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MA Thesis Abstract

A. Schopenhauer and F. Dostoevsky: Some Philosophical and Literary Parallels

This thesis juxtaposes the philosophical theories of Arthur Schopenhauer with themes and
characters in Fyoc}of Dostoevsky's major fictional works of the middle post-Siberian period
(1863-1871). Of particular interest is the theme of will, wh_ich is prominent in both
Schopenhauer's philosophy and Dostoevsky's fiction.

The theme of will is discussed firstly, with relation to the notions of will asa
thing-in-itself and with relation to the notion of will-to-live. Particular attention is rendered as to
how Schopenhauer explains the relationship between will and reason. Then, a portrayal of this

relationship, which is similar to Schopenhaver’s, is inferred from an examination of Dostoevsky's

Notes from Underground. The philosophical argument expressed by the Underground Man, is
viewed in the context of the socio-literary debate with Chernyshevsky and in the context of
Schopenhauer's explanation of the will-reason rélationship. As well, the Schopenhauerian notion
of the will-to-live is applied to the analysis of some of the main characters of Dostoevsky's
fiction, suéh as Raskolnikov, Svidrigailov, Ippolit and Stavrogin. |

Chapter 1 of this thesis, is devoted to exploration in the area of literary history. The
purpose of this is to establish the hypothesis that Dostoevsky was acquainted with the philosophy
of Schopenhauer. Following this brief survey, Chapters II and I, are devoted to reflections on

and explanations of the concepts of will in Schopenhauer's philosophical works

(iv)



and its presence in Dostoevsky's fiction. The emphasis is on the relationship between will and
reason, and the notion of the will-to-live. Chapter IV contains an inquiry into the theme of
suicide in both Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky. Such an inquiry reveals another example of
thematic affinities between the two. Chapters V, VI and VII, are devoted to an analysis of
Dostoevsky's characters with relation to suicide and Schopenhauer's notion of the will-to-live.
The final chapter attempts to draw general conclusions from the evidence which emerges

from this examination, as well as to further the thematic parallels between Schopenhauer and

Dostoevsky regarding the theme of suffering.
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Introduction.

Frank Gado in his article, "Toward a Definition of the Philosophical in Literature” writes
that "no pair of disciplines in the long history of the academy has found the attraction of each
other's territory more irresistible than philosophy and literary criticism."! Indeed, philosophy and

literary criticism are often united in an analytical consideration of a work of literature.

The following analysis attempts to juxtapose the philosophical theories of Arthur
Schopenhauer with themes in Fyodor Dostoevsky's major fictional works of the middle
post-Siberian period (1863-1871). The importance and ultimate goal of such an analysis is to
reflect upon Dostoevsky's literary text in order to better understand the philosophical basis of his
works. Thus, there is established a more profound understanding of Dostoevsky's themes and the
characters through whom they are expressed. It also becomes possible to more clearly see the
themes Dostoevsky portrayed, which otherwise may not seem apparent, as well as the thematic

affinities between the German philosopher and the Russian novelist.

1 believe, that the theme of will is prominent in the works of Dostoevsky. With regard to
the latter, the theme in question is especially prominent in the novels written during the middle
post-Siberian period, such as Notes from Underground(1863), Crime and Punishment(1866), The
Idiot(1868), and The Possessed(1871). As far as Schopenhauer is concerned, the notion of will is
the cornerstone and the core concept of his entire philosophy. His reflections on the subject of

will are to be found in his main work - The World as Will and Representation(1819).

The theme of will shall be discussed firstly, with relation to the notion of will as a

thing-in-itself and secondly, with relation to the notion of will-to-live, both of which were

1



developed by the German philosopher in his The World as Will and Representation. Particular
attention will be rendered as to how Schopenhauer explains the relationship between will and
reason. It is believed that Dostoevsky, in his Notes from Underground, expresses views similar

to Schopenhauer's on the relationship between these two.

The notion of the will-to-live, as developed by Schopenhauer, is also believed to be very
prominent in Dostoevsky's major novels and receives its literary embodiment in such characters
as Raskolnikov and Svidrigailov from Crime and Punishment, Ippolit from The Idiot, and
Stavrogin from The Possessed. Following a definition of Schopenhauer's will-to-live, an attempt
is made té éompare this notion to that of will-to-live in Dostoevsky's characters through the
device of suicide. That is, suicide will be viewed as a reflection of either the will-to-live's

presence or absence in a literary character.

Thus, by, firstly, establishiﬁg the similarity of views held by Schopenhauer and
Dostoevsky on the relationship between will and reason, and, by, secondly, establishing the
presence of the notion of will-to-live in Dostoevsky's major novels, the above indicated goals of
establishing thematic parallels between Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky will be achieved. This

will also allow for yet another critical interpretation of some of Dostoevsky's literary characters.

Structurally, the following analysis will include a chapter devoted to exploration in the
area of literary history. The purpose of this is to establish the hypothesis that Dostoevsky was
acquainted with the philosophy of Schopenhéucr. Following this brief survey, the next two
chapters are devoted to reflections on and explanations of the concepts of will in Schopenhauer’s
philosophical works and its presence in Dostoevsky's fiction. The emphasis will be on the

relationship between will and reason, and the notion of the will-to-live. Then follows an inquiry



into the theme of suicide in both Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky. Such an inquiry will reveal
another example of thematic affinities between Dostoevsky and Schopenhauer. This writer also
believes that a literary character, taken within the framework of the moral dilemma of
committing suicide, more strongly expresses will-to-live or its denial, depending on the
resolution assigned to this character by the author. Therefore, the aspect of suicide will serve the
purpose of determining will-to-live's presence or its absence in the literary character. Thus, the
final three chapters are devoted to an analysis of Dostoevsky's characters with relation to suicide

and Schopenhauer's notion of the will-to-live.

The final chapter attempts to draw general conclusions from the evidence which emerges
from this examination, as well as to further the thematic parallels between Schopenhauer and

Dostoevsky with relation to the theme of suffering.



I. Dostoevsky and Schopenhauer: Literary History and Parallels.

If literary parallels between, for instance, Dostoevsky and Schiller are not subject to any
doubt, the same can not be said about the literary relationship between Dostoevsky and
Schopenhauer. Dostoevsky's acquaintance with the works of the German philosopher remains a
hypothesis. This, however, does not prevent a critic from finding a great number of thematic
parallels between the philosophical writings of Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky's novels.
Schopenhauer's popularity in Russia in the 1860's and his influence on other Russian writers of
that period, such as L.Tolstoy and I. Turgenev, in itself justifies the attempt to juxtapose
Dostoevsky's themes with those of the German philosopher. It is the philosophical and the
literary text that becomes the prime argument in support of the hypothesis. It is the study of the
"use of will-language . .. in the Qeat Russian novelists” of which Vernon Bourke speaks in his

analysis of will in Western thought, which will present strong support for that argument.?

Prior to the textual analysis, however, it is imperative to examine possible clues that
support the assumption that Dostoevsky could have been acquainted with the philosophy of
Schopenhauer and might, in fact, have been influenced by it in relation to the themes relevant to

the present analysis, such as the theme of will and suffering.

V. Kirpotin, in his analysis of Notes from Underground, alludes to the corimon
mentioning of Schopenhauer's name and his popularity in Russia after the philosopher's death in
1860. He speaks of the interest toward Schopenhauer's philosophy among the Russian

intellectuals and writers, and of the influence Schopenhauer had on them. The critic writes:



"ITorenrayap 6501 xopomo u3secTeH B Poccim. On yMep B 1860 romy, 11 cMepThb ero eme
OJKMBWIIA METEPEC ¥ K HEMY caMoMy, 1 K ero xxnmraM. [Tlonenraysp o pasHoMy ¥ B pasHO¥
creneny Bl Ha Typrenesa, ®eta, Toncroro, CTpaxosa 1 naxe Bapdonomes 3aiinesa."
Indeed, Schopenhauer's influence on Russian writers reflects their general predisposition to
Western philosophy. As Anthony Mlikotin comments: "More than any other writers in any other
world literature, Russian writers considered philosophy their most cherished fellow-traveller.
Well versed in foreign languages and frequent travellers to Europe, they could easily avail

themselves of philosophical thoughts of their respective epochs.™

With regar_d to Dostoevsky, it
could be said that he knew the French language and spoke it fluently. There i; some evidence that
Schopenhauer's works were translated in French. Dostoevsky also took a trip to Western Europe
in the early 1860's, at the time of the renewed interest in Schopenhauer's philosophy. This
experience Dostoevsky promptly recorded in his Winter Notes on Summer Irripressions(1863).
Thus, the hypothesis of Dostoevsky's exposure to Schopenhauer's philosophy could be followed

up in two different ways.

First of all, he could have been exposed to it in Russia, as it was shown by critics and
literary historians that Dostoevsky read, and had in his possession, books by the prominent
Western philosophers of the time. S. Levitskii, commenting on Dostoevsky's philosophical

education, writes that Dostoevsky:

TpONITYMMpOBAN aTeycTiyecKylo xivry Deliepbaxa «CymHocTb XPUCTHAHCTBA», UTO B
ofIHOM 13 ImceM Sparty uz CuSupy OH IpocHT mpuciaTh eMy «VicTopuio dutocodimn»
Terena, aro B ero 6ubimoTeke ymermch « Kpurnka wictoro pasyma» i «Kpurnka

IPaKTHIECKOro pazyMax» Kanra, uro on waran Boka v Muist 1 HeKOTOPBIX APYTHX



MBICTIATEIIE} TOrO BpeMeHi.”

Dostoevsky, often without citing the sources, used philosophical teachings of the time
actively, eventually incorporating them in his novels, the same way Turgenev and Tolstoy
adopted Schopenhauer's and many other philosophical teachings and incorporated them in their
fiction. As Levitskii notes: "JocToeBcKuit yMell OTKIMKATECS Ha Te dumnocodCKue MueH,

KOTOPEIE, TIO €0 BLIPAKEHMIO, KHOCHIACh B BO3TyXE»."S

Dostoevsky could also have become acquainted with Schopenhauer's philosophy through
reading Tolstoy's or Turgenev's fiction or Fet's poetry, who, unlike Dostoevsky, openly
acknowledged their philosophical mentors. In his library, the novelist kept full collections of
Turgenev's and Tolstoy's works, both of whom are greatly indebted to Schopenhauer. Leonid
Grossman indicates that Dostoevsky had in his library two volumes of A. Fet's poetry. The poet
was not only an admirer of Schopénhauer, but also the first translator of his works into Russian.
Mark Slonim goes even further in suggesting that "it was under the influence of German
idealistic philosophy in the 1840's that Fet was formed as a poet."” It was Fet, who "in
1866-1867, called Tolstoj's attention to Schopenhauer.”® Tolstoy was enthusiastic about
Schopenhauer and, in a letter to Fet in August 1869, he wrote: " Do you know what this summer
has been for me? A continuous ecstasy over Schopenhauer . . . I ordered all his works and have
read and am reading them. Reading him I just cannot understand how his name can remain

unknown."’

The similarity of themes and attitudes toward certain existential questions, such as will,
suicide and suffering, as well as the similarity between the overall pessimistic character of

Schopenhauer's philosophy and Dostoevsky's tragedy-novels, allows a critic to assume that




Dostoevsky was familiar with Schopenhauer's writings, and, perhaps was influenced by them to a
certain degree. His novels could, in a sense, be considered to be artistic expressions of
Schopenhauer's philosophical ideas which were flowing through the Russian and European
intellectual community of the time. To this, one can add the general inclination of the Russian
intellectuals, and writers in particular, toward the philosophy of pessimism, which sprung largely
from the political and social disillusionment resulted from the reforms of the 1860's. These
reforms (i.e. the abolition of the 1861 serfdom and the more severe stratification of the society
that followed), were intended to improve the society rapidly, but, in fact, made the situation
only worse. The growing pessimism and skepticism toward the reforms implemented by the
Russian Imperial government, paved the way for a more rapid acceptance of the Schopenhauerian
philosophy of pessimism, which hereafter found its way to the works of Tolstoy, Turgenev and

even Dostoevsky.

For the purpose of the present analysis, it is necessary now, to more closely examine the

Schopenhauerian concepts of will as a thing-in-itself and the will-to-live.



II. Schopenhauer and Will.

The Encyclopedia of philosophy, in its definition of will, refers to several subject
headings such as determinism, volition, choosing, dec.iding)and doing, each of which is viewed
as a separate philosophical problem.Yet, the notion of will, as such, is not clearly defined. It can
perhaps be more fully perceived through the philosophical teachings of will. The philosophical
idea of voluntarism is one of such teachings. Richard Taylor expiajns that "Voluntarism" is the
term "which applies to any philosophical theory according to which the will is prior to or
superior to the intellect or reason.”’® A. Schopenhauer is, perhaps, the most distinguished
representative, and one of the founders of this theory. With regard to the Schopenhauerian
definition of will, Bourke comments that: "One cannot describe this metaphysical will of

nll

Schopenhauer. Will is the ineffable principle of reality.

In his World as Will and Representation, Schopenhauer states that will is " that primary
and original force itself, which forms and maintains the animal body, in that it carries out that
body's unconscious as well as conscious functions."'? It is only possible to perceive will in its
manifestations. The human being is one of such manifestations. With regard to this, Ivan
Lapshin notes in defining Schopenhauer's thoughts: " B uenoBeUeCKIX MEIBUIYYMaX BOJIST
HAXOmUT cefe OKOHYATeNBHOE ¥ monmmoe pomnomerme. " It is thus the case that will as the
thing-in-itself, as the basis of the world, the cosmic energy or God (even though it is not
completely knowable), manifests itself in the individual and, therefore, can be perceived

through individual actions. With regard to this, Schopenhauer writes:



Everyone knows his will only in its successive individual acts, not as a whole,
in and by itself. Accordingly, the act of will is indeed only the nearest and
clearest phenomenon of the thing in itself; yet it follows from this that, if all
the other phenomena could be known by us just as immediately and intimately,
we should be obliged to regard them precisely as that which the will is in us.
Therefore in this sense I teach that the inner nature of every thing is will, and I
call the will the thing-in-itself."

On the basis of this definition of will, Schopenhauer explains the world around us, its
perception and its representation. It is this definition of will, one that is a part of the overall will
as the thing-in itself and one that is seen in human actions, which shall be discussed with relation

to Dostoevsky's fiction.

At the same time, the critics of Schopenhauer's philosophy managed to interpret his views
and identify some of will's peculiar characteristics, which follow from the definition given by the
philosopher himself. Iulii Eichenwald, one of the first translators and editors of Schopenhauer's
works into Russian, identifies will as a "blind, unquenchable (HeyToiDm™MeBIL), unconquerable
impulse for life, the eternal hunger for existence, the wild aqd unbridled monster."” This
definition, however, presents some of will's characteristics, rather than a compiete definition.

The same is done by Lapshin, when he identifies some major aspects of Schopenhauer's will:
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OHa aJIOTHUCTHUYHA, ... 6€CCOBHETGJII:H&, ... CHMHA, OHA IIPSACTABIIACT HEYTO..., HEC

TOIEAINIECS NOTMIeCKH-TOUHOMY ONpeNeNleHuIo claire-obscure B 06GnacTu
DOHSTIOL: CIeloit cTHXMIAHED] o0y, IBVCKEHNE U B TO XK€ BpeMsi CTpeMIIeHHe
X JKU3EM, K GEITHIO B VEIMBYIYATLHLIX. UyBCTBEHHLX dopmax. 'S

Both interpretations identify will with life, or desire for life -"longing for life,” "hunger
for existence.” In this sense, it is related to the concept which Schopenhauer identifies as the
concept of will-to-live. To show what Schopenhauer identifies as will-to-live and its affirmation
and denial, it is imperative to point out that will-to-live is but a variation of the all-powerful will,

which is as big as reality.

Justification and, in fact, icientiﬁcation of the concept of the will-to-live constitutes one
of the main aspects of Schopenhauer's overall philosophical teachings and is as important as the
notion of the primacy of will over intellect (the relationship which, with regard to Dostoevsky's
fiction, receives a more detailed examination in the chapter "Dostoevsky's Debate with
Chernyshevsky in Light of Schopenhauer’s Theory of the Primacy of Will Over Intellect"), and as
the notion of will as a thing-in-itself. The philosopher presents his explanation of the notion of
the will-to-live, both in Volume I and in Volume II of his main work -~ The World as Will and
Representation. He devotes special sections to the characterization of the will-to-live, its

affirmation and its denial with regard to an individual phenomenon.

The main emphasis in this type of will is on life, which is explained by the term itself.

Schopenhauer writes:
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Will-to-live is the only true description of the world's innermost nature. Everything

presses and pushes toward exiszence, if possible toward organic existence, i.e., life.
In animal nature, it then becomes obvious that will-to-live is the keynote of its being,
its only unchangeable and unconditioned quality. Let us consider this universal

craving for life, and see the infinite eagerness, ease, and exuberance with which the
will-to-live presses impetuously into existence under millions of forms everywhere,

nl7

greedily grasping for itself every material capable of life.

According to Schopenhauer, there can be an "affirmation” and "denial” of the will-to-live.

