the following. I got it from a journal article:
After completing The Brothers Karamazov, while  laboring over an answer to the liberal thinker K. Kavelin, Dostoevskij made a notation that partially corrects a key statement in his letter to Fonvizina, namely that he would be subject to unbelief and doubt "till the coffin lid shuts":
"Not as a boy do I believe in Christ and profess Him, but my Hosanna has passed through a big crucible of doubt, as the devil says in my novel.

The story of the man who walks so long is nice. It's like Sysiphus, but with an ending. You have to start somewhere, and it will be worth it.
And I swar to you by all that's sacred, I longed to join the choir and shout hosannah with them all.

And again:
I know that at the end of all things I will be reconciled. I, too, shall walk my quadrilion miles and learn the secret.

Dostoevsky might have followed some (common? fringe?) Orthodox view that even the Devil could be and indeed would eventually be redeemed. In fact one article pointed out that in an old Russian translation, during the temptation of Christ, Jesus did not say "Get thee behind me, Satan", but instead, "Follow me, Satan". Just this week I read a fascinating article by a famous Orthodox theologian who lived after Dostoevsky who argued very well for the eventual redemption of Satan.
From the journal article:
When Christ appears in Seville everyone recognizes Him, even Ivan, who knows Him in his heart. Moreover, in the finale of his poem he creates a metaphysically genuine situation: Christ leaves while the Inquisitor remains in the dungeon; his only option is to follow Christ out, step by step (Fokin, 1996: 199).
In the Slavonic text of the Gospel according to Matthew, when in the desert Satan tells Christ to worship him, Christ responds not "Away with you Satan," but "Follow Me Satan, for it is written: Worship the Lord your God and serve Him only" (Matt 4: 10). In his poem Ivan also expresses the secret hope for divine forgiveness; after all, he cannot help but compare himself to the Grand Inquisitor and might indeed have this title in Freemasonry (Vetlovskaja, 1978: 96). He also hopes not to be forgotten by God irrevocably; after all, in his paraphrase of the apocrypha he stresses those sinners who are already fully submerged in the fiery sea. He is ready even for an ascetic labor for the sake of gaining faith; we have no reason to doubt the devil's remark that Ivan "secretly desires" to join "the ascetic fathers" (PSS 15: 80).
But even this would not save Ivan because of his isolation from other people, whom he openly despises. After all Dostoevskij underscores his similarity to Fr Ferapont: both are continually seeing devils, and even the color of the devil's tails ("brown") coincides.

X
Ivan speaks clearly about himself despite his delirium. He admits he likes Lise, likes Alyosha, and that he himself is a romantic. "I would never have admitted it to myself". Alyosha and Dmitri both had trials before they had dreams which revealed to them their true natures and desires. Ivan also had trials and a nightmare.
And this is the end of the book on Ivan. Unresolved. The rational man ending in delusion, at least for now. But he still has a choice to make.
Now all three brothers had their moment. Even Smerdyakov had his character development. Now the plot can move forward.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        The devil in this chapter and Satan from Master and margarita brings such a different perspective from thier usual convention images. I find the idea of Devil appearing as an old man having joint pain, afterlife having "third department" and having doubts even in afterlife because of rationality humurous. Especially the anecdote the Devil gave, about that non believer guy who refused to accept afterlife and refused to walk quadrillion kms. But after eons, one day he just started to walk, and now he is one of the most enthusiastic believer among them. This somewhat strengthen the idea that believers and non-believers aren't that different afterall. There's a thin line in between and one could cross the line in either direction (like in one of a previous chapter it was stated that one day Alyosha decided to be a monk, he could've easily be a nihilist).
It was a bit difficult to see Ivan having breakdown. A man of such intellect reducing to this state feels bad.
The opening scene from Jésus de Montréal pops up in my mind whenever I think of Ivan-Smerdyakov's third interview and Smerdyakov's suicide. Though it's a bit exaggerated, I like it. Interesting movie overall.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        Before I forget I'll write this as I'm creating these posts.
From the title, Ivan has a nightmare. Alyosha and Dmitri had dreams. There's something in that. Just before I forget.


    

The Fatal Day

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XII: A Judicial Error
Yesterday
Ivan had his final meetings with Smerdyakov. He decided to go to the trial, but he ended up deeply sick and delirious.
Today
	The Fatal Day

The trial started. We learn about the prosecutor and defense. The case has attracted attention from all over Mother Russia.
	Dangerous Witnesses

Hostile witnesses were brought in whose credibilities were each damaged by Fetyukovich, although the evidence they gave remained untouched: Gregory, Rakitin, and the Poles.
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        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        Kind of felt bad when most of the people already believes Mitya to be guilty, without giving him a proper chance to presents his case. But then I realizes that me, a reader, have been judging his character so far, and if not for not Smerdyakov's confession, I might've been on their side too. Made me think that Humans are not very good judge of characters, and we should leave judging to God (I think this idea have came up in one of the previous chapters).
Fetyukovich's rational counters to all the accusations made so far is impressive. It would be interesting to see how he fights the case.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Oh that’s a great point. Dostoevsky could’ve had the wrongly accused be an angel, but to really strike the ‘no one can judge’ theme he kind of needed Mitya to be a bit of an ass. It puts us in the same shoes as the townspeople, which is kind of genius.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+16)

        I remember that this book was very popular in Russia. It was released in parts at a time, so by the point of the trial a lot of people were reading it.
It is therefore fitting that just as all of the Russian society came to the trial in the book, so all of Russia - real Russia - came to the trial to judge Dostoevsky's character. Society, both in the book, and reality, will judge him.
I also pointed out a possible parallel a while ago which might be a stretch. That in the book you had creation (Dmitri as a child), a fall (Dmitri and Grushenka), resurrection (at Mokroe), and now you have judgment. As though it follows the Biblical pattern.
But to the book:
I
It's worth noting that the narrator admits that he left out certain details and even changed the order of events. Later on he also dismisses the peasants judges who are too stupid to judge this case. Look at the last chapter of Book 12: The Peasants Stand Firm.
A journal article pointed out that in a way Dostoevsky's action are judged on the peasant morality. On real Russian morality. What happens at the end of the trial happens because people misunderstand what the peasants really want. And that in turn ties into the larger theme of the book, of populists with new ideas who think they are fighting for the peasants, while also rejecting peasant values and faith.
It's also interesting how the narrator himself becomes a spectator. He went from omnipresent god to another character at the court. Although from the beginning he has shown his bias (remember how he apologised for "wasting" the readers time speaking about Smerdyakov and Gregory, for being peasants interestingly enough).
The speed at which people visited the trial also brought to mind what Lise said. That people deep down love a murder. It is exciting for them.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        The alignment of the interest in the serialized release of these chapters with the interest within the book in the trial is an interesting one. I wonder if that is partially why the narrator stresses multiple times that he will not be going into every detail of the case. Perhaps that is Dostoevsky speaking to his audience, who has been waiting for this moment for some time. (Anyone know how long it had been since he had started releasing chapters?) This disinterest in being a glorified Law & Order story makes sense too; if all men are responsible for each others' sins, then there are multiple people who are "guilty" in this trial, so it makes sense that Dostoevsky wouldn't be too interested in all the logistics of the case.
Your comment that "people deep down love a murder" brings to mind how the population relished Zosima's "downfall."


    


    
        [deleted] (+7)

        The judicial reforms of the era seem to provide rich material for Dostoevsky. The two advocates perhaps represent the Slavophile-Westerner debates of the mid-nineteenth century. Is it foreboding the Dmitri is represented by the urbane ‘westerner’ from Moscow, given Dostoevsky’s slavophile proclivities?


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        That last sentence of yours. Keep it in mind when you read the last chapter of Book 12.


    


    
        [deleted] (+8)

        Will do! I’m really nervous for Dmitri! I guess that sense of foreboding is what makes Dostoevsky a superb novelist..


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Completely agree. Dostoevsky reminds me a bit of Tarantino in that he perfectly stretches out tension, placing you on the edge of your seat, just waiting for it to snap.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Nice comparison!


    

The Medical Experts and a Pound of Nuts

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XII: A Judicial Error
Yesterday
Today
	The Medical Experts and a Pound of Nuts
	Fortune Smiles on Dmitri
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        Shigalyov (+14)