With regard to the affirmation of the will-to-live, Schopenhauer writes that it is

the persistent willing itself, as it fills the life of man in general. For the body of man is

already the objectivity of the will, as it appears at this grade and in this individual

and thus his willing that developes in time, is, so to speak, the paraphrase of the body . . .
It is another way of exhibiting the same thing-in-itself of which the body is already the

phenomenon. Therefore, instead of affirmaton of the will, we can also say

affirmation of the body."*

The denial of the will-to-live occurs in man when "he ceases to will anything, guards

against attaching his will to anything, tries to establish firmly in himself the greatest

indifference to all things.""
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With regard to Dostoevsky's fiction, the concepts of the affirmation and denial of the
will-to-live could be applied to a great number of characters because the motives of

self-destruction and self-preservation are greatly magnified in the novelist's work.

The identification of Schopenhauerian will-to-live with the natural instinct for
self-preservation is not entirely inappropriate. On the cohtrary, such an identification is
conceivable on the grounds that both notions have an affiliation to the life force. If
Schopenhauer's will-to-live is "the universal craving for life" (something similar to the
Darwinian universal struggle for life), then the instinct of self-preservation deals with
safeguarding the already existing life. Schopenhauer asserts that his will-to-live could act as an
impulse for self preservation and that, in tl_.lrn, would lead to "an affirmation of the individual
phenomenon for the span of time of its natural duration."® In this context, N. Shneidman asserts
that "human actions are often determined by two polar and contradictory traits of nature. On the
one hand, man is driven by the natural instinct of self - preservation; on the other hand, his

"2l The critic goes on to

actions are often induced by the irrational impulse of self-destruction.
quote Schopenhauer's definition of will-to-live as "kernel of reality itself” thus drawing a

distinctive parallel between Schopenhauer's will-to-live and the instinct of self-preservation. |

Dostoevsky was also well aware of the peculiar dichotomy of human nature --- of the
presence of the instinct for self-preservation and self-destruction. Radomsky, in The Idiot, says
that, in human beings, the law of self-destruction and the law of self-preservation are equally
powerful. It is of paljtjcular interest to analyze such characters as Raskolnikov, Svidrigailov,
Ippolit, and Stavrogin, who either contemplated or committed suicide, in relation to the

Schopenhauerian notion of the affirmation and denial of the will-to-live. In all of the above
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characters, will-to-live manifests itself through the vehicle of suicide. Suicide highlights either
will-to-live's affirmation or its denial in the given literary character. It appears, thus, that the
reason why Raskolnikov and Ippolit did not kill themselves, is because the instinct for
self-preservation or will-to-live, is much stronger in them than that of self-destruction. On the
other hand, Svidrigailov's and Stavrogin's tragic equ can be explained as the phenomenal denial

of the will-to-live.



II1. Dostoevsky's Debate with Chernyshevsky in Light of Schopenhauer's Theory of the

Primacy of Will over Intellect.

Questions and problems related to the relationship between will and reason are among the
most dominant in Dostoevsky's fiction. Arkadii Dolinin, one of the first Russian literary critics

of Dostoevsky's work does, perhaps, best describe the presence of the theme in question, when he

says that:
110 BceMy TBOpUecTBY JIoCTOEBCKOro IPOXOMAT MOTHB OOpPBOEL pasyMa ¢ BoNeH, B

cBa3M ¢ OpobreMoii 0 3HAWMOCTY TelIOBEUECKOro X0TerH 1 BooOme. MoTus

pasiBaMBaeTCs, DpOTeKaeT KaK Okl N0 ABYM cTpysM. Onpa 3yunT Hanboee CUIBHO,

IPOHMKACT CaMEIe IIyOOKe CaMble OTBETCTBEHMEIE €r0 TBOPEHs, HAYMHAs OT
«3amcox ¥3 MOMIoILD», uepe3 «[IpecTymuieHMe M Hakazagne», «JmioTa» - B obpasze

WmomuTa, «Becos» - B 06pase Kupuiiosa 1 KOHUas KapaMa30BCKUMM «ByHTOM», -

3TO IpU3HaHNe afCOMIOTHOCTH JelIOBEYECKOTO «51», abCOMOTHOM HEEHOCTH 32 KaXK IEM
ManeinM OPOSIBIIEHUEM €0 BOIIA . . . CIIOBOM, TOT KYIIbT IENOBEUECKOi CBOGOIEL,
KOTOpBIA Haubollee JIIeMEHTapHO BEIPAXEH B CI0BaX TIONTONBHOTO YelIoBeKa,
TIPOTYEBONOCTABILIONIETO Miee IIporpecca B MO3MTHBHO-COLMALHOM €10 NOHIMMAaHINI

'cBOe COBCTBEHHOE, BOBHOE M CBOGONHOE XOTEHNE. . . .2

Dolinin rightly asserts that the philosophy of the Underground Man contains statements
which are related to the theme of will. Moreover, Dostoevsky's polemic with "the utilitarians and

the rationalists like Chernyshevsky," expressed by the novelist in Winter Notes on Summer

.

14
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Impressions (1862) and Notes from Underground (1863), marks the first step in the discussion of
the theme of will and the relationship between will and reason, in particular.” It is important to
bear in mind, however, that the theme of will in this debate constitutes only a small portion of the

entire spectrum of issues in question.

The majority of critical reviews concentrate on the comparison between Dostoevsky's
Notes from Underground and Chernyshevsky's novel What's to be Done? (1863). It is, perhaps, a
justified approach since these two works of literature contain the essence of the polemic issues,
which were centered around the general question of individual freedom and dignity versus a
utilitarian approach to the definition of human nature. It is also acknowledged by a number of
literary critics that Notes from Underground was intended to be Dostoevsky's artistic reply to
Chernyshevsky's What's to be Done?. Richard Peace writes: "The chief target of ‘Notes from the
Underground' is Chernyshevsky - the then acknowledged leader of the younger generation, who
the previous year (1863) had published "What's to be Done? This work claimed to be more than
anovel; it was offered as a 'textbook for life'. In "Notes from Underground”, we have

n24

Dostoevsky's reply.

With regard to the relationship between will and reason, however, this polemic had
already been initiated much earlier. Chernyshevsky expressed his ideas in "The Anthfopological

Principle in Philosophy" (1860), while Dostoevsky elaborated on the subject in Winter Notes on

Summer Impressions. These two works could be regarded as blueprints for the discussions

carried on in Notes from Underground and What's to be Done? The difference between them is
that Notes from Underground and What's to be Done? are works of literature, while Winter Notes

on Summer Impressions is a sort of traveler's diary, and "The Anthropological Principle in
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Philosophy" can be regarded as a critical paper. These two works also express diametrically
opposing points of view in relation to the question of will and reason. Dostoevsky, first in

Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, then in Notes from Underground, promulgates the view

in which will is superior to reason. Such an understanding of this relationship is identical to the -

one proposed by Schopenhauer in his World as Will and Representation. Chel;nyshevsky, on the

other hand, supports the opposite relationship. That is, without totally denying the importance of

will, the critic assigns the leading role to reason.

Chernyshevsky wrote his article in 1860, three years prior to Dostoevsky's Winter Notes
on Summer Impressions. Among a multitude of questions discussed in the article,
Chernyshevsky presents his view of human nature, which he sees to be essentially selfish,
self-centered and egoistié. The initial argument springs from the question of self-sacrifice.
Self-sacrifice, as well as any kind of altruistic activity, is alien to Chemyshevsky who bluntly
denies even the possibility of its existence. The selfish, utilitarian outlook on life denies
self-sacrifice and elevates reason above everything else. Reason and rationale is to be used for

the purpose of self-gain only. Chernyshevsky writes:
KaXIbli 4eJIoBeX IyMaeT BCce TOIBKO O cefe caMoM, 3a00THTCsE O CBOMX. BEI'Oax
GoJIbHIe, BEXEIH O UYKMX, IOUTH BCETHIA IIPVMHOCKHT BLITOMBL, YECTH M KHM3Hb OPYTUX

B XEPTBY CBOEMY PacueTy, - CIIOBOM CKa3aTh, KaXKIBI M3 IIOMEH BUIEIL, YTO BCE JIEOM -
3TOYCTHL. B NpaKTHUeCKyX fellaX BCe PaccyUTeNbHBIC SO BCErNa PYKOBOMAIMCD
yOeXOeHMEM, UTO STOU3M - eIMHCTBEHHOE NOCYXKIeHN e, YIPaBIaiomee NeHCTBIIMH

KasKmoro.”

3
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From the emphasis on self-oriented profit (Brroga) and on the egoistic basis of human
nature and human behavior, Chernyshevsky develops his concept of "reasonable egoism" or
"pasymebni srousm,” in which reason constitutes the basis of the concept. He sees this concept
as the ultimate behavioral drive present in man: "B noSyXneHsix denoBeka HeT MBYX
Pa3ImIHBIX HATYP, NBYX OCHOBHBIX 3aKOHOB, a BCe PasHo00pazue SBIEeHNA B cdhepe JeN0BeUeCKIX
OBy XMeHMi K NeficTBOBaHMIO, KaK ¥ BO BCell UeII0BEUECKOIA XKI3HM, IIPOMCXOMAT M3 ONHONM I T
K& HATYpHl, 0O OIHOMY } TOMY XKe aarcoiﬁry."26 With regard to human activity which might |
sometimes seem to be unselfish, Chernyshevsky argues that even in such activity, the thought of
personal gain and profit lies at the core. The key word here is "the thought." The reason which
produces that thought is the prime drive of human actions. Selfish reason produces selfish
thought. Hence, the concept of reasonable egoism. Here, we come very close to
Chemnyshevsky's explan_ation of the relationship between reason and will. With regard to this,
Joseph Frank states that: "An act of will, according to Chernyshevsky, is only the subjective
impression which accompanies in our minds the rise of thoughts or actions from preceding
thoughts, actions or external facts."” Here, Frank correctly interprets the relationship between
will and thought (or intellect) as it was understood by Chernyshevsky. In this relationship, will

is overpowered by reason.

Chemnyshevsky, with rigid pragmatism, reveals in his article, his belief that will
(sometimes he calls it "wanting" or "xorenue") , is dependant on intellect. The intellect, or the
thinking process, is the prime drive, while will is only a secondary element. Chernyshevsky

states that:
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To sBreHye, KOTOpoe MBI Ha3bIBaeM BOJIEl, CaMO SIBIAETCS 3BEHOM B PNy sIBICHIT 1
(haKTOB, COSIMHCHHbBIX PUUMHHOIO CBA3bI0. OUeHsb YacTo GMIOKaiiieio NpIBHOI0

TIOSIBIIEHHS B HAC BOIMM HA M3BECTHBIH IIOCTYIIOK OrmBaeT MeicTh. Ho OIpeNCriCHHOC

PACOOIIOKEHME BOMM IIPON3BOIMTCH TakKE TONBLKO OIPEAS/ICHHOK MBICIIBIO: KaKoBa

MBICIIb, TAX0BA ¥ BONST; 6YIb MBICHE He TaKoBa, Oblia OB He TaKoBa ¥ Bos.”

Chernyshevsky's What's to Be Done? is the literary embodiment of his theory of
"reasonable egoism." This theory manifests itself in the world vision of the main characters in
the novel - the new breed of people (HoBrie mmomn) - the utilitarians and the rationalists - such as
Lopukhov, Kirsanov and Vera Pavlovna. The most vivid illustration of Chernyshevsky's theory
in action is, perhaps, to be found in the organization and principles of operation of Vera

Pavlovna's seamstress' workshops in What's to Be Done? . The activities of the workshop's

participants are based on the principle of personal profit, taught to them by Vera Pavlovna. In
her address to the women-workers, she repeats almost exactly, but in a more eloquent manner,
Chernyshevsky's ideas on the egoism of human nature expressed by the critic in his

" Anthropological Principle in Philosophy." She preaches that people do bad things only because
they do not realize their own interests. If people were enlightened as to their true personal
interests, they would cease to do evil and become virtuous and noble, because they will realize
that their best interests lie in their virtue. She states that no one would act against his best

interest.

The essence of this theory is also expressed in Vera Pavlovna's "fourth dream”, when
she sees the Crystal Palace. The collective nature of both places --- the Crystal Palace and the

seamstress' coopérative, along with the incentive to work for the workers’ own advantage,
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creates a type of new economic relationship which distinguishes socialism as a new form of
society. In both places, however, there is very little left in terms of the individuality of each of
the participants in such ventures. Individualism is overtaken by collective pragmatism, and
individual will is suppressed by the pragmatic collective will. In other words, prosperity based

on rational activities replaces the irrational, but independent will.

It is this utopian Crystal Palace, the concept of the “reasonable egoism", the idea of a
collectively subdued society and suppressed individual will which Dostoevsky's Underground

Man rebels against in his subterranean soliloquy in Part I of Notes from Underground.
Winter Notes on Summer Impressions is just a dress rehearsal for that grotesque rebellion.

In Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, Dostoevsky opposes, first of all,
Chernyshevsky's approach to self - sacrifice, which he directly links with the question of
subjugated will. | The novelist argues that an act of self-sacrifice is the ultimate expression of
higher moral qualities and, most importantly, it is the expression of free will. In one of the last
chapters of his trave] diary, "OmeIT 0 6ypxkya,” Dostoevsky writes: " camoBombHoe,
COBEPINEHHO CO3HATENbHOE V1 HIKeM He NpMHYXIEHHOE CaMONIOXePTBOBaHNe BCEro ceOd B
IIOSI63Y BCEX €CTh, IO MOEMY IPU3HAK BEICOTAIINEro PasBITH JMUHOCTH, BRICOYAmEro ee
MOT'YIIeCTBa, BLICOUaiero caMmoobriafanms, Belcodaiimeit cBofombl coGCTBeH O BOJﬁ(."”

Here, Dostoevsky expresses one of his main moral postulates which was to remain present
throughout hi-s entire literary career -— the concept of unforced self - sacrifice for the benefit of
others. This theme will be further developed into the idea of the equality of sin and guilt as first

expressed in Tikhon's address to Stavrogin in The Possessed : "corpenm®, KaXmbi{ YeloBeK

yoKe POTHEB BCeX COrpelmul M KaKIbi YelloBeK X0Th UeM-HnGyAb B UyXKOM Ipexe BuHOBAT," and
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later in _The Brothers Karamazov (1879), when father Zosima says that "eveyone is as guilty

as everyone else."*

If, in his Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, Dostoevsky portrays will on the
conscious, rational level (when he speaks of the conscious self-sacriﬁ.cc or "COBEpIMEHHO
CO3HATeNbHOE . . . CaMoNoXepTBoBaane” which, at the same time is a sign of a high-degree self
-control), a few pages later he expresses the idea of will based on the irrational impulse. He

writes:

HoO TYT ongTh BRIXOIMT 3arajKa: KaXeTcsl, YK COBEPIIEHHO apauTHPYIOT UellOBeKa,
06emaxTCca KOPMHTE, TIONTL ero, paboTy eMy JOCTaBUTh M 3a 3TO TpeGYIoT C Hero
TONEKO CaMyIO KallelbKYy ero JIUHOH# cBoGomst ot obmero 6mara. Her, He xoueT XuTh

gelIOBEX M Ha 3THX pacueTax, eMy U KanelbKa TsKelId. EMY BCC KaXCTCA COypY,

YTO 3TO OCTPOT M UTO CAMOMY IO cebe IIydIle, IOTOMY - TIOHas BOJLL. ™

In Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, we see only the rudiments of the Underground
Man's manifestation of will. The idea is more fully developed in Notes from Underground. In
effect, the irrationality of the Underground Man brings his expression of will close to that of
Schopenhauer's. By the same token, the Underground Man's irrationality can best be understood

in relation to Schopenhauerian will.

Frank describes Notes from Underground as a "magnificent satirical parody” of

Chernyshevsky's What's to be Done? He argues that "whole sections of Dostoevsky's novella

were conceived entirely as parodies of specific episodes in Chernyshevsky's book.."* This

apparent intention of the novelist to lampoon his literary opponent predetermined not only the
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general tone of the argument presented by the author of the Notes from Underground, which can
be characterized as bitterly sarcastic, but, most importantly, predetermined the character of the
Underground Man and the way he defends his postulates. In turn, the unbalanced, negative
nature of the Underground Man's character, determined the extremity of his arguments, which at

the height of the debate, cross the line between the rational and irrational. Already, in the

opening paragraph of the Notes, we learn about the man's character: "5 venosex Sompnoit... A

"33 Unattractive and bitter though he may be, he

3710¥ denopeK. HenpuenexaTelIbHBIL 9 YeII0BEX.
is also sincere and honest in revealing his identity, and consistent in presenting his argument. The
passionate and, at times, astonishing presentation of his ideas leads one to conclude that this
man truly believes in what he is saying. Already in chapter VII of the first part of the Notes from
Underground, the hero presents one of the most consistent and extensive arguments of the entire
work, entering the debate on the question of human nature, in which the issue of free will and

individuality occupies the central place, and which predetermines the conclusion with regard to

the will-reason relationship. He enters the polemic referring directly to Chernyshevsky's What's

to be Done? and to the ideas preached by Vera Pavlovna to the female workers. It is as if he is
asking her in a sarcastic, indeed, parody-like way: "KTo 3T0 nepBEIi 00BIBIIL, KTO IEePBLIA
HPOBOSIIIACKJ], ITO UelOBEK IIOTOMY TOMBKO AeaeT MaXOCTyH, UTO He 3HACT HACTOAMNX CBOMX
MHTEPECOB; & UTO ecii 6 ero MPOCBETHTD, OTKPHITh eMY (a3 Ha eT'0 HaCTOAMME MHTEPECEL, TO
YeNIOBEK TOTHUAC e IepecTan 6bl menaTs naxoctu? ™ And the Underground Man is answering
himself, incidentally, calling Vera Pavlovna (and Chernyshevsky along with her), "a baby!"
and "aclean, innocent child", presumably for the naiveté of their ideas. He implies that

sometimes human profit consists of wishing something bad upon yourself --- something that is
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not ultimately profitable. He says: " A 4To ecrof Tak CIy9nTCs], UTO HelloBeUecKas BLIOla MHOM
pa3z He TOIHKO MOXKET, HO JaXXe I HOJDKHA MMEHHO B TOM COCTOSATh, UT0O0 B MHOM cirydae ceGe

XyIOTO TIOXKENaTh, a He BHIofHoro?"

Here, the Underground Man, for the first time reveals his true irrational streak; who else,
but an irrational being would wish him/herself something negative on purpose. In the opening

paragraph of Notes, we find immediate proof of the application of his theory to his own life:"

€CIIM 4 He JIeTyCh, TAK 3TO Co 3M0cTH. Iledernka GommT, Tak BOT IIycKaii Xe ee e Kpelre

Gomrr! "* He willingly wishes himself bad health which appears to be totally unreasonable or
irrational. So, on the one hand, the Underground Man is denying reason, by, for instance,

wishing himself misery and misfortune (and this is the ultimate expression of his irrationality),

while on the other hand, he is promoting will becauge, a;fjcgr\aII;:h'g’i‘s_doing it willingly.

Once the Underground Man formuiates this thesis, everythiﬁgelSé that follows expresses
the same "irrational" idea, but in slightly different ---at times stronger terms. The Underground
Man argues the point that man, despite all the advances of science to teach him his real interests,
and despite the fact that, with time, he became more civilized and cultured, still has not learned
how to behave in accordance with his reason and scientific knowledge. He argues that the new
economic policies preached by modern social scientists, which would build the Crystal Palace,
deny human will and caprice. He also argues that there is always one thing science does not and
can not predict-'and calculate -- and that is the irrational nature of the human being, who wants,

despite all disadvantages and potential misfortunes, to live according to his own will and not to

his reason. Here, the Underground Man describes his vision of the ultimate irrational being:
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S1 HMCKONBKO HE YIOMBIOCD, €CII BOPYT HIL C TOI'O HY C CETrO Cpely BceoOmero
Gymymero 6raropasymis BOSHMKHET KaKoii-HmOyab IKeHTelbMeH ¢ HeOnaropoxHoit
WM, IydIIe CKa3aTh, C PETPOrpagHoi 1 Hacmémmom (u30HOMYIEH, YIIDET PYKU B
GOKM ¥ CKaXeT HaM BCEM: a UTO, FOCIIOHa, He CTOIKHYTE I HaM Bee 3To OiaropasymMe

¢ OMHOT'O a3y, HOroi, ApaxoM, eIMHECTBEHHO C TOIO LENbIo, IT00 BCe 3TH JIoTapucMbl

OTHPABAIDACE K YEPTY M ITO6 HAM OIISTH IO CBOSH IMIYIOH BONE HOXMTH!”

Interestingly enough, this description, given by the Underground Man, matches his own
psychological appearance and his "mocking physiognomy,” (or the sarcastic tone) of his
argument. In this passage, the Underground Man describes himself. But the point is that in-
propagating his irrational ideas and in presenting his irrational personality, the Undergroﬁnd
Man establishes a remarkable relationship between human reason and will. Time and again he
states that: , "JenmoBex, Bceraa M Besfe, KTo OBl OH HY 65111, OB IelficTBOBATh TaK, KaK XOTEl, a
BOBCE He TaK, KaK IOBEIeBA eMY Pa3yM ¥ BLIrOIa; XOTETh JK& MOXKHO JI IPOTHB COOCTBEHHOI
peromst.™® Thus, with regard to the relationship between will and intellect as it is seen by the

Underground Man, will is paramount to intellect and reason.

At this point it becomes apparent that the Underground Man's philosophy regarding will
resembles the philosophy of will expressed by Schopenhauer. In his analysis of Notes from
Underground, Kirpotin indicates that: "«xoTeHbe DOATOILHOIO Y€N0BEKA BOCXOIUT K «BOJIE»
Mlonerrayspa."”  Indeed, the Underground Man's characterization of will parallels the

characterization of will that is found in Schopenhauer's metaphysics. Yet, the most striking
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similarity between Dostoevsky's "Underground philosophy" and Schopenhauer's "World as
Will" is to be found in the writers' explanations of the relationship between will and intellect.

Moreover, in both Dostoevsky's literary works and Schopenhauer's philosophical treatise, this

‘question occupies the central role.

As has just been indicated, the Underground Man, during his debate with the utilitarian
philosophers, comes to the conclusion that will in the human being is stronger than his reason or

intellect. Schopenhauer, as a philosopher, also advocates the idea that will is superior to reason.

Schopenhauer begins his analysis by pointing out the mistake that philosophers,
especially Christian philosophers before him, made. According to Schopenhauer, the mistake
was that, in comparing man with beasts, they would identify that the difference between them
lay in the.difference between their intellects, and not in the difference between their wills. Thus,
- Schopenhauer concludes that "there arouses unconsciously within them an inclination to make
the intellect the essential and principle thing, and even to explain volition as a mere function of
the intellect."®® The entire body of Schopenhauer's philosophy states the opposite, and he
claims to be the first philosopher who placed " the true being of man not in the consciousness,
but in will."*! In Chapter XIX , "On the Primacy of the Will in Self-Consciousness” of his
World as Will and Representation, Schopenhauer explains the relétionship between will and
intellect. He claims that, keeping his postulate in mind, we can do more "“for the knowledge of

the inner man than is to be found in many systematic psychologies."*

The core idea of Schopenhauer's philosophy of will is will's primacy over intellect. The
intellect, according to Schopenhauer, is, therefore, the "secondary phenomenon; the will is

metaphysical, the intellect physical; - the intellect, like its objects, is merely phenomenal
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appearance; the will alone is the thing in itself."* Moreover, in a metaphorical way,
Schopenhauer describes the relationship between will and intellect as follows: " the will is the
substance of man " while the intellect is only " the accident; the will is the matter, the intellect
is the form."*  With regard to this, Bryan Magee explains that there are "physical substances

and bodies, a small number of which then develop minds as a subsidiary by product” of will.*

Magee based this conclusion on Schopenhauer's hypothesis that the phenomenal world
essentially consists of several levels of the objectification of will, where human bodies (as well
as animal bodies) are the highest grades of will's objectification. Thus, first we have will's
objectification in a physical body, and then this bodj' develops its mind and charécter. Thig, in
turn, shows that "will is decidedly not a function of mind."* Since will is superior to intellect,
the former is in the position of controlling the latter. Time and again he argues that, “clearly the
-master here is the will, the servant the intellect for, in the last instance the will always keeps the
upper hand, and therefore constitutes the true core, the inner being of man."” But in ascribing
the leading role to the will, Schopenhauer does not diminish the meaning of intellect, even
though it does come second in import. In fact, he indicates that intellect's most important
function concerns itself with supplying motives to the will. Motives thus, "are the affair of the

intellect,"*®

The Underground Man's assertion that will in the human being is superior to reason,
which remarkably coincides with the assertion of a similar nature made by Schopenhauer, can
explain the jrrationality of human nature, which is also promulgated and practiced by him. The
jrrationality of human nature, expressed by the Underground Man, is predetermined by the will's

o]
superior position with relation to reason. Time and again, the Underground Man declares that
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people prefer to act in accordance with their will and not according to their reason, even thou gh
the outcome of such activity might harm them. This, in turn, could be explained by the irrational
qualities of Schopenhauer's will and its primacy over reason. Schopenhauer's will is illogical,
wild, unpredictable and most importantly, it manifests itself in the human being prior to reason.
Thus, the irrationality of any person, as well as that of the Underground Man, could be explained
from this point of view. We assume that the Underground Man was irrational and unreasonable
a priori to his introduction into the novel and prior to his argument in defense of this point of
view. By presenting such an argumént, the Underground Man (and ultimately Dostoevsky as his
creator) reaches an incredible depth of knowledge of human nature as well as paramount

knowledge of himself as a phenomenon of irrational will's objectification.

Thus, Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky's similar manner of explaining the relationship
‘between will and reason enables one to better understand the irrational nature of the
Underground Man as well as the applicability of such a notion to the field of human psychology.
It also establishes the similarity of approach toward certain philosophical issues as well as

similarity of themes between Dostoevsky and Schopenhauer.

Moreover, thematic parallels between Schopenhauer's philosophy of will and
Dostoevsky's fiction is not limited only to a similar explanatioﬁ of the relationship between will
and intellect. It is as strong and prominent in the discussion and expression of the theme of
will-to-live as in the case discussed previously. As it has been stated previously, the aspect of
suicide will serve the purpose of determining will-to-live's affirmation or denial in the literary

character. Thus, prior to a discussion of the notion of the will-to-live in Dostoevsky's novels, it is



necessary to examine the aspect of suicide in both Dostoevsky's fiction and Schopenhauer's

philosophical system.
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IV. The Theme of Suicide in Schopenhauer's The World as Will and Representation and in

Dostoevsky's Fictional Works.

The theme of suicide is prominent in both Schopenhauer's philosophy and Dostoevsky's
fiction. Schopenhauer's reflections on the theme of suicide are consistent wi;:h his overall
teaching about will. Moreover, the phenomenon of suicide receives an interesting explanation
in relation to thé notion of the will-to-live and life circumstances. Schopenhauer believes that a
person who wants to commit suicide deep down really wants to live, in fact he wills life, but is
tormented by great suffering caused by his life circumstances. Suffering from the unfavorable

circumstances of life teaches him about voluntary self-denial.

The underlying principle of Schopenahuer's views on the nature of suicide has been |
developed and expressed by the philosopher prior to his discussion of the subject of suicide as
such. We have already seen that, according to Schopenhauer, will as a thing in itself - as
reality itself, finds its ultimate objectification in physical bodies. Within these bodies, will
éésumes primacy over intellect. It is also within the physical body that will can undergo a drastic
transformation. If the human body is indeed the objectification of the will, the voluntary denial
of one's self (which could take the form of suicide), could lead to the denial of the will-to-live.

With regard to this, the philosopher states:

Now if we consider the will-to-live as a whole and objectively, we have to think of it . . .
as involved in‘a delusion. To return from this and hence, to deny its whole present

endeavor, is what religions describe as self-denial and self renunciation, abnegatio

28
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sui ipsius( the denial of one's own self); for the real self is the will-to-live. The moral

virtues, hence justice and philanthropy . . . spring . . . from the fact that the

will-to-live . . . recognizes itself again in all its phenomena; accordingly they are
primarily a sign, a symptom, that the appearing will is no longer firmly held in that

delusion, but the disillusionment already occurs. Thus it might be said figuratively that

the will already flaps its wings in order to fly away from it "*

With relation to this, special attention should be given to the emphasis Schopenhauer
attributes to the role of the life circumstances of the suicidal person. Time and again, the
philosopher points out that the suicidal person "wills life, wills the unchecked existence and
affirmation of the body; but the combination of circumstances does not allow for these, and the
result for him is great suffering."*® Then, again the philosopher states that the suicidal persdn "
wills life, and is dissatisfied merely with the conditions on which it has come to him.™*

Desperate life circumstances pull the person to the brink of the tragedy of self-destruction.

The theme of self-denial or denial of will-to-live through suicide can be discussed in
relation to Dostoevsky's fictional characters. It is especially true because the theme of suicide is
one of the most prominent themes in his fiction of the post—Sibcriap period. Moreover,
Dostoevsky is considered to be a master of life circumstances' descriptions of desperate people,

many of whom do, indeed, end up killing themselves.

Shneidman suggests that Dostoevsky uses suicide for the purpose of: "rendering a
philosophical or ethical message and keeping the readers’ attention on the subject of the

narrative."*? Without totally denying this assertion, it seems to this writer, however, that
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suicide as a literary device used by Dostoevsky in his novels is motivated by the basic tragic
nature of his narrative. Early Dostoevsky critics such as Lev Shestov, Vyacheslav Ivanov and
Dmitrii Merezhkovskii, have already pointed to the tragic nature of Dostoevsky's major novels.
| Merezhkovskii, for instance, state that: "rmaBHble npousBeferst JIOCTOEBCKOTO, B CYIHOCTH,
BOBCE He pOMaHBI, He 3I10¢, 4 Tparemm."53 This enabled later Dostpevsky critics to analyze his
novels within the framework of the common tragedy-narrative, allowing for a new definition of
Dostoevsky's novels as novel-tragedies. Konstantin Mochulsky is, perhaps, the champion of
this analysis. In his extensive examination of Dostoevsky's fiction, Mochulsky writes: "The
novel-tragedy is saturated with dramatic energy, contains countless potential for struggle and
conflict. Not only is the whole tragic, but also each of its cells. All the dramatis personae, who

take part in the common tragedy, simultaneously experience their own personal tragedies."**

Suicide can easily become an integral part of the tragic narrative. Suicide intensifies the
tragic effect the narrative is attempting to achieve; in fact, suicide, to a certain degree,
predetermines the tragic nature of the narrative. On that basis, Mochulsky analyzes for instance,

the "spiritual tragedy” of Stavrogin and the "religious tragedy" of Kirillov in The Possessed. In
both cases suicide is viewed by the critic as the inevitable and necessary conclusion to the
narrative. Speaking of Stavrogin's tragedy, for instance, Mochulsky indicates that suicide is its
final and inevitable act. The critic illustrates Stavrogin's feeble efforts at saving his life. The latter
endeavors to do so by means of "heroic exploits” and intolerable burdens, each of which turns
out to be a disaster. In this context Mochulsky states that: "The fourl "exploits" --- the four
misdeeds (the first oné: being suffering from insults made by Shatov; the second is Stavrogin's

misguided intention to announce his marriage to the cripple; the third exploit - he fires into the
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air during his duel with Gaganov, leading to the insult of the latter; the fourth - his pompous
intention to publish his confession) --- are the four acts of the mangod's tragedy. The fifth act is
his suicide."* Very illustrative in this instance is the tragedy of Svidrigailov from Crime and
Punishment. Svidrigailov, that "man who has outraged the inviolability of Mother-Earth and
severed his ties with the human family", is a tragic personage from his very entry into the
narrative.” He never experiences happiness, neither in his single life nor in his married life. His )
marriage turns into a nightmare due to the conditions under which it was arranged. His wife
practically buys his body in return for his soul. This episode ends on a tragjc note and there is
great suspicion that Svidrigailov is to blame for her early departure. He is tormented by the
gruesome crimes he committed in the past --- the servant Philip, who commited suicide after a
confrontation with Svidrigailov, and about whom he tells Raskolnikov during their brief
‘encounters, and the little girl of fourteen who commited suicide after an encounter with
‘Svidrigailov, and who comes to Svidrigailov in his dream the night before his own death. Itis
as though the dead seek revenge on him; they keep reminding him of their destinies which
resuited from his sick psyche. Remarkable is the fact that Svidrigailov kills himself just as some
of his victims ended life on their own accord --- Philip hung himself, while the little girl from
Svidrigailov's morbid dream drowned herself. The approach of Svidrigailov's tragic end is felt
especially strongly the night before his death. Here, Dostoevsky uses the descriptive power of
his "mystical realism" to create an atmosphere of tragic denouement. The final stroke is laid

when Svidrigailov pulls the trigger. With the death of night comes the death of the dark person.

Moreover, suicide in Dostoevsky's fiction is directly connected to the theme of will.

Suicide serves the purpose of a device through which the dramatis personae manifest their
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will-to-live or deny it. Ippolit from The Idiot, for instance, declares his free will which will also
find its affirmation through suicide as his right to choose between life and death. Even though he
is very limited in such choices by the very force of all powerful nature, he still can affirm his
right to live for another three weeks or choose to die right away by means of suicide. This idea is
very similar to the one expressed by Schopenhauer in his essay on suicide: " there is nothing in

the world to which every man has a more unassailable title than to his own life and person."*®

| No matter who commits suicide in Dostoevsky's fiction -- be it a man of some social
prominence and financial security like Svidrigailov or Stavrogin, or a representative of the lower
strata of Russian society, like "the meek one” (Qhose primary reason for suicide is the unhappy
family life) -- all of them find themselves in great contradiction with the normal flow of life. Or,
in Schopenhauer's words, they will life, but are "dissatisfied merely with the conditions on
which it has come" to them.” Of course, the term “life conditions” is a broad one and might
include a variety of factors which could be applicable only to a particular instance, such as
desperate economic and social conditions (as in Raskolnikov's case), moral torment caused by a
guilty conscience (as in Svidrigailov's and Stavrogin's respective cases), or a fatal disease and
the loss of faith (as in Ippolit's case). Itis, therefore, necessary to look at each case individually
in order to be able to determine particulars of one's difficult life circumstances and conditions

which might have tilted the decision between life and death.



V. The Analysis of Two Suicides in Crime and Punishment in Relation to Schopenhauer's

Theory of the Affirmation and Denial of the Will-to-live.