        III
The three doctors are interesting. Herzenstubbe is a German. A Westerner. But one who became Russian in his love and care for others. He therefore sees the good in Dmitri.
I just wonder what the significance of Dmitri forgetting about the Holy Spirit has to do with the story? The Holy Spirit is the one who indwells Christians after Christ left. Whom you only received after your rebirth. So in a sense I suppose it makes sense that Dmitri forgot about the Spirit while he was still in sin?
The tale of the nuts also reminds me of the story of the onion. Just a small gift, that makes a lasting impression. In fact nuts - a type of seed - is especially apt. It was planted in Dmitri's soul.
The other doctor comes from Petersurg I think. Petersburg had a symbolic place in Dostoevsky's imagination. It is an artificial city. It was built as a new capital exactly to make Russia more Western. To have it focus on Europe. So the doctor's rationalism and psychological approach (note how Dmitri called him a "Bernard" - a materialist scientist) is Western, despite being a Russian.
IV
Katerina gave Dmitri the money knowing he would use it. That's wrong. Maybe she wanted to help. Maybe she saw it as an opportunity to get him in her power. Before she was in his debt for what he did to her. But since then he was in her debt. And it drove him mad. 
It also brings to mind the Inquisitor who would even let people sin for their own sake. Like she allowed him to do.
Edit: To elaborate on the above, take the Inquisitor analogy further. She allowed him to sin out of her love for him. What she - and the Inquisitor - do not account for is that people would still feel convicted by their conscience.
Grushenka being Rakitin's cousin is fitting. Both of them have a corrupted soul. Rakitin the divinity student - the "Christian" - who is actually the opposite. And Grushenka. The (presumably) fallen women who like the old lady in her tale wants redemption and is willing to be kind to Alyosha. Just a tenuous idea.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+10)

        There were two parts of these chapters that I couldn't figure out, and am hoping someone here can clarify. A lot is made of which way Mitya looked as he entered the court: Towards the women to his left, towards his defense to his right, or towards the judge straight ahead. This is later mirrored when Dostoevsky points out that Grushenka looked straight ahead as well. Do these three directions have some significance I'm not quite grasping?
Also, Katerina's testimony seemed to have helped Mitya, but afterwards he shouted "Katya, why have you ruined me?" and "Now I am condemned." Why was this his interpretation? Or is this something that will be made clear in the next few chapters?


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+6)

        For the second question, I think Mitya is seeking salvation through hardship. But Katya's testimony gave defence attorney something solid to work on and his chance to deportation to Siberia seems less likely.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Ohh you're right. Wasn't thinking of it that way. Thanks!


    

A Sudden Catastrophe

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XII: A Judicial Error
Yesterday
The doctors discussed Dmitri. Alyosha remembered the detail of Dmitri striking himself above his heart, which he realised alluded to the money he had with him.
Today
	A Sudden Catastrophe

Ivan and Katerina gave their testimonies. Katerina showed the court the letter of Dmitri saying he would kill his father.
	The Prosecutor's Speech. Sketches of Character

The prosecutor gave a speech about how the Karamazov family represents society.
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        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+14)

        When I read this, I was like, what the hell just happened? Ha-ha… Hell hath no fury indeed.  It was like watching an episode of Jerry Springer.  Human beings (Katerina and Grushenka) at their worst.
Well, Ivan did what Smerdyakov said he wouldn’t do and told the truth.  But, yeah, unfortunately he’s seen as “off his rocker” by this point and thus not credible.  Ivan’s being far too hard on himself; there’s plenty of blame to go around. Then again, seriously dealing with some unpleasant truths about being human (unconscious desires we all have and that what we do has ripple effects for better and for worse) isn’t easy. At any rate, yes, not looking good for Dmitry.


    


    
        [deleted] (+3)

        Let's not forget Ivan, as a staunch rationalist with his beliefs can almost be considered nihilistic(if god does not exist, then everything's permitted).  Nihilism, a very well refuted point in many of Dostoevskys work often leads to the character down a path of self destruction.  And throughout the book we can see how he travels this path, and finally as Ivan meets with Alyosha at the crossroads (another key symbol in Dostoevsky novels), they separate.  In a sense Ivan leaves Alyosha bitter, and upset which will ultimately define the road he decided to travel


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+20)

        Ivan… well all the brothers really, are complicated.  I wonder if we should look at each brother’s predominant ‘way of being’ as a way of coping with their situation, maybe different reactions to their father (or lack thereof).  Whereas Alyosha retreated into spirituality and Dmitry into sensuality, Ivan’s was a retreat into rationality.  Each of these can provide an effective means of coping with the terror of one’s existence.  In fact, it’s likely quite normal for people to find some measure of peace in religion (e.g., the comfort of ritual and prayer), various sensual pursuits (e.g., the distraction of recreational drug use or casual sex), or reason (e.g., the emotional distance that rationalizing things affords).  But each of these can also be carried to an extreme: becoming a religious zealot (killing others in the name of your faith) or retreating too far into yourself (becoming a hermit); becoming a drug or sex addict; or mistaking your rational abstractions for reality (which then might lead you to conclude in your hubris that you know what’s best for everyone… and this, of course, can lead you to all sorts of calamities).
Dostoevsky has certainly given us many examples of how the latter can play itself out.  And Ivan is another example of this.  He is nihilistic, yes, but not is the way, say, Raskolnikov is.  Ivan does not seem to really believe in what he says (i.e., If there is no God, then everything is permitted).  As I’ve said before, it’s a conclusion he’s rationally reached that he can’t work himself out of (because, for him, even if there is a God, the way He’s set things up is intolerable to Ivan), and that leads him to nihilism (for himself, anyways, life is not worth living).  Of course, anything that leads to nihilism is unacceptable, a solution must be had.
Dostoevsky’s works can certainly be a punch to the gut so to speak for many that have started down that road.  And, if so, they’ve served their purpose.  But in the case of TBK, we see how a father’s lack of care for his sons led to their torment and, ultimately, his own downfall. We see how disingenuousness, animosity, and vindictiveness reverberates across people, space, and time.   Perhaps, as Zosima taught, the antidote is indeed truth, love, and forgiveness.  Well, it seems as good a remedy as any!


    


    
        teardropdiaries (+2)

        Beautiful insight !


    


    
        BookLover1888 (+3)

        This is an excellent overall character analysis.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        That Jerry Springer connection is spot-on!


    


    
        [deleted] (+10)

        I didnt realize this until I read the prosecution's speech, but a reoccurring theme in Dostoevsky is a female character who helps save the main character from himself.
In the scene with the polish gentleman, afterwards when Grushenka confesses her love to Mitya, Mitya ends up deciding not to shoot himself.
Not necessarily profound, but still noteworthy


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        Excellent point. Grushenka and Alyosha too.
Women either save them or destroy them.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+17)

        One article pointed out an interesting parallel between Ivan and the Stranger from Zossima's recollection.
He said that Zossima's recollection might intentionally be somewhat unrealistic. An intentional caricature. In his story the Stranger confesses to the murder, relieving his conscience, and no one is affected by it.
So you would expect the same for Ivan. Yet, cruelly, like the Stranger no one believes him. And he wants them to. His confession also does not seem to help Dmitri or even himself.
I wondered why Ivan is most like his father as Smerdyakov said. Then I realised: Ivan's Reason gives the necessary justification for Fyodor's behaviour. If everything is permissible, then not only is murdering Fyodor acceptable, but also living like him.
He hates his father but he cannot actually condemn him for anything.
I like this part from Ivan:
I think I am in my right mind.. In the same evil mind as all of you



    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        Wow, a lot happened in these chapters. Suddenly circumstances don't quite look as favourable to Dmitry as before. It's unfortunate how Ivan's Delirium tremens kind of made him insane. Though he spoke rationally in court, no one takes his testimony seriously, seeing his condition.
Katya gives new meaning to the phrase, "hell hath no fury like a woman scorned". Her statements completely shows her vanity. This incident makes me think she cares for Ivan much more than Mitya or her pride. It's a shame that she hadn't been honest with herself and Ivan, ruining both of them. I wonder how things might have turn out to be if only Ivan gave testimony in better condition, or Katya hadn't just burst out after Ivan's statement.
Prosecutor Ippolit Kirillovich seems so similar to Ippolit from The Idiot, both are Ill with consumption, passionate young men, possibly on their deathbeds, want to be on the center of the spotlight if only of a moment. I found his speech full of passionate rhetorics but lacking in a definite prove. He only made his case not on rationality but on his personal beliefs, constantly emphasizing on "how could he not have done so?" and not on "did he really did so?".
Would be interesting to see how the "rational" defence attorney would counter, and how things turns out to be for each character.


    

A Historical Survey

    Discussion from r/dostoevsky (2021)

Book XII: A Judicial Error
Yesterday
Ivan and Katerina gave their testimonies. She showed them Dmitri's letter.
The prosecutor started his speech.
Today
	A Historical Survey

The prosecutor continued his overview of the case.
	A Treatise on Smerdyakov

The prosecutor continued, but first showed why Smerdyakov is innocent.

Chapter list
Character list


15 Comments


    
        Shigalyov (+10)

        As I read the prosecutor's speech I thought that so little has been said about Smerdyakov. Even among us here. 
He hanged himself. Why? So as not to throw guilt on Dmitri. Why? Because he felt guilty. He was visited by God, as Ivan was visited by the devil.
One article mentioned how in the beginning of the book, Smerdyakov said that a faith which is willing to endure persecution (I think) is impossible, except for "one or two monks in the desert". The article pointed out that even here was a grain of faith and doubt in Smerdyakov's own soul.
And indeed in the last visit from Ivan his copy of the French manual was replaced by a book of an Orthodox Church father.
This is out of place for this chapter, but I wanted to say more for him.
VII
So Ivan Karamazov's presence seemed to everyone a guarantee of peace and order in the house.