There are two major suicide cases in Crime and Punishment -- the contemplated suicide
by Raskolnikov and the successful suicide by Svidrigailov. The fates of these two characters are
closely intertwined in the narrative structure of the novel, which is especially evident as the novel
approaches its conclusion. Svidrigailov thinks that there is a great number of similarities
between him and Raskolnikov, when he tells him that they are "omsoro moss sromst."®
| Mochulsky also identifies Svidrigailov as Raskolnikov's "double.” The uniting force between
these two characters is their past life: they have both committed crimes in the past, and from the
moment Svidrigailov appears in the doorway of Raskolnikov's dwelling at the end of the third
part, we learn a great deal about events tha£ took place in the past. The lives of both of these
characters are troubled by the recollections of recent events, and they both experience a great
deal of moral torment due to their crimes. There is, however, a great difference between the two
men, despite the fact that they are both criminals. This difference is in the nature of their crimes.
Raskolnikov commits his crime out of intellectual conviction, or as Porfirii Petrovich labels it
"according to a theory” -- "y6un, meyx y6u, o Teopyt."® Svidrigailov, however, commits his
crimes (about which we can only guess since he was not formally indicted or convicted) because
of his perverted and idle character of which he is fully aware and he even admits it to
Raskolnikov when he says: "JleiicTBurensHo, 9 YeIOBEK pasﬁpamu‘& v npaspEbit."® His wife's
death, which Raskolnikov and his sister Dunya accuse him of, is the last one of his presumed

crimes before he puts an end to his own life. It is believed that Raskolnikov's contemplation of

33
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suicide, as well as Svidrigailov's suicide, result from the moral lacerations and psychological
torment experienced by both characters after the crimes they committed. Due to the differing
natures of the crimes, predetermined by the difference in the life circumstances of Raskolnikov
and Svidrigailov, it is necessary to look at these two characters and their life Zircumstances

immediately preceding the crime, separately .

The story of Svidrigailov's marriage and life in the countryside of which he tells
Raskolnikov during one of their encounters, is of great importance with regard to the assessment
of his crime and with regard to the understanding of the motives for his subsequent suicide. With
regard to Raskolnikov's crime, which is disclosed to the reader in the opening chapters of the
novel, it is important to analyze his theory of "superior” and "inferior" people, his vision of
himself (in light of this theory) before and after the crime, and his character and moral lacerations

-after the crime, to be able to determine the motives which prompted him to a suicidal solution as
well as the motives which prevented him from committing suicide. The determination of the
motives of Raskolnikov's and Svidrigailov's suicides will, in turn, facilitate a conclusion
regarding the nature of the two suicides in relation to the characters' will-to-live. The
fundamental questions to answer will thus be -- Why does Raskolnikov not end his unbearable
life voluntarily to avoid suffering, but does instead choose exile and suffering? Could it be that
will-to-live overpowered his destructive impulse? And why did Svidrigailov shoot himself,
even though he had better chances to survive than his "double" Raskolnikov? Does it make
Svidrigailov a strong or a weak person, being that he had the strength, on his own accord, to

cross the threshold between life and death? Or was it simply the strength of his weakness?
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In Crime and Punishment, the crime, as such, is used by the novelist as a pretext to the
discussion of the main theme -- the punishment. N. Natova suggests that the addition of the
word "punishment” to the title of the novel, enables the novelist to explore not the criminal
matters of the narrative, ‘but the psychological state of mind of the person who committed that
crime. With regard to this, Natova comments that:" Tam, rie oGBMHO OIIyCKaeTcs 3aHaBecC
IeTeKTUBHOM McTopim, JJocTOeBCKIfiA OTKPEBAaET HOBYIO IEPCHEKTHBY M IIPOCIIEXMBAET
OTHOIIEHME NPECTYIHNKA K CBOEMY IPeCTYINEHO - CYIMECTBYET I /1 HETO pacKastiie,
coXalleeT M OH O IPOMCIIEMIEM, OTKPOETC M Hepel HiM IIyTh K HPaBCTBEHHOMY

oBHOBIEEHIO. "¢

If, in Notes from Underground, Dostoevsky only modestly touches upon the complex
problems of human nature, then with Crime and Punishment, "a new g:ra begins -— that of
"psychology."®* Here, Dostoevsky very methodically explores the dark sides of human nature.
The guinea-pig in this case is a young student of law from Petersburg. The novelist presents a full
and complex psychological portrait of Raskolnikov. He briefly outlines his appearance in the
opening passages of the novel only to return to it later, after the crime has been committed. The
main focus is, therefore, on Raskolnikov's post-crime personality, even though some of his
character traits are attributed to his personality before the crime. Thus, along with Raskolnikov's

mother and sister, we learn from his only friend, Razumikhin, that Rodion:

yrpioM, MpayeH, HaIMEHeH ¥ Topl; B TTocTeNHee BpeMs ( 2 MOXKET ropasfio Ipexre )

MHMTENIEH ¥ MIOXOHIpHK. Bemoromymer 1 noGp. UyBCcTB cBOMX He JHOGUT BEICKA3EIBATE

u CKOpBﬁ JXKEeCTOKOQCTE CIEIaeT, YCM CIIOBaMIM BEICKAZKET CEPIOILIE. Muorpa. .. pocTO

XOoImoped ¥ GCC‘IYBCTBCH o becuenoneund, IIpaBo, TOYHO B HEM NiBa IPOTHBONOIIOZAHDIC
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XapaxTepa lMoouepefHo CMCHAIOTCH. ¥YXacHO BBICOKO CeOsIIeHHT U, KaxeTcs1, He Oe3

HEKOTOPOTO TpaBa Ha T0.%

Porfirii Petrovich boasts that he has explored Raskolnikov's character in minute detail and
adds that the latter is a proud, powerful and impatient individual, emphasizing the adjective
“impatient."® Raskolnikov's own mother, even though she doubts Razumikhin's assessment,
does not have anything positive to add to her son's character assessment. On the contrary, she
says that she could never trust his character, even when he was still a young boy of fifteen: "Ero
XapaKTepy I HMKOTHA He MOITIa HOBEPHUThCS, TaxXe KOoria eMy ObUIo TOIBKO NsrHaniaTs e, A
yBepeHa, YTO OH M TENeph BOPYT YTO-HUOYIL MOXET CHeNaTh ¢ cofoif Takoe, Yero He OmvE
weNoBeK HUKOTNA ¥ He ToayMaeT cienars."™ In fact, he does something to himself that nobody
would even think of doing. He commits a senseless crime and his character, perhaps, had a lot to
do not only with its theoretical jusﬁfication, but also with its practical implementation. In this
sense, his character, according to Schopenhauer, was a "necessary ... factor” of his action.* But
his character alone, no matter how nasty or daring it can be, or how much it can effect his will,
can not be blamed for the multitude of his misfortunes. In his frantic rage in front of Sonya
Marmeladov, Raskolnikov opens up and reveals to her and to the reader, the moral and physical
atmosphere of his life in the last two or three years, during which, incidentally, he perhaps
acquired some of the negative traits of his character. It is this environment which can be

considered to have contributed to both his theory about ordinary and extraordinary people, and

the murder.

Raskolnikov's theory of superior and inferior people developed along with his

desperation, strife and ever- increasing hatred toward people in the dark cell of his dwelling,
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which looked more like a cupboard than a room -- "Kamopka ero saxomanace 0o caMoI0
KPOBIIeii BHICOKOro IATHATaXXKHOT'O OMa ¥ oXomia Gollee Ha mkac, 4eM Ha KBapTupy."® As
Mochulsky aptly comments: "The violent idea of the crime could be born only in a narrow, low

"10  Raskolnikov confesses to Sonya Marmeladov: "z s ozmuncs... MimerHo

garret such as this.
ozmwica (3To croBo xopomee!). S Torma, Kak Hayk, K cebe B yroi 3abmics. Tot Bemb Obina B
Moelt KOHype, Bugena... A 3Hacmb 1, CoH, 4TO HM3KME IIOTONKY M TECHES KOMHATE OYILY U YM
tecrsr!"” But, before mental strife, there was financial desperation and need because the
question is --- if the immediate physical environment of his dwelling had such a negative.
influence on his psyche --- why would he stay in this room if he was not financially needy. The
first thing we learn about Raskolnikov in the opening paragraph of the novel is that he is
extremely poor. In only one phrase, Dostoevsky conveys to the reader the state of Raskolnikov's

financial affairs -- "Or GbUT pasgaBier GeaaOCTHO. "

He was so impoverished that he was not
even paying any attention to his poverty anymore. But, the extreme poverty which happened to
coincide with Raskolnikov's inquisitive intellect, eventually produced a monster. Nevertheless,
Raskolnikov, first and foremost, is a victim of his environment. This assumption is given some
legitimate support by the novelist himself through the words of Porfirii Petrovich, when the latter
comments that: "«cpega» .MHOI"OE: B mpecTymeryns 3aaunT." " Porfirii Petrovich, more than
anybody else in the novel, understands this problem and it deters him from implementing the
regular treatment for Raskolnikov as a murder suspect and prompts him to offer the young man
the best option he can in his position as the official state invéstigator, namely to voluntarily

confess and thus redeem himself. Porfirii Petrovich urges Raskolnikov to accept suffering,

which will be suffering leading the way to a new life. Mochulsky points out that already, in the
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early drafts of the novel, Porfirii Petrovich was designated to preach "the philosophy of life," in
which preference is given to life, even though it might be life in suffering.” Undoubtedly, this

philosophy of life had a tremendous impact on the young man's fate.

Morally and physically down-trodden by his life circumstances, Raskolnikov is
profoundly "dissatisfied with the condiﬁons" {using Schopenhauer' parlance) on which life has
come to him. He thinks up a theory and contemplates murder as an immediate solution to his
financial strife and as a fast improvement to his situation. Even though in his conversation with
Sonya he rejects his financial need as a prime crime motive, it can not be totally ruled out.
During his trial, Raskolnikov confesses that one of the reasons for the murder was his "CKBEpHOE
TOJIOKEHNE, ero HMIeTa ¥ 6eCIIOMOIMHOCTD, KeNanye YIpOwWTh IepBhIe Mary CBoeH KisHeHHOM

Kapbepkl ¢ IIOMOMILIO TPeX THICSY PyOrel, KOTOPEIE OH paCCUMTHIBAN HATH ¥ y6uroit."”

Raskolnikov was dissatisfied with his life before the crime and he became even more
dissatisfied with it afterwards. Speaking about Raskolnikov's meditations on planning 2 murder,
Mochulsky points out one extraordinary detail about Raskolnikov being a "theorist.” The critic

w76

writes: "He dreams of a practical deed though he is a theorist."™ And, being only a theorist,
Raskolnikov could not possibly foresee all practical consequences of the crime. He certainly
could not foresee the tremendous moral lacerations which he would experience after the murder.
Perhaps he would not have experienced such profound guilt and fear if it were not for the killing
of the second sister -- Lizaveta, whom he was not planning to kill, but had to, in order not to be

caught. There is so much regret and guilt in his words when he tells Sonya that he did not want to

kill Lizaveta: "On JInzasery 3TY... YOuTh He X0oTed... OH ee... youn HedasmHo... OH cTapyXxy
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yOUTh XOTeJI... Korfia OHa Oblla OfHA... ¥ IIpyiel... A TyT Bommna Jlnzasera... OH TYT... 1 ee

w7t

youn

After Lizaveta's murder, Raskolnikov can not regain his composure because he realizes
that he has killed an innocent person. If the old and wicked lady, Alyona, was the quintessence
of all evil in the world in Raskolnikov's mind, and he identified her as the pﬁme cause of his
misfortune, then Lizaveta was quite the opposite. As Peace comments: "Even in the penal
settlement he . . . maintains that it was no crime to kill Alyona; no mention is made of
Elizaveta."™ On the surface, Raskolnikov seems to be in total control, but in his heart and
conscience, there is chaos and havoc caused by the tremendous impact Lizaveta's murder has on
him. The feeling of guilt haunts him from the time he recovers from the initial shock a week
after the murder. As Shneidman points out: "Although Raskolnikov appears to have no pangs
of conscience for his crime on the rational level, subconsciously he is profoundly guilt-ridden."”
His human nature does not feel the same way his mind does. Porfirii Petrovich very profoundly
expresses what Raskolnikov did not want to admit to himself - that his nature (ramypa) does not
agree with his mind; his conscience does not agree with his theory and what came out of it --
"IeHCTBUTEHLHOCTS M HATYPA, CYHAph BB MOIf, 6CTh BaXHasl BEHIb, M YX KaK MHOIMA CaMbii
HpO30pIMBEI L pacteT NONCEKAIOT! . .. CONTran oH GecrofobHo; a HAaTypy-TO M He CyMell

paccurrath."®

In addition to the existing misfortunes, Rakolnikov comes to the realization that he failed
to achieve what he was hoping to with his theory. This theory was the intellectual motive for the
crime. Raskolnikov admits to Sonya Marmeladov that he went to kill not as an amateur, but as a

learned person --."W Hey:xelb T aellb, UTO 5 KaK 4K Iomel1, o4epTd romopy? 5 nomen
j% y P Y
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KAK YMHMK, ¥ 5TO-TO MeHs 1 cry6umo!"®!

He tells her that he knew exactly what he was doing,
and that he was doing it also for the purpose of determining to what category of people he
belonged -- superior or inferior, extraordiﬁary or ordinary: "Mte nano GELIO y3HATE TOTHA, M
nockopelt y3HATB, BOIIb JI 51, KaK Bee, Wi yenosek? CMOrY MM & NepecTynuTh W He cMory?"®
According to Raskolnikov's theory, all mankind is divided into people of exceptional
values and rights - the movers of this world, and people of lower strata, whose only function is
to sustain human reproduction. In the conversation skillfully orchestrated by Porfirii fetrovich,
Raskolnikov conveys that: "«He0oObKHOBEHHBIL» YEIOBEK MMEET IIPABO . . . TO €CTh HE
odhviMAaTbHOE HPaBo, 4 CaM MMeeT HPaBo PaspennIrh CBOell COBECTH NEPEMarayTh . . . Yepes MHbIE
NPEIATCTBS, ¥ SIMECTBEHHO B TOM TOIEKO CITydae, €ciut YCIIONHE N e ero 1uen (MHorna

CTIACHTENbHOM, MOXeT GHITB IS BCEro YelloBeuecTRa) Toro notpebyer."®

To kill Alyona and thus, to cross that threshold and become a superior being, is
Raskolnikov's goal and he fails to achieve it. In his conversation with Sonya, he finally admits to
himself that he does not qualify for the position of a superior being and that he experiences
profound regret as to what he has done: "5 xoTen TeSe TOIBKO OIHO NOKA3aTh: YTO YEPT-TO
MERS TOIA HOTAIDAL, & YX IOCIe TOro MHe oOBICHII, 9TO He MMEI 5 IIpaBa TN XOIUTb,

II0TOMY UTO 5 TAKAS e TOUHO BOMIb, KK K Bee."™

Morally and physically down-trodden by life circumstances, which are further aggravated
by the murder and the subsequent realization of the failure to achieve the goals he hoped to,
Raskolnikov, for a moment, cannot cope with the multitude of pressing problems and
contemplates suicide. It is at this moment that we find him standing on the bridge, staring at

Neva's water: "B30jfId Ha MOCT, OH OCTAaHOBUIICS ¥ IIEDUIY ¥ CTAll CMOTPETh B somy."® Later on,
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Raskolnikov confesses to his sister Dunya that he wanted to jump into the river to avoid the
shame which would fall upon him once the true identity of the murderer was revealed. He
emphatically exclaims: "Ifa, 9T06 136€XaTh 3TOrO CTHIIA, S M XOTEJ yTomaThes, HyHs, HO
TOMyMall y>Ke CTOs Hall BOJIOH, ITO eCim sl cufran cebst O CHX HOp CHMIIBHEIM, TO IYCTh Xe s 1
cThIna Teneph He y6omoch."* He contemplates death , yet chooses life. Almost immediately, a
profound change occurs within him. Standing on the same bridge where he witnessed
Afrosinyushka's suicidal attempt, Raskolnikov casts aside all his doﬁbts and emphatically
exclaims: "EcTb x013up! Passe 4 ceituac He xun? He yMepita enre MOs XM3HL BMECTE € CTapOIO
crapyxoit! ITapcreo efi HeGecHOE 1 ~ HOBOIBHO, MAaTYIIKa, opa Ha nokofi! Ilapereo paccymka u
CBETA TeIeps ... i Bom, u kL™ Raskolnikov thus, makes a willful decision and excludes
death as a solution to his problems. Schopenhauer's metaphysical will thus, does not find its
affirmation in Raskolnikov's suicide, but it finds it in his ever strong "will-to-li‘-/e."
Schopenhauer writes that: "will-to-live is the only true description of the world's innermost
nature. Everything presses and pushes toward existence, if possible toward organic existence, i.e
life. In animal nature, it then becomes obvious that will-fo-live is the keynote of its being, --- its
only unchangeable and unconditioned quality."® Schopenhauerian will-to-live finds its

embodiment in Raskolnikov's decision not to kill himself.

Of course, in Raskolnikov's case it does not happen as easily as it would in some other
person's circumstance. Raskolnikov goes through a profound change in his life before he finally
comes to a positive resolution of his problems. First, after the murder, it is fear of prosecution
for the crime that hauﬁts him. He feels that his life is now threatened by the possibility of severe

punishment which will be assigned by the authorities for committing a grave crime, which, in
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turn may result in the death penalty or death in exile . Raskolnikov's realization of such a
prospect is enhanced by his knowledge of law. Schopenhauer aptly expresses a psychological
condition similar to Raskolnikov's when he states: "the entire inner nature of a living being thus
threatened is at once transformed into the most desperate struggle against, and resistance to
death."® The pressure of moral guilt, however, overpowers the fear of physical punishment.
Yet, both factors contribute to his ephemeral idea to kill himself. By the same token, the fear of
immediate death through suicide is stronger in Raskolnikov than the fear of criminal conviction
and its repercussions. Thus, this fear of immediate death translates into affirmation of the
instinct for self-preservation or the will-to-live. By choosing life, even though it would be life in
suffering, Raskolnikov finds the true affirmation of the will-to-live, for life and "the body of
man is already the objectivity of the will, as it appears at this grade and in this individual."* The

. instinct for self -preservation is much stronger in Raskolnikov than that of self-destruction.

Shneidman suggests that "it is probably his inner craving for life and his desire to survive at any
price that save our hero from self-destruction."” It appears, however, that any probability or
uncertainty about the manifestation of the will-to-live in the human being or animal's nature, of
which Raskolnikov is a good example, should be eliminated because, again, " will-to-live is the
only true description of the world's innermost nature,” and therefore human nature. ** Kirpotin's
conclusion, in this writer's opinion, more aptly reflects the true nature of Raskolnikov's choice of
life, and is closer to the expression of Schopenhauer's concept of will-to-live in the character of
Raskolnikov. Kirpotin writes that: "Raskolnikov lives not for death, but for life, even more so
for an idea, i.e., for life in general. Raskolnikov will not kill himself because he knows: death

stops all relationship between existence and generations . . . . Raskolnikov does not consider
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death as a final solution precisely because other people and their problems remain - life goes
on."® Raskolnikov, so to speak, adopts Schopenhauerian reasoning with relation to life and
death through suicide and deems suicide a useless and "a quite futile and foolish act."** Ttis
remarkable that the first manifestation of the will-to-live is seen in -Raskolnikov right after the
incident with Marmeladov, who is run over by a horse. Raskolnikov witnesses the scene and
assists his dying companion in being transported to his apartment. After Marmeladov passes
away a few minutes later, Raskolnikov offers his wife, Katerina Ivanovna, twenty five rubles -
all the money he has, to help her with the immediate expenses for the funeral services. And, as
he is leaving Marmeladov's apartment, he suddenly experiences an influx of emotions, as if he
has been gi{ren a new life: " OH cxomiI THXO, ge TOPOUSICH, BECh B IIMXOPaJKe ¥, HE CO3HABas
TOF0, HONEHIE OTHOrO, HOBOI'O, HEOOBSICEMMOT0 OIMYIEHH BIPYT OPUXJILINYBIIEN TOMHON i

| MOTydei JKu3EN. D70 OIyIEry e MOITIO TOXOMITh Ha OIMyINeHHe IPOroBOPeHHOr0 K CMEPTHOM

Kas3Hi, KOTOPOMY BAPYT # HEOXHMIAHHO OGBSBILNOT IHponmeHye. "

Explaining this sudden metamorphosis in Raskolnikov, the novelist asks the question:
"Yro XKe, OMHAKO, CIYWIOCh TAKOro 0coGEHHOr0, IT0 TaK NepeBepHyno ero? Ja oH 1 caM He
3HAIT; eMy, KaK XBaTaBIIeMycst 33 COJIOMIHKY, BIPYT IIOKA3aloCh, YTO I eMy 'MOXKHO XUTh, UTO
ecTh elle KM3Hb, UTO He YMepIIa ero JXI3Hb BMECTE C CTapoio crapyxoit."® It is very likely that
Raskolnikov felt good about himself because he did a good thing by helping the desperate
Marmeladovs. But most of all, he felt useful again, and that gave him tremendous motivation for
staying alive, It is as though Raskolnikov realizes that salvation is possible, and the possibility of
it lies in being useful ;‘.o others. Schopenhauer would perhaps describe Raskolnikov's emotional

state of mind at this moment as "the boundless rejoicing after he has been saved."”



By the same token, his first encounter with Sonya Marmeladov in the Marmeladovs'
apartment shortly after the incident with Marmeladov-senior, gives Raskolnikov another
unconscious impulse for life. Ellen Chances remarks that: "Raskolnikov, after rushing to
Katerina Ivandvna's.aid whien, incidentally, he encounters Sonya for the first time, senses life
surging through his veins."”® Thus, it is immediately after he leaves Marmeladov's apartment that
he, once and for all, chooses life - "EcTb xwazns! PazBe s cejigac e xun?" - he emphatically
exclaims, standing on the same bridge from which he saw a young woman plunging into the

% Twice since the murder, he confronts death -- first when he sees

muddy waters of the Neva.
Efrosynushka's desperate attempt to kill herself, and then again when he sees the dying
Marmeladov. But, paradoxically enough, the confrontation with death seems to have awakened
in him the will-to-live. The duality of his personality indicated, for instance, by Peace, had_
pethaps, a lot to do with the affirmation of his will-to-live as well. We see only negative traits
of his character in the analysis of his crime. But he is not entirely evil, precisely because there is
a lot of good in him. Razumikhin, in his characterization of Raskolnikov's behavior, points out
that he feels as if there are two opposing characters inside Raskolnikov alternating with one
another. During Raskolnikov's trial, the positive side of his personality becomes more apparent,
and it is his friend Razumikhin who confirms this by presenting to the court information and
proof of how Raskolnikov was helping his poor friend who was dying of consumption during his
stay at the University and how, after his friend's death, he was taking care of the latter's old

parent. Raskolnikov's landlady, Madame Zarnitsina, also tesﬁfies how Raskolnikov, risking his

life, saved two infants from a burning building.
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On the other hand, another person who commits suicide in the novel (Svidrigailov) has
no such will-to-live. In fact, he seems to be trying to flee life. His arrival to St. Petersburg serves
as a metaphor for his escapist tendencies. As Shneidman points out: "the idea of escaping
reality haunts him from the very first appearance on the pages of the novel."'® Svidrigailov
comes from a different social background and, therefore, the circumstances of his life are quite
different from those of Raskolnikov. Svidrigailov and Raskolnikov, however, find themselves
in a similar situation that of being murder suspects. Porfiry Petrovich suspects Raskolnikov of
killing the two sisters, while Luzhin, Dunya and Raskolnikov suspect Svidrigatlov of causing the
death of his wife. But his wife was not his only victim. Shneidman points out that
"Svidrigailov's act of violent self-destruction is preceded by the suicides of his alleged
victims."" It is these victims who haunt him from the very moment of his first appearance in the
novel when he introduces himself to Raskolnikov. His wife's death leaves such a profound
impression on him, that he becomes mentally ill. Even though there are no direct allegations of
him being mentaily ill, it is strongly implied. Raskolnikov notices it right away during their first

encounter in the student's room: " DTo MOMeMABHELE, - DoxyMan Packomsankos. "%

Svidrigailov is psychologically disturbed and he sees apparitions. His wife comes to him and
talks to him about "some insignificant things." He tells Raskolnikov that his dead servant Fil'ka
came around once. But, most importantly, the night before he kills himself, Svidrigailov sees a
little girl who is perhaps the same girl that, according to Luzhin, Svidrigailov abused and drove
to suicide. Svidrigailov's crime is so ignominious and despicable that the narrator can not refrain

from interfering in order to prove Svidrigailov's guilt:
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CauapyranioB 3Hal 3Ty AEBOUKY. DTa AeBouka Oblia caMoyOumiia - yTOINeHDMa,
Eii 6RO TOMBKO YETHPHAILIATE JIET, HO 3T0 OLINIO yKe pasOuToe cepime, M OHO

noryGuio cebs, ockopbrieHroe o6uIoi, Y KacHYBIIEO ¥ YIMBMBINEIO 3TO MOIIOAO.,
IETCKOe CO3HaHMe, 3aIHBIIEI0 He3aCyKEeHHBIM CTHIIOM €€ aHrelIbCKM WCTYIO AYIIY U

BHIPBABIIEIO TOCTET NI KPUK OTUasHNS, He YCIEIIaHHEN, 2 HarTIo HOpyTaHHbIA B
TEMHYIO HOUb, BO Mpake, B xosione.'®

The entire night preceeding Svidrigailov's suicide is very characteristic of his attempts to
escape reality. He plunges into the underworld of debauchery and perversion, drinking heavily
himself, and giving drinks to others: "Beck 3TOT Beuep OH IPOBEI IO PA3HHIM mmaM u
KII0aKaM, mepexonst 13 ommoro B apyroi."'™ He was indeed a man lost from life, and he had a
vivid understanding of this himself. Raskolnikov senses the same determination and purposé

' wﬁich Svidrigailov reveals during their first conversation: "PackoMeHMKOBY SBHO OBINO, UTO 3TO
Ha YTO-TO TBEPIO PENMBIDLiCS YeNoBeK 1 cebe Ha yme."'®  Svidrigailov has only one hope that
would make it possible for him to survive, and that hope rests with Raskolnikov's sister Dunya.
Peace suggests that Svidrigailov is in love with Dunya and "is determined to pursue her through
all the means within his power. He attempts bribery, blackmail, and in a last resort, violence."'®

Dunya, who was at first sympathetic with "the lost man" Svidrigailov, in the end rejects his

advances because she realizes that she may have been the indirect reason for Svidrigailov's
wife's death. It may have occurred to Dunya that Svidrigailov facilitated his wife's death only to

free himself and thus become available for her. Once rejected by Dunya during theijr violent

encounter, in the course of which she tries to shoot him, Svidrigailov seems to be "a changed

¢
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man."""" Having lost his last hope in life, Svidrigailov grows quite conscious about his
self-worthlessness. Life becomes totally meaningless to him while he becomes totally
meaningless to life. He does not make any visible attempts to cling to life because he evidently

"no longer takes any interest in his individual phenomenon."'®

Even though Svidrigailov is totally indifferent to his own life, he, at the same time, is not
entirely indifferent to the lives of other people. It is especially evident before his suic_:ide. The
paradox of Svidrigailov's indifferent attitude toward other people can also be explained with
relation to Schopenhauer's notion of the disappearing will-to-live. Schopenhauer identifies moral
virtues, such as justice and philanthropy, as symptoms of the disappearance of the will-to-live in

individual phenomenon. The philosopher writes:

The moral virtues, hence justice and philanthropy . . . spring . . . from the fact that the
will-to-live . . . recognizes itself again in all its phenomena; accordingly they are

primarily a sign, a symptom, that the appearing will is no longer firmly held in that

delusion, but the disillusionment already occurs. Thus it might be said figuratively that

the will already flaps its wings in order to fly away from it. '®

This remarkable provision is certainly true with relation to Svidrigailov. Dostoevsky
clearly shows the latter's alt.;ﬁistic tendencies which are equal to those moral virtues that are
identified by Schopenhauer. In effect, Svidrigailov is both just and reveals a great deal of
philanthropy which he shows through the uncharacteristic géod deeds he manages to perform
before his suicide. In this context Jesse Clardy notes: "Svidrigailov does possess within himself,

especially toward the end of his life, that quality of appreciative perception or understanding of
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another human being that makes his existence not at all superfluous.”""® Indeed, Svidrigailov is
oftentimes kind toward people around him. His philanthropic intentions result in helping the
children of the Marmeladov family by financially securin,s_.,r their upbringing. He also has the
intention of helping Dunya Raskolnikov by again, offering her a substantial sum of money. But
the feeling that the reader gets from these deeds is similar to what one feels when a person gives
away everything before he endeavors a final step --- be it a trip abroad with no prospects of
returning back or the choice of voluntary death. So, in fact, Svidrigailov's final step is preceded

by his philanthropic deeds, which only testifies to the disappearance of his will-to-live.

Vladimir Chizh suggests that for Svidrigailov, "there are no desires, no interests, nothing
in the future."'"! The critic concludes that the only possible solution to an idle person like
Svidrigailov, whose life does not have any meanihg, is suicide. The will-to-live has been dealt a
severe blow in Svidrigailov's instance, or, as Schopenhauer expresses it: "in him knowledge
has, so to speak, burnt up and consumed the will, so that there is no longer any will, any keen

desire for individual existence, left in him."™*

In conclusion, it is possible to suggest that the impulse for self-destruction and self-harm
was an intrinsic facet of Svidrigailov's character. His whole life, or at least what is known about
his life from the narrative, seems to be one long streak of self—vicﬁnﬁzaﬁon, starting with his
post-jail marriage, and culminating in his suicide. It is perhaps not surprising then, that Peace
comes to the paradoxical conclusion that Svidrigailov was "both monster and victim, both
oppressor and oppressed."'™ Indeed, Svidrigailov did cause a lot of suffering to the people that
surrounded him. Yet, he too suffered tremendously. This is one of the facets of the dichotomy

of his personality.
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Dostoevsky clearly shows that Svidrigailov does not feel éwill to live when he was on
the verge of suicide (as it was certainly apparent in Raskolnikov's case). In fact, by presenting
Svidrigailov's dual personality of being "both monster and victim" and by revealing the complex
circumstances of his existence, Dostoevsky portrays the latter's's strong dissatisfaction with his

life, which indeed caused him great suffering and led him to a suicidal solution and self-denial.



VI. Ippolit's Attempted Suicide in The Idiot as a Manifestation of Will-to-live.

Even though there are plenty of fatal incidents in The Idiot, Ippolit's attemptéd suicide is,
perhaps, one of the most interesting and philosophically challenging. Indeed, Ippolit Terent'ev
presents a rather extraordinary case that had not yet been encountered in Dostoevsky's fiction.
Philosophically, Ippolit's character can be compared to that of the Underground Man and
Raskolnikov. It is especially evident from his "Explanation," where he is portrayed as a thinking |
type, a man who casts himself away in his room where, while looking at the "Meyer's wall", he
contemplates life and death, good and evil. Peace points out that the similarities between
Ippolit and the Underground Man are apparent in the "confessional style" of Ippolif's
"Explanation” and of Notes from Underground."* But more importantly, the critic writes that
both Ippolit and the Underground Man "are rebels; bc;th rail against the laws of nature; both

refuse to submit.""*

Yet, Ippolit is very different from the Underground Man and Raskolnikov because he is a
very sick man,; he is a person condemned by consumption, who is given hardly more than three
weeks to live. This fact not only contrasts Ippolit with other Dostoevsky characters, but more
importantly, gives his philosophical views a new dimension and a profound depth with relation
to the questions of human psychology. Structurally, his entire literary image is built by the
novelist around the circumstance of his incqrable and fatal disease. If the premise of his illness
were to be taken away, then along with it would go the authenticity of his situation and the snide
and precise nature of his judgments. That, in turn, would diminish the relevance of his role in

terms of the definition of the main protagenist in the novel - prince Myshkin. Moreover, it
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appears that Ippolit's illness is the prime reason for his suicide attempt, and by the same token, it,

again, is his iliness that makes him, more than ever before, cling to life.

In his "Explanation," with the peculiar epigraph, “Aprés moi le déluge," Ippolit indicates
that he decided to part with life not as a result of a logical conclusion, but because of what he
calls his "final conviction" or "mocnemmee yGexuerue."® He deciphers the meaning of his final
conviction after a long elucidation of how he has arrived at it in the first place. The core idea of
his final conviction is that he grew to abhor his life in the form that it was presented to him
during the last several months of it. He despises his life and, (again using Schopenhauerian
parlance) can not accept "the conditions on which it has come to him.""” He acknowledges:
"Ecmi 68 5% ¥MeJl BIACTh He POIMTHCS, TO HABEPHO He MPHMHAN G5l CYIMEeCTBOBAHMS Ha TakKiX
HacMeIImBHIX yenosusx."'"® Ippolit testifies to all the people who gather for pn'ncé Myshkin's

birthday:
Bor 3T0T 0coGeR BN CIIyuaif, KOTOPbIE S TaK NOOpo6HO OmyCal, ¥ 6511 IPUUNHOM, .
YTO § COBEPIIEEHO «peimicsi». OKOHGATEIIEHOMY PEMEHNIO CIOCOOCTBOBANA,
cTano OBITh, He JIOTHMEKA, He JIoriJuecKoe yoexese, a oTepamenne. Hembas
OCTaBaThCH B AKI3HM, KOTOPas NPUHNMAET TAKMe CTPAHHEIE, 00yoKalomye MEHA (POPMEL
DTO OpUBHIEHENE MEHS YEU3UIIO. 51 He B CHIlaX MOMUMHATLCA TEMHOM cuile,
IpMEMMAIONeH B TapaHTyna.' '’

Ippolit, apparently, feels offended and degraded by the apparition he sees in his half-real,

half-delusional dream. He refers to the "special case” which triggered his decision to kill himself.
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This "special case" is actually a series of events which Ippolit describes in his te§timony -- the
picture of the dead Christ in Rogozhin's cemetery-like house, the dream about the tarantula, and
the apparition of Rogozhin himself. In this connection, Mochulsky points out that: "Ippolif's
thoughts about death are inspired by Rogozhin. In Zis house he sees Holbein's picture; his
phantom compelled the consumptive to decide to commit suicide."' Similarly, Shneidman
writes that: "the picture of Christ at Rogozhin's and the symbolic dreams of the scorpion and the
tarantula merge into one and cause Ippolit to finally make up his mind."'*' But it appears that the
three incidents ﬁere only the initial causes for his contempt toward his life becausé it is
ultimately his life, which assumes such grotesque, strange and at the same time offensive shapes,
that he is angry with. It is his diseased life which he despises and blames for his decisive step
toward death. The night visions play, metaphorically speaking, the role of the final straw, yet his
dissatisfaction with life and inclination toward its termination are évident much earlier, before he
sees ﬁolbein's picture, the monstrous tarantula and the ghost of Rogozhin. Particularly,. the
episode of Ippolit's night rendezvous with his friend Bakhmutov comes to mind. After a long
conversation on the subject of "a single donation,” Bakhmutov, with characteristic
straightforwardness, reﬁﬁnds Ippolit of his life which is corrupted by consumption. Standing on a
bridge, leaning on the rail and looking in the water of the Neva River, Ippolit immediately
responds in a mysterious way (as if some thought has come to his mind): "A énaeTe T, 9TO MHE
IPUILIO B FONOBY, - CKa3all fI, HATHYBIIMCH elme Gonee Hap Nepimanvi. - HeyxxTo Gpocurses B
BOIy? - BCKpuyall baxMyTOB UyThb HE B Mcnyre. MoxeT OBITH OH IPOYEI MO0 MBICIIb B MOEM

mme."? Ippolit contemplates jumping into the river, but for the moment, gives up this idea.