There is a truth to this. As I mentioned before, in Plato and other philosophers' conception of the soul they divided it into three parts: reason, desire, and passion. Reason is supposed to rule over the other two. Not destroy them, but conduct them appropriately. In a sense that's what happened when Ivan left. Real reason also left. Passion and desire murdered Fyodor as they were unconstrained by real Reason. Ivan's Reason has been corrupted, and allowed these passions to rule.
But that's a stretch as always.
VIII
The prosecutor mentioned that Ivan exchanged notes for two coups of five thousand each. And he used this as proof that the money he showed wasn't Fyodor's. How cruel that Ivan, attempting to set Dmitri free to ease his guilt, only helped to further damn Dmitri's case.
The prosecutor goes on to note that the fact that Ivan did not report the confession at once is further proof he is lying. Again, Ivan simly hesitating to do what is right undermined his own future sacrifice.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+4)

        It seems like Smerdyakov decided to return his ticket to God.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+5)

        That's the thing. At the end he didn't. Although instead of redemption he chose suicide.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        Isn’t suicide returning your ticket? He could have chosen what God offered him, namely, suffering and then, correspondingly, redemption.  But he seemed to reject suffering and, in turn, redemption by taking his own life.  In short, he rejected God.  Ivan didn’t return his ticket… yet.  For the moment, anyways, he seems to have accepted suffering and, therefore, the possibility for redemption.  It’s seems all of the brothers did, except Smerdyakov.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+8)

        Intriguing argument. I'll think about it.


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+8)

        Apologies for hijacking the conversation, but Smerdyakov reasoning which is also applicable to his suicide is plainly described in Book III Chapter 7. By rejecting suffering on earth, he rejects God, so he is out of faith and its rules, thus his suicide will not be counted as sin, so it's the most logical way to avoid suffering - straightforwardly earthy one plus, given his logic, the possible one in afterlife.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        Another fascinating point. I think you are right.
Although his return to faith at the end makes me think he wasn't so cynical this time.


    


    
        Val_Sorry (+5)

        Although his return to faith at the end

I'm not sure about that, but I've read TBK long time ago, so perhaps just don't remember. So once again, apologies for intervention, my argument can be just off.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+6)

        No I think you're on the right track. Buy Dostoevsky leaves Smerdyakov's final beliefs ambiguous.
In fact I don't think we ever see inside his mind the entire book.


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+12)

        I really don’t like Smerdyakov.  I mean at gut level.  I find him repulsive.  But when I step back and think about it, I can reason out he’s the character I should feel the most compassion for.  His biological (think of who his parents were) and social (how lowly he’s viewed by others and the sense of alienation he must have) circumstances set him up for failure.  He never had a chance.  God condemned him from the beginning.  Can you blame him for rejecting the latter and returning the ticket?
Is he, then, one of the weak ones the Grand Inquisitor talked about? He was just incapable of making it into the Kingdom of Heaven.  But if we recognize his sin is everyone’s sin, we can see how each character could have made a difference if only they thought about others a bit more than themselves: Alyosha’s spiritual quest and retreating into the monastery; Dmitry in his pursuit of drinking, money, and women; and Ivan in his reification and preoccupation with intellectual abstractions.  If they turned their attention towards helping the lowliest among them, Smerdyakov, they might have averted disaster and collectively raised one another up – and thus helped Smerdyakov to attain the Kingdom of Heaven (from a Christian perspective).
You know, I was thinking, it’s too bad Christian salvation is based on individual merit.  If Christ only decreed that unless you are all saved none of you will be saved (or, at least, you will be judged based on the extent to which you are collectively able to walk in my footsteps), then people would be much more oriented towards helping one another.  And you couldn’t just punish, alienate, ostracize, or eliminate a nonbeliever because that would mean you’ve collectively failed.  Instead, you’d have to find a way to bring them as close to Christ (so embodying truth, love, and forgiveness) as possible (given their particular biological endowments and social circumstances) all while still embodying Christ yourself.  I don’t know, just a thought.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+14)

        It strikes me that prosecutor has some odd assessments of people's character. He describes Rakitin as talented, when we know he's kind of a fraud, Hohlakov as highly-esteemed, when we know she's a buffoon, and Smerdyakov as of weak intellect, when we know he's overly analytical. This lines up with his whole case: He's got the facts right, but his interpretation of them is a bit off.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+13)