53

Yet, this incident clearly shows his suicidal inclinations which have a direct relationship to his

illness.

Ippolit's contempt for his consumptive life turns into the detestation of nature and its
laws, because Ippolit considers himself to be "condemned by nature."'® He despises nature not
only because he has three weeks of life left - after all, he got used to living with a fatal disease -
but he can not accept the humi}iation caused by nature in the form of his disease, which becomes
more and more grotesque. He can not submit to his inability to fight back against that "huge
devise of modern design" --- nature, and does not reconcile with the fact that nature deprives
him of the chance to die in peace. This is the essence of his rebellion. His apparitions and
nightmares cause him a great deal of mental pain; while at the same time, his illness causes him
tremendous physical suffering. He, however, would not mind all the physical pain in the world,

poverty, or any kind of suffering if only he were healthy. Ippolit confesses:

O, RaK s MeYTal TOria, KaK »Xejlan, KaK HapouHo JXeNal, ITo0H MeHd,
BOCEMHA)ATUIIETHETO, €IBa ONETOr0, €Ba NPMKPLITOro, BHITHAI BAPYT Ha YIDALY M
OCTaBIIIA COBEPIIERHO ONHOro, Ge3 KBapTHpH], 6e3 paGoThl, fe3 Kycka xneba, 6e3

POOCTBCHHMEOB, 6e3 eqMHOTO 3HAKOMOI'0 YEIIOBEKa B orpomneﬁmeM Topoxe, r'OJIOMHOIO,

1pu6uToro (TeM Myume!), HO 3MOPOBOTO, ¥ TYT-TO OB 5 IOKazal . . .. -

Ippolit is angry at people who have so much life in them, and, at the same time, do not
know how to live it properly; who do not appreciate life and do not treasure it. He emphatically
exclaims: "$1 He mOHVMaL, HANpyMEP, Kak 3TH IO, MMest CTOJIbKO KU3HH, HE YMEIOT CHeNaTbes
Gorauamm. I 3HAN omHOrO OENHIKA, PO KOTOPOTO MHE IIOTOM PACCKA3hIBAI, UTO OH YMED C

TOJIONY, 1, TIOMHIO, 3TO BHIBEJIO MEHA U3 cebst; ecimt BB MOKHO OBUIC 3TOro DENHIXa OXIMBUTD, S
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611, KaxeTes, Kasmol ero."? This remark of Ippolit's instantaneously reminds one of Netochka
Nezvanova's father , Egorov, who not only has a healthy life given to him, but also talent, and

~ whose death and inability to live is solely of his own doing. Ippolit is enraged with this type of
person because he, himself, is "acutely aware of the value of time - the value of life itself."'*
Ippolit is outraged by the fact that he is denied life, that he is excluded from that “endless feast"

of life - "2TOT mup, KOTOPOMY HET KOHIIA, HA4all ¢ TOr0, YTO ONHOI'O MEeHS cYell 32 mmmaero. "

But, paradoxically, regardles; of how much life is left for him (sixty years or three weeks),
Ippolit recognizes his ultimate right to life. He has the right to choose, even with very few
options, how to manage his life; that is, either to continue to live for however long is left for
him, or to die on his own accord, instantaneously. This can, perhaps, be explained in terms of
what Peace calls the "theory of the triumph of rights," (with which, according to Mrs.
Yepanchin, the younger people like Ippolit and Burdovsky are bbsesséd, and according to which
everﬁone looks only for his own right), which is first introduced by the novelistrin the second part
of the novel with the appearance of "a company of extortionists” - Burdovsky, Keller and Ippolit
Terent'ev.!® Peace's assumption with regard to that "theory of the triumph of rights," of course,
is very legitimate. It appears, however, that the approach ( introduced by Schopenhauer in his
essay on suicide), according to which "there is nothing in the world to which every man has a
more unassailable title than to his own life and person,” would better express person's
inalienable right to his or her life.”” Ippolit's right to his life, which he claims through an act of
self-annihilation, could, therefore, be explained in a similar fashion. Ippolit expresses thisin a

manner similar to Schopenhauer' s, when he says: "5 eme nomavalo, uro eciv 6 s B BETe

3MOPOBbS ¥ CI HOCATHYI Ha MO0 KM3Hb, KOTOpas 'MOTIIa GH GHITh TIONE3Ha MOoeMy OIIoKHeMy'. .



55

. TO HPABCTBEHHOCTh MOriIa Okl el yIpeKHYTh MEH, II0 CTapolf pyTimHe, 32 TO , 9TO g
PaCTIOPAIATICS MOEI0 XI3HM0 Ge3 capocy . . . . Ho Temeps. . . KOra Mee yxe IpOUMTaH CPOK

npuropopa? "

In his "Explanation," Ippolit elucidates on the subject of life and particularly life in
humility as it is preached by the Christian faith. It appears that he addresses his plea to the guests
gathered around on the deck of Prince Myshkin's summer house. But at the same time, it feels as
if he has another invisible listener, whom he does not dare to obliterate completely, even though
he does not truly believe in His existence either. At any rate, Ippolit openly confronts the Divine,
and with his quasi-naive intonation, asks: "Heyxemm tam 1 B camoM Jelie KTO-HHOY B O0MIMTCS
TeM, YTO 8 He XOUy IONOXKIATh IByx Heneis? He sepio g sTomy."! This question, if it were
rephrased into a statement, would express Ippolit's right to his own life, at least in its earthly
form, and would sound like this: "T do not want to wait anothef two weeks, but I want to stop my
life now, because I have the right to do what I want with my life, even if soﬁebody out there

.would be displeased with my decision." That is why he sees the act of suicide as an act of free
will --- of will with its psychological overtones of being a function of the human psyche which is
able to control and direct one's behavior, or will as volition that "involves setting up a conscious
aim and working foward this goal by purposive activity."'** Because ultimately, in Ippolit's
situation, it comes down to the question of the control of his actions and conscious

decision-making, both of which are slowly being taken away from him by his illness.

By the same token, his free will, which Ippolit wants to express through an act of self -

annihilation, is not necessarily free. According to Schopenhauer's theory of free will, and in this
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case, Ippolit's free will, is restricted by his character, as well as by his motives, which are the

thoughts that every man "carries around in his head."'*

Ippolit's thoughts at the moment he enters the novel are concentrated on the subject of his
health and approaching demise. He is naturally preoccupied with them because there is little else
for a person in his position think about. From that preocci.tpation comes the re:alization that his
premature death though unfair, is inevitable, and this, in turn gives way to his bitterness toward
everything that possesses some form of life. Dostoevsky metaphorically describes life as the

134

"carnival" (mmp) of nature, in which there is no longer any place for Ippolit.”™ Therefore, Ippolit's
decision to kill himself also comes from thoughts about his rapidly approaching end. By the same
token, in the end, Ippolit's inability to commit suicide can Be explained by the fact that his free

will to carry out the act of self-destruction is restricted by the motivation for self-preservation,

thus making it impossible for him to perform the act.

Ippolit's extraordinary assertion of his right to live another three or four weeks or to die
by means of suicide, comes as a part of his overall rebellion against nature and the Divine. By the
same token, his disbelief in religion is also part of his rebellion. Mochulsky defines Ipollit's
religious credo as follows: "Ippolit is not an atheist; however, his faith is not Christian, but
philosophical.""™ His philosophical faith could bring his religious credo close to that of an
agnostic, or a person who believes that "the existence of any ultimate reality (as God) is
unknown and probably unknowable.""*® For Ippolit, the world of God is the world of "higher
will" and providence, and he acknowledges that, perhaps, the present world was created in
accordance with the dictate of that "higher will." At the same time, he acknowledges that a

human being is not destined to perceive providence and everything that goes with it. Due to his
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disease, Ippolit actually despises this world created by the higher will, and is ext_rernely jealous of
it and its creations. The narrator explains Ippolit's state of mind at the moment of the reading of
his “Explanation" as follows: "EcTb B KpaifHyx clryyasx Ta CTENeHb HOCIE/HE IHIecK o
OTKPOBEHHOCTH, KOI'TIa HEPBHLI YeTIOBEK, paslpaXeHHbIi ¥ BLIBEIEHHLNA U3 cebs1, He Goures
yaKe HUHero ¥ TOTOB XOTh Ha BCAKIE CRaHpal, Iaxe Paj éMy; Gpocaercs Aa moneit.""’ It is with
the same cynical sincerety that Ippolit addresses and, at the same time rejects the world of God.
He thinks of God's world, where people are sacrificed for the sake of the overall harmony, as
impossible and unfair. Thus, Ippolit refuses to sacrifice his own life. He emphatically exclaims

' that: "Kag X0THTe, KO BCe 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO ¥ HeclpapeymBo."

This world is not fair to him just as it was not fair even to "the greatest and most priceless
being" - Christ." This is the conclusion that Ippolit draws after seeing Holbein's picture at
Ronghin‘s. He says in his "Explanation”: "KapTHHoif 3T00 Kaic OyITO MMEHHO BEIDAXKACTCS 3T0
[IOHSTHE O TEMHOI, Harnoii, 1 6ecCMBICTICHHO-BEUHOM CHITe, KOTOPOI BCe nomﬁmeno, ... KoTopast
BeccMBICIIEHHO 3aXBaTiiIa, Pasapobuiia ¥ NOrIoTUNa B cebst, TTyXo ¥ 6eCUyCTBEHEHO, BEINKOe U
Gecnerroe cymectso." * Ippolit's agnostic faith is similar to that of Ivan Karamazov, who

"does not reject God but refuses to accept God's world."™*!

Ippolit can no longer endure the mental and physical suff;ering caused by the disease (with
all of its implications —- the offence he takes from his grotesque dreams, which he has no way of
'c'o.ntrolling; the desperation of a sick person ) and, for the second time, contemplates suicide.
This time, however, he is more determined than ever before. He is a nervous wreck, irritated and
outraged, not afraid of anything any longer and ready for any sort of scandal, even a publicly

committed suicide. In this sense, Ippolit's state of mind at the time of the reading of his



58

"Explanation," and his attempt to kill himself immediately after the reading, is rt?nﬁniscent to that
of Raskolnikov during the latter's last meeting with Porfirii. The latter, with his characteristic
psychological perceptiveness, tells the former: "Herogosasye B Bac YK OU€Hb CIIILHO KMITAT-C,
6raropoOEOe-C, OT HOIYUEHHBIX 00K, Crepsa OT CYIBOEL, 8 IOTOM OT KBAPTAllbHEIX, BOT BHI I
MeJeTech TyIa ¥ CIoJla, UTOOEL TaK CKa3aTh, IIOCKOpee 3aTOBOPHTD BCEX 3aCTaBUTh . . . TOTOMY
UTO HANOETDHA BaM 3TH IiTynocTH . . . ."'* Ippolit, like Raskolnikov, is also outraged by the
unfairness of his situation; he is offended by "fate" and the people around him (perhaps simply
becanse he is fatally ill and they are not). He also wants to talk to people to share his thoughts
and to have human contact, which he, in fact, did so loquaciously in his "Explanation.” He is
also, like Raskolnikov, "sick of all that nonsense" that is life in which both of them encounter a
lot of suffering. Interestingly enough, Ippolit, for a moment, also contemplates a murder - "4ro
eciy 6Bl MEe BAPYT B3MyMasoch Teneph YOUTh KOro yroIHo, XOTh JeCATh ueroBex DPa30M, I
1143

caenarb "T’I‘O-—EMGYI[I) caMoe yKacHoe, UTO TONBKQ CIMTACTCH CaMbIM Y2XaCHBIM Ha 5TOM CBETC.

But instead he prefers to kill himself.

With all his reasoning and determination to end his life, expressed by him in his
"Explanation” and in post-"Explanation" frantic conversations with the people at Prince
Myshkin's summer house, Ippolit does not die. The official resolution of his suicide attempt,
orchestrated by the novelist, causes much controversy among those present at the scene because
they ask themselves — why Ippolit forgot to load a firing cap in his pistol, and thus mismanaged
his suicide attempt and turned it into a "paiﬁml farce?"'* Prince Myshkin, in his conversation
with Aglaya Epanchin, suggests that there was no trick on Ippolit's part, and that he really wanted

to kill himself. Ippolit also tries to convince the audience that it happened by accident--- that he
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"coBceM EeyasHHO," Or unintentionally, forgot to load the firing cap.'®

His friel_lds do, perhaps,
believe him , but the same can not be said about his enemies. Regardless of the reasons for it,
the failure to kill himself suggests one thing -- that Ippolit does not really want to die. Indeed, he
is afraid of death. As Aleksander Zweers points out "... fear of death is the real cause of
Ippolit's forgetfulness." 146 Tppolit will not die no matter what, at Jeast not by his own accord.
Even being fatally ill, he "still clings to life;" he indeed wills life, the same way Schopenhauer's
suicidal being desperately wills Tife." Ippolit, like Raskolnikov, would agree to live regardless
of the circumstances, even if he had to do it on a tiny inch of space -- "Ha aprnme
nipoctparctea.”® To cling to life, to will life is thus only 2 natural way of affirming

Schopenhauer's will-to-live which is, in this instance, manifested even in a sickly individual like

Ippolit.

In conclusion, it should be pointed out that Ippolit's des.ire for self-destruction was
defeated by his enormous instinct to live or, possibly, by his fear of death. It appeafs that his
very illness has a lot to do with it. It is his rapidly progressing tuberculosis that makes him "press
and push towards existence, if possible toward organic existence, i.e. life."'** Throughout his
"Explanation,” Ippolit makes it clear that he does not accept God's world, even though he does
not totally deny providence and life after death. He is also extremely critical of Myshkin's
philosophy of salvation "through the ecstatic love of life."'*® At any rate, Ippolit's spiritual or
religious existence, i.e. the belief in life aﬁer death or, for that mafter, any kind of strong
religious belief, is highly improbable, which leaves him with only what he loves the most -- that
is, organic existence - life on earth. At the beginning of his "Explanation,” the first thing

mentioned by Ippolit is his desire to live. He is aiready at the stage when he knows that his illness
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is incurable, and that he will die in a couple of weeks. But, the more he realizes‘that fact, the
more hungry for life he becomes. He says:" 51 nonoxumTensHo 3Hall, YTO Y MEHS 9aX0TKa,
Heu3IeuMMast; 1 He 0OMaHBIBAll ceBsa U nommﬁn nelo acHo. Ho qéivx gcHee 5 €T0 IIOHMMAL, TeM
CYNOpOXHEe MHE XOTEIIOCh XUATh; Sl IETUIIICS 32 JXM3Hb M XOTEN KUTh BO 9TO GBI TO HII CTAlO. . .

st NEHCTBUTENLHO BAUMHAT KWTh, 3Hasi, 4TO MEE yKe Hellbas HawHaTh. '

Mochulsky, suggesting that Ippolit passionately loves life, identifies his existential credo,
which consists in his belief that what really matters in this life for any person, and for Ippolit in
particular, is first and only life itself - "eno B XKu3HK, B OOHOA X3M3HK, - B OTKPLIBAHI €€,
BecIpEepHIBHOM ¥ BEUHOM, & COBceM He B oTKpumiot." ™  Similarly to Raskolnikov, Ippolit
manifests his will-to-live first through the denial of the suicidal solution.apd second, through the

assertion of his right to life.



VIIL Stavrogin's Suicide in The Possessed .

Without any doubt, The Possessed is one of the most profound of Dostoevsky's
novel-tragedies. Even The Brothers Karamazov can hardly surpass it in terms of the intensity and

multitude of the tragic destinies of the people involved in the action portrayed by the novelist.

/

Originally intended to be a "pamphlet novel" directed against the revolutionaries” of the
time, The Possessed, in its final version, is for the most part, devoted to the portrayal of a
personal tragedy.'”® Edward Wasiolek denjes that Dostoevsky was a "politicél ingénue," yet is of
the opinion that the novelist was indifferent and sometimes ignorant as far as the diversity of
political theories and views in Russia at the time were concerned.”™ The critic describes The
Possessed as a npvcl "with a biased political point of view, an unfair assessment of the p(;)litical
and s;ocial movements of the sixties and seventies" and as a novel that "has its share of igﬁorance,
spite, and cruelty."'® But at the same time, it is "one of the world's great novels," primarily due
to the presence of such protagonists as Kirillov, Stavrogin, Stepan Verkhovensky and others.'*

Indeed, Dostoevsky's reputation as a political commentator yields to that of a great psychologist.

According to some accounts, Dostoevsky "anticipated the methodology which would
come to be known as "psycho-analysis."'” Small wonder then, that Freud himself devoted
considerable attention to the study of Dostoevsky's fiction with relation to the psycholrc;gical
explorations performed by the Russian novelist. The Possessed , thus, is a remarkable novel not
only in relation to the portrayal of tragic figures or tragic occurrences, but most importantly,

because of the portrayal of the psychology of personal tragedy. By and large, it is the inner

61



62

world of the dramatis personae that Dostoevsky focuses on. Hence, it is always people who are

on the forefront of his narration and not events. Descriptions of events and places are oftentimes
very marginal and play only a secondary role. Descriptidns of that nature are “use'd by the novelist '
for the purpose of a more detailed and complete portrayal of the hero's personality. As

Mochulsky remarks: "He (Dostoevsky) knows only man, his world and his fate. The hero's
personality appears as the axis of composition: around it the dramatis peronae are distributed and

the plot is constructed."'™

With regard to The Possessed, it is undoubtedly the character of Nicholas Stavrogin
which occupies the central role in the novel. In the preliminary drafts for his new novel,
Dostoevsky writes: "BEIXO/T TaK, 4T0 TTaBHEDE reposi pomana Kassp. "' Stavrogin's demonic
presence carries not only structural significance as far as the development of the narrative's plot
is concerned, but, most importantly because of the presentationh of the singularly interesting
psychological portrait. As Mochulsky comuments: “the whole novel is the fate of Stavrogin alone,
everything is about him and everything is for him."'® However, the tragic fate of Stavrogin can
hardly be perceived in its entirety without rendering some attentjon to the minor characters, such
as Kirillov, Shatov, Verkhovensky, Darya and many others. These characters provide valuable
information as to the circumstances of Stavrogin's lifestyle, his unusual personality, and
behavior. For the purpose of this analysis, it will be necessary to take into consideration
Stavrogin's relationship with Darya Shatov ( Shatov's sister and a former student of Stepan
Verkhovensky, who lives with Stavrogin's mother as her favorite ward), and especially his last

letter to her shortly before his suicide.
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It also .appears that, with relation to the unfortunate denouement of Stavrogin's life - his
suicide, the chapte_r, "At Tikhon's," which was initially omitted by the novelist from the main
body of the novcl,:ié of utmost importance. This chapter, by virtue of Stavrogin's confessibn
which is incorporated in it, single-handedly provides a great deal of material related to the hero's

past, from which we learn about his personality, relationships and his preposterous crimes.

Literary critics are diviqed as to the importance of the excluded chapter in the
development of the plot. Some argue that if it had been included in the novel from the very
beginning, it would have altered the development of the plot, and eventually wouild have made
Stavrogin's suicide redundant. Shneidman, for instance, writes: ". . . had Dostoevsky been
permitted to include the chapter, "At Tikhon's" in the serial publication of the novel, the future
development of the plot could have been considerably different to what we have now."'® This,
however, is a surprising attitude which treats the chapter in question as non-existent, as if it had
never been written. It should be noted that Dostoevsky excluded this chapter from the main body
of the novel not because he thought that it did not belong to the novel thematically. The

exclusion occurred due to his publisher's fear of a possible confrontation with censors.

On the other hand, Peace's treatment of this problem seems to be more realistic; he
argues that the exclusion of the chapter, "At Tikhon's", "not only disturbs the balance of the
novel, it also withholds essential information about Stavrogin."' By way of thought-reverser,
this chapter also contains a lot of information about Stavrogin, especially with relation to his
crimes and moral suffering. Moreover, the mystery of his personality which is only apparent to a
limited extent in the main body of the text, is taken away from him by means of his confession,

revealing his true and frightening nature. Mochuisky, who does not even question the importance
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of the omitted chapter to the understanding of Stavrogin's personality, comments: “Tikhon has
torn from the pretender (Stavrogin) the pompous mantle of Ivan the Tsarevich, the mask of
demonic beauty."'® The exclusion of this chal;t.er from analytical consideration thus, would
substantially diminish the wealth of Stavrogin's psychological profile and the understanding of
the reasons for his suicide. In effect, this chapter presents a logical link between his suicide and

his crimes.

Therefore, an analysis of Stavrogin's enigmatic personality serves to outline the internal
reasons for his criminal tendencies and his suicide. At the same time, his crimes, some of which
are mentioned in the confession as well as in the main text of the novel, and the psychological
effect they have on Stavrogin, provide a further understanding of the internal causes of his tragic
end. Therefore, traits of Stavrogin's personality will be examined from the moment he is .
introduced in the novel by the chronicler of the events in Chapfer Two, "Prince Harry.
Engagement." Here, such elements of Stavrogin's character as indifference, weariness of life,
and boredom, will be taken into account. Then, it will be necessary to refer to the chapter, "At
Tikhon's,” in order to increase the understarlding of Stavrogin's personality, and to make
specific references to the feeling of guilt and remorse for his crimes that he shows during the
reading of his confession. It will be argued that his feelings of guilt, combined with the
peculiarity of his moral character, his religious disbelief, loss of national identity, and loss of
purpose in life, have substantially contributed to his self-annihilation, self-denial and the denial

of the will-to-live.

Shneidman points to the fact that "Stavrogin has come into The Possessed from the drafts

of The Life of a Great Sinner."™ In his letter to Maikov, Dostoevsky presents a brief outline of
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the main protagonist of his future novel: "13-neTHi Mambw/K, y4acTBOBABIDSE B COBEPIIEHIM
YTOJIOBHOIO MPECTYILICHNST, Pa3BITO ¥ pa3BpaMeRHENL ( S 3TOT THII 3HAK), Oy Myt repoi
BCero poMaHa, IIOCAXKEH B MOHACTHIPh POIATENLMIL... Bt obyderms."'® Thus, Stavrogin's first
appearance in The Possessed occurs at approximately the same age --- he was actuaily eight
when Stepan Verkhovensky was first appointed to be his tutor. Needless to say, Stavrogin comes
from a moneyed stratum of Russian society. He is a real aristocrat or "yXacHbIi apMCTOKDAT" as
Pyotr Verkhovensky enviously Jabels him.'® It appears that Stepan Verkhovensky is the first
male figure to have a profound and Jargely negative influence on young Stavrogin. The narrator
points out the presence of a significant trait in Stavrogin's forming personality -- that of

weariness -- when he talks about Verkhovensky's influence on the young aristocrat:
Hayto xyMaTs, 9TO IeNaror HeCKOIBKO PaccTPOMII HEPBEL CBOET'C BOCIMTAHHMKR.,
Korpa ero, o MecTRaAUAaTOMY T'OAY, IIOBE3IH B JiMIe, To OH OBUI THIETyIIEH ¥ OIeIeH,
cTpaBHO THX ¥ 3apyMus. Crenal TpodyMOBIY CyMell NOTPOHYTECS B CEPHIIE

CBOEro Opyra mo IiySodaiiiix CTPYH ¥ BHI3BATh B HEM IEPBOE, eIle HeONpeneeHHOe

OIyIIEHNE TOI BEKOBEUHOM, CBAMEHHOM TOCKY, KOTOPYIO ¥Has M30paHHast NyIIa,
pas BKYCHB ¥ IO3HAB, YXe He OPOMERseT HMKOTTIa Ha JelleRoe yIoBneTBoperue. '

Stavrogin's youthful Weltschmerz, or weariness of life and melancholy pessimism, is, -
later on, to develop into a more distinctive gnd disturbing personality trait - boredom, which
appears to have largely contributed to his overall fantastic behavior and is the primary drive for
his demonic activities. It is remarkable that boredom was not an ephemeral phenomenon, but an

intrinsic quality of the young man's nature. In his early manhood, Stavrogin is seen as a fully
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developed, spoiled and mentally perverted individual. Dostoevsky thus follows up on his original
intention to make a corrupted young person the main focus of his new novel, which was a
radical change from his intention to portray an absolutely positive hero in his previous major

novel, The Idiot.

Shortly after graduation from college, Stavrogin, following his mother's request, enrolls
in one of the most prestigious infantry regiments. As a young officer, Stavrogin leads a rather
frivolous lifestyle, similar to that of Svidrigailov during the latter's early manhood, or
Nekhludov from Tolstoy's Resurrection. But in Stavrogin's case, it is not just the abuse of
alcohol and sexual promiscuity which are abnormal, as they were, for instance, in Nekhludov's
case before the latter's spiritual and Iﬁoral regeneration. There is something about Stavrogin that
is "CIDIIKOM Y OTKpoBeHHO rpsiznoe."'® Moreover, there are rumors about his "mxoit
PasHy3IaHHOCTH, O 3afaB/IeHHEX PHICaKaMM INONSX, O 3Bep0Koﬂ1 HOCTYIIKE ¢ OHHOIO Hamoii
XOpOmero oBmecTsa, ¢ KOTOPOIO OH GBI B CBA3Y, a ToToM ockop6wt ee nyGimraro. IIpnbasmsms
CBEPX TOT'O, UTO OH . . . IIPUBS3LIBATECS M OCKOPOIAET 13 YIOBOABCTBHS ocKop6uTE, "%
Following this, there are two duels of which he is the sole instigator and, after which, he is
degraded to the ranks for killing one and crippling another of his opponents. After his resignation
from the military, he again leads a rather unacceptable ( for a man of his stature) lifestyle,
"XM3EL, TAK CKAa3aTh, HaCMclmmayxo," ( as Pyotr Verkhovensky eloquently describes it),
mingling with the lower classes of Pgtersbilfg's socjety and abusing alcohol. Stavrogin's
confession to Tikhon is concerned primarily with his "Petersburg” period, which chronologically

follows immediately after his resignation from the military and before his arrival to his mother's

estate of Skvoreshniki.
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| In his confession, Stavrogin reveals the essence of his obscene behavior, and at the same
time, the abnormality of his psychological_bui_ld. He finds a certain malicious satisfaction in
doing wrong or hurting other people (even himself). In this respect, he is very close to the
Underground Man and reminiscent of the latter's masochistic tendencies. Stavrogin writes:
Besikoe upesBriaifBo N030pHOE, 663 MEPH YEHIUTEBHOE, IIOUI0e I, FIaBHOE,
CMEIIHOE MONOXKEHNE, B KAKOBBIX MHE CIIyYanoch 651351‘1: B Moeif XJ38M, Bcerna

BO36YXNIANo BO MEe, PSIOM ¢ Ge3MePHEIM THEBOM, HEMMOBEPHOE HACHAaXKICHNE.

TouHO Tax Xe ¥ B MIHYTH IPeCTYIUICHNA, ¥ B MYHYTH onacEocTH k1381, Ho ecrm

CHEp>KaTh IIpY 5TOM THEB, TO HACHaXHeHye TIPEBEICHT BCe, YT0 MOXHO BOOGPasHTh.

Stavrogin feels pleasure when he challenges life through his unlawful behavior ---
whether it is the petty theft of money from his neighbour's pocket, a childish pinching of a
respected man's nose in front of a gathering or the dangerous enterprise of dueling. His drive to
challenge life comes from that intrinsic sense of boredom and indifference which Pyotr
Verkhovensky calls an “aristocratic sensation.”" Stavrogin even thinks of killing himself, since no
bne else can kill him, hoping to spare himself from the éwful burden of an indifferent,
purposeless and meaningless life. At one point, he says in his confession: "5I okono Toro
BpEMeHH XOTell YOuTh cefst oT Sonesms papHonymms."'”  Stavrogin is unable to achieve anything
in life, because any kind of striving on his part would turn into nothingness. His death is,
perhaps, the only act that he is ultimately able to achieve. Moreover, perhaps death is the real aim
of his life. And for that the Schopenhauerian conclusion that dying is life's only logical purpose

can convincingly be applied to Stavrogin's existence. Schopenhauer writes:
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Dying is certainly to be regarded as the real aim of life; at the moment of dying,
everything is decided which through the whole course of life was only prepared and

introduced. Death is the result, the resume, of life, or the total sum expressing

at one stroke all the instruction given by life in detail and piecemeal, namely that the
whole striving, the phenomenon of which is life, was a vain, fruitiess, and

self-contradictory effort, to have returned from which is deliverance.'”

Shneidman suggests, that Stavrogin's suicide is "an escape and also a confession that life
without meaning is an awful burden.”” It is necessary however, to mention that Stavrogin's
suicide was the last attempt to escape reality in a long chain of other attempts, such as trips
abroad, confessions, debauchery, abuse of alcohol, etc. At any rate, his suicide undoubtedly puts
Stavfogin in a close literary relationship with Svidrigailov, for whom life also had nothing much
to offer anymore and who also committed suicide with the hope of escaping reality, preceding
his final destruction by way of a chain of unsuccessful attempts to sink into oblivion by some

other means than self-annihilation ( as was also the case with Stavrogin).

Moreover, the essence of the two protagonists' drive to escape reality is very much alike
and can be formulated by the concept of guilty conscience. Just like Svidrigailov, Stavrogin
experiences a profound feéling of guilt for one of his crimes, which is also very similar to that of
Svidrigailov. In Crime and Punishment, Raskolnikov once mentions to Svidrigailov that Luzhin
was accusing the latter of a child's death. At that time, Svidrigailov denies the allegation. Yet,

the night of his suicide he has a dream in which he sees that nameless young girl of fourteen who
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committed suicide shortly after an implied encounter with Svidrigailov. The accusation against
Svidrigailov is supported not only by the narrator's meddling in this matter (the narrator blatantly
establishes the fact that Svidrigailov, no doubt, knew that girl and fhat this girl is the one who
committed suicide due to her acquaintance with Svidrigailov), but also by Svidrigailov's ‘
generally perverted nature and confused sexual responsibilities. Upon his release from the debt
prison, for instance, he tells his future wife that he cannot be faithful, even to her. In fact, he has
an agreement with his wife tha(t he may become involved with the servant girls. In this respect,
Stavrogin is also very similar to Svidrigailov because he is also unable to make a definite,
positive commitment to a woman. Every woman who is involved in some relationship with
Stavrogin throughout the course of the novel gets deceived and hurt in one way or another. As
Mochulsky remarks: "The stages of the wanderer Stavrogin's life are marked by women's names;

his ideational trials are symbolized by his amorous deceptions."'™*

Stavrogin's idleness and his "gift" of "animal voluptuousness” or "apepmuHOE
CHaZoCTPacTHe, KOTOPBIM OfiapeH i KOTOpoe Beerna BrrskBal," lead him to commit his most
ignominious crime - the molestation of a young girl, Matresha, who was the same age as the
young girl in Svidrigailov's nightmare.'” Matresha was fourteen years of age and, according to -
Stavrogin's account, looked like a child. The circumstances of the event, more than any other
occurrence that Stavrogin might have found himself in throughout the novel, explam the
viciousness of his personality. It appears thz_1t Stavrogin's "exploit" was a premeditated action, a
willful action --- in fact, an action that, perhaps, took a lot of will-power to achieve. He had been
planning it since the idea first came to his mind and, like Raskolnikov, had been calculating the

right time to take action on it in order to avoid undesirable witnesses and, therefore, be in the
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room alone with the girl. He experiences a sudden influx of fear from the unexpected response
that Matresha gives him at the very beginning of their encounter. Here, his will-power in terms of
self-control comes in handy, and he overcomes hlS feeling of fear and stays. The novelist
loquaciously shows Stavrogin's hesitation and inner struggle which takes place immediately
before the event. Stavrogin asks hAimself a conscious question: "s i 3anan cebe BOIPOC, MOT'Y JI 5
GPOCHTD ¥ YifTH OT 3aMBIIIICHHOrO HAMEPEHMS, 1 S TOTHAC IOTYBCTBOBA, YTO MOT'Y, MOTY BO
BCSIKOE BPEMSI M CHIO 1\.5111{y'ry."’”6 This confrontation between Stavrogin's good and his demonic
will shows the basic dichotomy of his personality and can also be translated into a symbolic
struggle between good and evil in man. In Stavrogin, good will is defeated by ill will, and the
boundless potential of his personality grows into an impotent and destructive existence without
purpose or meaning. It is, indeed, "the agony of the superman,” the spiritual demise of a person
who possesses great potential and is " destined for a lofty vacation," but who once betrays " his
holy;of-holies" and renounces God," and who gradually sinks into physical oblivion unable to

cope with his spiritual death. '”’

Matresha, unable to copeI with the damage, commits suicide by hanging herself shortly
after her encounter with Stavrogin, while Svidrigailov's victim in Crime and Punishment kills
herself by drowning. It is not clearly specified in Crime and Punishment how long before
Raskolnikov's crime Svidrigailov commits the offense. It is, thus, not readily apparent how long
Svidrigailov has to live with his guilt. In the case of Stavrogin, the time-frame is more precise,
and we learn that by the time of Stavrogin's suicide, at least four years have lpassed. His
revelations at Tikhon's, make it clear that immediately after Matreshé‘s death, Stavrogin is

constantly haunted by her image. As Peace points out: "The figure of Matresha refuses to leave
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Stavrogin's imagination; the vision of the little girl raising her fist to him haunts him daily."'”

Stavrogin speaks of it in the frantic, desperate way of a man condemned to eternal moral torture:
HerT - MHe HEBHHOCHM TONBKO OIMH 3TOT 06pa3, 1 MMEHHO Ha [I0pOre, C CBOMM

TIOJESTEIM Y IPO3AIMM MHE kynaqom<0M, OIMH TOIBKO e¢ TOTTANIENiA BIJI, TOJIBKO OHA
TOrIAITHS MMHYTA, TOEKO STO KiBaHie roioBoii. BOT 4ero s He MOry BLIHOCHTD,
IIOTOMY YTO ¢ TeX IOP UPEACTaBIsIeTCsT MEe TIOUTH KaX bl JeHb. He cam
[PEICTABIAETCS, a S €T'0 CaM BEI3BIBAIO M HE MOTY He BbI3HBATb, XOTH ¥ HE MOL'Y € 9THUM

xurp.'