        Smerdyakov as of weak intellect, when we know he's overly analytica

I saw that too. He underestimates Smerdyakov's intellect. All of the "facts" he gave were planted by Smerdyakov, like leaving the letter in the room and the epileptic fit.
It's interesting that he thinks these people so great and virtuous and refuses to think they have bad motives. Yet he imputes bad motives to Dmitri, Grushenka, Alyosha and Ivan. He basically calls them all liars.
The one moment Dmitri is so rational that he did not feel a thing: wanting to see if Gregory is dead and planning ahead. The next moment Dmitri made a mistake, like leaving the letter on the floor, because reason has left him.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        Yeah. It's a good example of how our preconceived notions and desires can make us see only selective truth. We know that Kirillovich have been humiliated by Ivan in the past and bears ill will towards him. He knows about Dmitry's not so great attitude in the past and passionately believes Dmitry to be the killer. This all is making him see all the facts in such a way that justifies his own biases against the Karamazovs brothers.
Humans are never completely unbiased. I might be overthinking but the idea that humans are not worthy to judge others seems prominent here.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        I think you're right about our inability to properly judge others. Dostoevsky stresses that we're all responsible for the sins of others, and that everyone contributed to the death of Fyodor, which means that there's going to be some damning evidence no matter who is on trial, but we're going to be hard pressed to "prove" that one person is fully responsible. Doing so puts people into the good/evil binary that Zossima and Alyosha warn us about.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+7)

        Excellent point! Part of the confusion in this case is exactly that no single person is responsible for the murder. Smerdyakov directly, but society, current ideologies, the flaws of the Karamazovs, everything caused this.
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        Kokuryu88 (+10)

        I've been waiting to hear what defence attorney have to say about the case. So far he stated correctly that there's no solid proof against Mitya, and all the proofs given don't have any weight to them. Excited to see what more he has to deliver at the court.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+13)

        And his comments on how psychology can be used were interesting. I feel like Dostoevsky is a brilliant writer at exposing the psychology of his characters, so I felt like that passage meant something that I just wasn't picking up on.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+9)

        Yeah that was very interesting point. Sums up well that one's belief and notions plays vital role in how they're going to perceive something. Two people, by extrapolating from their previous ideas/experience can come out with totally opposite theories from the same point of reference.
He had such a strong understanding of human psyche.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+17)

        It strikes me that this trial would be fitting and probable if Dimitri had not had his epiphany. You can imagine that his life would have resulted in a violent murder of someone stemming from all the assumptions that the lawyer is making. Or even if things turned out a little differently with Grigori's recovery. In that sense, the lawyer isn't necessarily wrong with his read of Dimitri, but simply outdated. He put Dimitri 1.0 on trial when we have moved on to Dimitri 2.0.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        He put Dimitri 1.0 on trial when we have moved on to Dimitri 2.0.

One article put this well. At the very moment when Dmitri was at his best - giving a party to give away Grushenka to her former lover - that moment is used by others as his greatest debasement: partying after murdering his father.
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        Kokuryu88 (+14)

        Really liked Fetyukovitch's speech in these chapters. Liked how he empathize on the point that Dmitry shouldn't be blamed just because they couldn't find someone else to blame, and that they're deciding fate of a person, whether he'll have a chance for salvation or be damned for the rest of his life. Felt much more mature than the speech of Prosecutor.
Someone had commented few chapters ago that Smerdyakov's suicide was not because of guilt or seeking redemption, but because of despair he returned the ticket to God. I found that idea interesting but didn't thought much about it. But reading this chapter, the bit where Fetyukovitch pointed out the same, that Smerdyakov's suicide was an action out of despair, that hit hard. To have such massive amount of unhappiness and despair that giving up own life seems much easier than to face it. Smerdyakov maybe antagonist of the story but I can't help but feel sorry for the bastard.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+13)

        Agreed about it being more mature. And honest as well, as is acknowledged with applause when he says "I want to be truthful and sincere to the end. Let us all be sincere."  I think part of that honesty is humility, which he gets at when he asks "why should we assume everything as we imagine it, as we make up our own minds to imagine it?" All this reminds me of Zossima's plea to be honest with ourselves.
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        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+7)

        One other thing I thought worth mentioning...
I also saw the lawyers speech  as an argument for family, in particular a cautionary tale about what can go wrong if father’s do not take their responsibilities seriously (i.e., the kids will be messed up and all hell will break loose).  The very integrity of Russian society depends on the integrity of the family structure.
And then this whole usurping of fathers by sons got me thinking of Freud.  Sure enough, as this illustrates the Oedipus complex, this book was a favorite of his.  Freud made this interesting observation, I thought.  He said, if you think about Christianity, there was a usurping of the Father by the Son: it went from worshiping the Father (in the Old Testament) to worshiping the Son (in the New Testament).
“The Mosaic religion had been a Father religion; Christianity became a Son religion. The old God, the Father, took second place; Christ, the Son, stood in His stead, just as in those dark times every son had longed to do.”
Sigmund Freud


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+11)

        I see the lawyer as just doing his best to get his client off.  I think he was saying that given the evidence we have at hand if Fyodor was not his father (i.e., if there was no patricide), then you (the jury) would not convict Dmitry (i.e., for just an ordinary murder).  I think he makes this pretty clear at the outset, actually…
“IT is not the totality of the evidence which threatens to convict my client, gentlemen of the jury, he went on, 'no, in reality, my client is in danger of being convicted by one single fact: his aged father's corpse! If it were a simple murder you would surely*, in view of the paucity of the evidence, the lack of proof, and the ridiculousness of the allegations (if taken individually rather than in their totality),* dismiss the accusation*—or, at least, think twice before condemning a man purely on account of his reputation, for which, alas, he has only himself to blame! But we are not dealing with simple murder here, we are dealing with patricide!”*
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 13 of book 12 on page 731)
The lawyer then does his best to show that while Dmitry may be a son by blood, given the profound neglect (even abuse) Fyodor has shown him, Dmitry hardly qualifies as a true son.  The idea here, then, is that the jury should then weigh the evidence as if it were a regular murder rather than a patricide.  That is to say, they should not let their feelings get in the way (i.e., that might arise from a son murdering his father) and instead weigh of the evidence as dispassionately as possible.  And the lawyer believes that if they do, they’d have to reach a conclusion of not guilty
And I don’t really see a problem with what the lawyer is arguing.
“No, let us show on the contrary that our development has not been unaffected by the progress of recent years, and let me say openly: to father a child does not make one a father, a father is one who, having fathered a child, proves himself worthy of fatherhood. There is another point of view of course, another definition of the word "father", which incorporates the idea that a father, even though he may be a monster, even though he may be a fiend to his children, nevertheless remains a father simply because he has sired a child. But this definition is, so to speak, mystical; I cannot accept it intellectually, I can only believe in it—or, to be more precise, as with much else that cannot be understood but which religion commands us nevertheless to believe—accept it as a matter of faith.”
Ignat Avsey translation (Chapter 13 of book 12 on page 737)
So, if I’m reading some of you correctly, you find this reasoning untenable? If a man father’s a child and then beats and abuses that child his whole life and never cares for him, he’s still to be regarded as his father? And what about the man that rescues that poor boy from this monster and then loves and cares for him, is he not more properly the child’s father? There are millions of children that identify adoptive parents as their real parents rather than the biological ones that neglected and abused them.  I think they'd very much agree with the lawayer here.
Man surely cannot live by reason alone, but just as surely he cannot live without it either.  I don’t think this is a faculty we should be abandoning, and surely Dostoevsky was not arguing for that (was he)? He was, after all, an intellectual himself.  As far as I can tell, he was not concerned precisely with proving faith over reason (or vice versa), but rather with trying to reconcile them (he does give some dismal pictures in his books of men that stray too far into reason as well as too far into faith).


    


    
        SAZiegler (+8)

        I feel like there are some connections from these arguments to The Grand Inquisitor that I’m not quite picking up. If the whole book is an answer to that chapter, then there’s gotta be some threads connecting. I just got lost in the Law and Orderness of this last section and missed them. Any thoughts?


    


    
        Relative-Seaweed4920 (+10)

        The answer I came up with is that the weak and lowly can only be saved through a Christian community; that is, through love and support even the weakest among us may find the strength to make the right choices and thus reach the Kingdom of Heaven.
What I have the most difficulty with is Ivan’s rebellion argument.  And, unfortunately for me, Smerdyakov only reinforces it.  I mean, consider that Smerdyakov killed his father and wreaked absolute havoc on the lives of his three brothers.  Let’s hypothetically say he repented just moments before killing himself.  Now, when everyone passes away, they all end up together in Heaven.  But whereas Smerdyakov didn’t have to suffer at all to get there, the other three brothers (assuming they all become Christians) had to endure horrible trials and tribulations to redeem themselves and reach the Pearly Gates.  That doesn’t seem fair! But it also doesn’t seem fair either if Smerdyakov doesn’t make it into Heaven.  After all, God condemned him from the beginning: endowed him with an intellect, little conscience, and terrible social circumstances (he was alienated his whole life).  Can you really blame him for what he did? Well, if he doesn’t make it to Heaven, that means God sure did.
Also, it strikes me that the route to compassion is often through rationality.  For example, every fiber in my being despises Smerdyakov.  It’s only by taking a step back and considering his circumstances in a cold and rational manner that I can see he never had a chance (through no fault of his own he was cast outside of God’s purview) and, therefore, that I am able to develop compassion for him (though, again like Ivan, I find myself now questioning God’s plan in all this).


    


    
        SAZiegler (+7)

        Completely agree about the difficulty of forgiveness. And the neat thing about how this book investigates faith and forgiveness is how it doesn't do so superficially. It provides really challenging counterarguments. Often, as in the case with The Grand Inquisitor, those are stated a bit more explicitly, whereas the responses are subtly diffused throughout the entire novel.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+9)

        I feel the same. The justification for murder, on Christian grounds, seemed to me like a reference to the Inquisitor. The lawyer denied the supernatural faith in favour of reason and earthly reform, like the Inquisitor. This also blinded him to Dmitri's true character.
And in both cases Dmitri or Christ is being judged and condemned to a prison. Although the end of the Inquisitor is different to this end here.


    


    
        Shigalyov (+12)

        I'm back.
I read the previous chapters, but I did not have an opportunity to really sit and write about them. But I think these last two chapters of Book 12 will bring the important ideas to the fore.
It feels like I took too long a break. But on the upside it made my more sympathetic to the prosecution.
What is a father?

One journal article made a great point which I cannot unsee. This lawyer, from Petersburg (that representative of Western rationalism), can only critique. He breaks down all the evidence. He breaks down the arguments. And now he breaks down all morality. He puts nothing in its place.
This is where he goes beyond what the peasants want. The peasants are all for grace and passion and so on. But rejecting their most basic values like the sanctity of fatherhood? Oh no.
The lawyer also takes Zossima's "we are all responsible for each other" philosophy to an extreme. He blames Dmitri's character on his father and on everyone who abandoned him. That is true to an extent, but nonetheless there is a personal responsibility for Dmitri as well. He also shaped his life. (On a side note, I believe Tolstoy held to this radical determinist idea and thought it injust to try people when they only did evil because of their upbringing).
The lawyer also reminds me of Ivan when he says:
Filial love for an unworthy father is an absurdity, an impossibility. Love cannot be created from nothing

Isn't that the logic of Ivan? That loving humanity is impossible? That Fyodor did not deserve his respect and love? The lawyer is on dangeorus grounds.
This is also curious. He admits that respect for fatherhood is grounded in faith. But then goes on to say that we should reject this and "act only upon convictions justified by reason and experience ... not only mystic, but rational and philanthropic."
Here that Westernism shines through. He rejects the sacral nature of the family and tries to find rational justifications. And Ivan has shown there are no rational justifications. The peasants instinctively understand this.
Recall in the beginning we learned the lawyer does not actually believe Dmitri's story. He doesn't have faith. And now he undoes his own argument by even reasoning on the assumption that Dmitri is in fact guilty.


    


    
        Kokuryu88 (+8)

        Great analysis. I agree with all this. I was  really impressed by Fetyukovitch when he pointed out that there's no individual evidence strong enough which can be used to conclude Dmitry murdered Fyodor, or when he pointed out its better to release ten convicts than to punish one innocent, refusing thier right for salvation but when he pointed out the idea "What is father?" that was too much. I could not entertain his idea in these last two chapters on "What is Father" and his idea that their is no patricide hence no one is to blame. A murder is a murder and even if it's not patricide, it's still punishable.


    


    
        SAZiegler (+9)

        Well-put. Instead of considering that everyone is responsible, he seems to remove responsibility from everyone. In an odd way, he brings it back to Ivan’s point that you can argue your way into anything being permissible. He is right to plead for mercy, but not because no one is guilty, but rather because everyone is.


    


    
        doktaphill (+8)

        One of the most astounding complements to this trial and hearing is the spoiler I absolutely will not name here, the final spoiler of the novel, which almost completely invalidates the entire trial. It is a truth that cuts through almost everything surrounding Dmitri at this time and seems to prove what you are arguing here as if you wrote it!
If Dostoevsky is remembered for nothing else, this one fact is the entire base of his genius and makes him truly timeless. Also, to refer back to Zossima's interview with the man who confessed to murder, even HE flaked on the righteous move and did not immediately report the man, since even HE knew there was something exceeding the morality or rationality of the situation, there was something more human in him that prevented him from pointing the finger forthwith. But the lawyer in this chapter is dedicated to cold, hard rationalism. But as we will find at the end, this is as far from the truth as the explicitly religious, and almost no one except one character has truly grasped the lukewarm human middle ground.
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