The suicidal resolution of Svidrigailov's young victim's fate in Crime and Punishment, as
well as Matresha's tragic end in The Possessed, are used by the novelist as a technical device
which intensifies the moral impact of both events on Svidrigailo\} and Stavrogin respectively. By
the same token, this tremendous moral impact results in an unprecedented (for these two
characters) feeling of self-blame and remorse —- a feeling that neither one of them can display a
priori to their involvement with children, and subsequently, a feeling that neither one of them can
live with a posteriori and which contributes not oﬁly to their suffering, but to their eventual
self-denial. Both Svidrigailov and Stavrogin make feeble attempts to escape from the feeling of
guilt (which perhaps, they did not even anticipate experiencing), but fail to do so. To somehow
redeém himself in his own eyes, and possibly to blot out the burning sense of guilt, Stavrogin
looks for a physical "burden," or an occasion to ruin his life in some dishonourable and
despicable way, which would ease his moral burden and help him to escape his boring, weary

and meaningless existence. At first he, again, wants to shoot himself, but instead he marries
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Marya Lebyadkin - "xpoMyIo... TOTAa elle He IIOMEIANYIO, HO IIPOCTO BOCTOPXKEHHYIO
WIMOTKY, Gez yma BmobnerHyo B Mens Brajine."'™ Stavrogin testifies:

Mare u BooOme Torma cKyyuso ObUIO XKHTh, 0 OOYPH. B 9T0 Xe BpeMsl, HO BOBCe He

HodeMy-¥4Gy b, IPUIIA MHE MIes HCKaew Th KaK-H0yIb XKNU3Hb, HO TOIBKO
K4K MOXXHO IIpoTHBHee. 51 yXe ¢ rof Hasak IOMBIIUISI 32CTPEIMTHCST; NPeNCcTaBIIOCh
geyro nomyume. Pas, cMoTps Ha XpoMyio Mapeio Timodeesry JleGanruey, 4 permoics

BIPYT Ha Hel KEHUTHCA. .

Even though Stavrogin was motivated in his decision to marry Marya Lebyadkin by a
need to repay himself for being such a "low coward" during the affair with Matresha, it is quite
obvious that his marriage to a cripple was "an attempt to cripple his own life because of
Matresha," and he indeed wished "to take on a burden to assuage some vague, unformulated
sense of guilt."*® At the same time, Pyotr Verkhovensky's and Kirillov's assessments of
Stavrogin's marriage to Marya Lebyadkin as nothing more than " 6anoscrso, ¢anTasus
IPEXXIEBPEeMEHHO YCTaBINEro YelIOBeKa. . . HOBBI STION IPECHINIEHHOI'O YeTIOBEKa C IENBI0
V3HATB, JI0 Yer0 MOXHO JOBECTH CYMACIICIIYIO KaJeKy," are also of some value.'® They truly

express yet another side of Stavrogin's split personality -- that of vanity and self-idulgence.

But even that radical and snide act of presumable self-destruction, but at the same time of
self-indulgence, does not spare him from the torments of memory. The next thing he does is to
leave Russia anci go abroad. He goes to the East, he visits Egypt and lives in Switzerland. When
his fantastic marriage fails to provide a "cure" for his guilty conscience, he tries yet another
unsuccessful remedy --- that of a trip abroad. This trip abroad also can be seen as a symbol of his

attempt to escape from his guilt. Yet, even in foreign lands, he can not escape from himself, and
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on one occasion, in Frankfurt, passing by a stationary kiosk, he sees a photograph of a young girl
who looks like Matresha. This photograph instantly reminds Stavrogin of what _he is running
away from. On another occasion, again in Germany, he has a dream, similar to the iast dream of
Svidrigailov. Stavrogin's scintillating dream about the Golden Age is interrupted by his sudden
awakening; then the dream comes back, but not as pleasant as before. First, he sees a little red
spider on a geranium leaf. This is the same little red spider that he sees at Matresha's apartment
minutes before her death. The‘ little red spider, the symbol of Stavrogin's wickedness, triggers

another image -- that of Matresha:

Yro-TO Kax 6YATO BOH3MIOCH B MEHS, 5 NPUIIOMHAIICS ¥ CEll Ha IOCTEN® . . . 51 yBuaen

nepen coboxo (0, He HasBy! ecimt Gbl, ecint Gbl 510 OBLIO HACTOSIIEE BUIEHME!),

S YBUIE ManCﬂIY, MCXYOaBIIYIO M € IDXOpaTouHbBIMI FIIa3aMi, TO9hL-B-TOYE KaK TOTN4,

KOrzia OHa CTOMANA ¥ MCHS Ha IIOpOore M, KyBad MHE TOJIOBOI, TIOXHSIIA Ha MEHS CBO¥M

KpOIIEYHEI1 KyJIou0HOK. VI HMKOra Hiiero Be SBIsyIOCh MHE CTOME MYUMTEIHHEIM!
Kanxoe oTuasHme GeCIIOMONIHOTO IECATUAETHETO CYIHNECTBa C HECTIOEMEBIIIMCS

pacCyIKOM, MHe FPOSMBINETO (deM? HTO MOIIO OHO MHE clienars?). HuKorma eme HUero

TOTOBHOro cO MHOI He GEUTO. ST HpOCHIes 10 HOW1, He ABMTasch ¥ 23a0kB BpeMsl. DTO I

HAZHBACTCH YIPHIZCHIEM COBESCTH MITM paCKaHHI/ICM? 18

At the height of his confession at Tikhon's, Stavrogin evidently experiences
unprecedented compunction for his deed and appears to be well on his way to repentance. Yet,
repentance is not a way out for a man like him. He is introduced to us by the chronicler in the

novel as a man of considerable physical strength. But he is a very weak person as far as his moral
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strength is concerned. In his 1870-1872 hand-written sketches and outlines of ideas for new
works, Dostoevsky identifies one of the themes that h; would like to follow up on —- "lIycroTa
Iynm BEslHemnaero camoyGwmiusl"'® In Stavrogin's psychological profile, Dostoevsky manages to
express to what depth the emptiness of the human soul can plunge. Stavrogin's soul is indeed "in
a state of total narcosis. His spirit is dead."® Dead in spirit and in soul, saturated by an
amalgamation of social idleness and boredom, with the addition of total indifference to his own
life and to the lives of other péople, Stavrogin carries out his act and fulfills the role of
"murderer," designated to him when he is introduced in the novel for the first time. With relation
to himself, Stavrogin is methodically suppressing his will-to-live. With relation to other people,

Stavrogin's reputation as "murderer” is also justifiable.

Being far from a conventional blood-thirsty criminal with recidivistic tendencies,
Stavrogin, nevertheless, spreads destruction and death a:ound.ﬁim, sparing neither friend, nor
enemy. Apart from participating personally in the destruction of others, such as killing two
opponents in duels, Stavrogin is often the indirect cause of someone’s death. In this sense, his
inactivity and indifference to the fates of people is as murderous as his direct involvement. Apart
from Matresha's death, of which Stavrogin is an indirect, but prime cause, he is also involved in a
second (only to Matresha's) incident - the demise of his mocking wife, Marya Lebyadkin. In
this instance, Stavrogin is again reminiscent of Svidrigailov from Crime and Punishment, and

Ivan Karamazov from The Brothers Karamazov.

Different in circumstance and the level of brutality, the murder of Stavrogin's wife,
reminds one of the death of Svidrigailov's wife, Marfa Petrovna. Moreover, Svidrigailov never

acknowledges his fault, while Stavrogin actually admits that he was morally responsible for
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Marya Lebyadkin's death. In this connection, his last letter to Darya becomes an important
document. He writes: "KcraTit ioxTsepKIa, 9T0 COBECTHIO S BUHOBAT B CMEPTH XeHE!. 51 ¢
BaMM He BUJIETICA TIOCIIe TOTo, 2 HOTOMY HOATBepXAran."'’ Marya Lebyadkin's murder is solely
based on Stavrogin's encouragement of the act. Even though the actual executioner is a thief (
Fed'ka), the mastermind of the murder is Stavrogin himself. It is he who "unties” Fed'ka's hands
when he says: "Pexd eme, o6oxpamu eme."'® Later on, in his conversation with Darya,
Stavrogin acknowledges that he even paid Fed'ka in advance to perform the murder. He tells
Darya:
Omie GeceHoK MpeIarall MHe BYepa Ha MOCTY 3ape3aTh Jlebsankita u Mapsio
TimModeesHy, UTOOE IOPEIIMTE C MOMM 3aKOHHEIM OpakoM, M XOHIE UTOOEL B BOLY.
3apaTKy npoCHII TPH IEeNKOBBIX, HO AN SCHO 3HaTh, YTO BCS OIlEPAaIlisi CTOMTE OyHeT He
MEHBHIE KaK IOJTODEI TEICSYM . . . S OTHA eMy Bce MOM ACHBI'M M3 HOPTMOHE, ¥ OH

Telephb COBEPIIEHHO YBEPEH, UTO 1 MY BHIIAIl 3aHaToK. >

The question of moral responsibility for a crime unites Stavrogin with Ivan Karamazov,
who was also indirectly responsible for his father's murder committed by his half-brother,
Smerdyakov. "Y6un otua o, a ge 6pat. OH yourn, a 4 ero Haywu youTs . . . ." - says Ivan
Karamazov to the court and the jury.’® This revelation is similar to the one Stavrogin expresses
in his letter to Darya. This external similarity in the statements of the two heroes is closely
related to Stavrogin's and Ivan Karamazov's lack of faith. Ivan, as it has been stated previously,
does not deny God completely, but at the same time does not accept God's world either. His
theory is based on the denial of eternal life, which, if it existed would sustain a person's love for

his fellow human being. Upon this love and the belief in eternal life, law and order would be
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built. However, since Ivan does not believe in eternal life or in God, "everything is permitted.”
That is to say, if there is no God, then there is no moral law, and for a person who does not

believe in God, everything is permitted:

s . . . JMMa . . . He Bepylomero Hu B Bora, a1 B 6eccMepTie CBOE, HpaBCTBEHHEDA 3aKOH

VPMPOABL HOICKCH HEMETICHHO M3MCHUTHCH B MONHYIO IIPOTHBOIIONIOXKHOCTD IPEXIIEMY,

PEAHMOZHOMY, M UTO 2T'0M3M Jaze A0 3n0/elCTBa HE TOJILKO HOIDKeH OBITH MO3BOIICH
YENOBCKY, HO JJaXKe IPU3HaH HeOoOXOmMMBIM, CAMBIM Pa3yMHBIM . . . MCXOIOM B €1'0

nonoxems. !

If Ivan Karamazov is more of a philosopher-atheist, then Stavrogin is, so to speak, the
atheist -practitioner. The philosophy of unlimited action by virtue of disbelief in God, developed
by Ivan Karamazov, finds its practical application in Stavrogin's actions. Mochulsky notes that
Stavrogin's struggle with faith and disbelief "grows through the duration of the whole novel."'”
In the chapter, "At Tikhon's," this struggle reaches its pinnacle. Stavrogin tells Tikhon that he
believes in the devil and does not believe in God: "SI BaM cephe3HO M HATJIO CKaXy: s Bepylo B

"% When aperson does not believe in

6eca, Bepy10 KaHOHIIECKH, B JOTIHOT'O, HE B AJLIETOPMIO.
God ( but, on the contrary, canonically believes in the devil) in his own activities, thus is driven
by devilish instincts. Then there are no limits to his evil actions; then, "everything is permitted.”
This could, perhaps, serve as an additional explanation for Stavrogin's criminal behavior and his
extraordinary ability to harm people. By the same token, his confused religious priorities

reinforce the overall imbalance of his personality and partially contribute to his tragic

denouement.
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Yet, it is hard to positively aver that a person of a spiritual disposition similar or identical
to that of Stavrogin or Ivan Karamazov could hold and practice such beliefs, and remain sane at
the same time. In fact, both Stavrogin and Ivan Karamazov are psychologically ill people. Both
of them see apparitions of the devil, and both of them consider the devil to be a part of
themselves. Stavrogin says about his devil that: "3To g caM B pa3seIX Bugax, 1 GonbIe HIUero,"

194

and admits that he has to go and see the doctor.”™ The theme of the devilish double is more fully

developed in The Brothers Ka;amazov, in the chapter, "Devils. Ivan's Nightmare." Ivan is
deeply psychologically moved by the events of the recent past -- by the murder of his father, and
especially by his conversation with Smerdyakov, who is the first one to directly accuse Ivan of
being the real murderer of his father. Upon his realisation of the correctness of Smerdyakov's
accusations, Ivan experiences compunction and a profound feeling of guilt. These
psychologically intense events tilt the mental balance of his sanity. He becomes ill and, upon his
arrivél to his apartment, he sees the devil. At times, Ivan regains his sanity and acknowledges,
like Stavrogin, that the devil is only a by-product of his siék health, and that in reality he is
talking only to himself. He cries emphatically: "Hu oHOI MIHYTH He IpHEMMAX Te0d 3a
PEATBHYIO PaBMy... Tl JI0Xb,TH G07I€3Hb MOS, TH IPY3paK... THl MOS rajonpHamd. T
BOILTOIIEHNME MEHS! CAMOT'0, TOJILKO OIHOM, BIpoYeM, MOej CTOPOHEL... MOMX MEICTIEH M YyBCTCB,
TONBKO CAaMBIX rapkyX ¥ rmymbix."™® Similarly, Stavrogin is deeply moved by his profound sense
of guilt and remorse for his crimes, which, perhaps, are the cause of his reappearing mental
imbalance. He confesses to Tikhon that he ié prepared to suffer because he is unable to carry the
burden of guilt { which materjalizes in the visions of Matresha) any longer: "4 3Ha10, UTO TOIBKO

TOTNa McuesHeT BuieHye. BOT IoueMy 5 ¥ MIIy CTpalamist Ge3MepHOro, caM My ero."'”
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Unable to find the vital "cure” for his guilt at Tikhon's, and unable to reach reconciliation
with his conscience - left solely to himself to deal with the haunting image of Matresha, while
at the same time experiencing the damaging psychological metamorphoses, Stavrogin makes his
final attermnpt to escape reality and plans to flee Russia. In his last letter to Darya, he discloses his
plan to go to Switzerland where he, like Herzen, gained a new citizenship a few years earlier.
There he buys a small house with the hope of living there "eternally," and perhaps of curing
himself of the tormenting halll;cinations and images. Thus, from the spiritual treatment which he
was hoping to receive for his confession at Tikhon's, Stavrogin turns to the physical treatment
provided by Swiss nature and a separation from his native land. It seems that, by the physical
relocation of his body, Stavrogin is hoping to obtain some sort of moral relief and even physical
recovery. Yet, a few lines down in his letter, Stavrogin contradicts i:imself with regard to his
ﬁopes and says that he does not hope to achieve anything from his move to Uri: "5 mmero ot
Vpu .He Hazierocs; s mpocto exy.""” He, perhaps, realizes that he is doomed and that his life is
worthless no matter where his body is. He truthfully acknowledges his uselessness to Darya: "SI
mpo6osai Besne Moo cuiTy. Ha npobax mmsd cebd u st 10Xa3y, Kak M IPeXne BO BCIO MOIO

X¥3Hb, OHA 0Xa3bBalach 6GCHPSHCIEHOIO. Hox yeMy OPUIIOXKMTE 3TY CHIIY - BOT YEI'0 HIMKOT'Rd

He BUIEN, He BIKY ¥ Telepb.” ™

Moreover, in this letter to Darya, Stavrogin expresses another idea which could serve as
an additional reason for his eventual self-denial and weakening of the will-to-live —- his
alienation from his native land. From the preliminary notes for The Possessed (dated March 15,
1870), it is evident that Dostoevsky intended to incorporate the idea of national rootlessness and

alienation from the native soil into the overall image of the main hero of his new novel. In his
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description of the "final image of the Prince,” Dostoevsky notes: "MEICIE Xe agropa: BHICTABKTE
yeyioBeKa, KOTOpPEIA CO3HAN, UTO eMy HeflocTaeT nousLL"™ At another point in the preliminary
sketches, Dostoevsky, writing about the Prince's loathing of modern man, notes that it comes
from a realization of his alienation from the soil: "¥ Hero omHO TONMBKO OTBpameHME K
COBPEMEHHEIM JIOISM, ¢ KOTOPEIMI OH PEIAI HopBaTh. ONHO HENOCPENCTBEHHOE OTBPAIICHIE,
IIOTOMY UTO OH Y2Ke TIOCTHT CBOIO 0TOpBaHEOCTh oT ToukL">® In the final version of the novel,
Dostoevsky not only attributes/this idea to Stavrogin's personality, but also explains the
significance of such alienation. It is perhaps, one of the main reasons for Stavrogin's tragedy,
| because alienation from one's native soil gives birth to a loss of faith which, in turn, results not
only in Stavrogin's transgressions of moral laws, but also in the loss of any purpose in life.
Stavrogin writes: "B Pocco1 1 HyueM He CBSA3aH - B Heif MHe Bce Tak XK€ YyXoe, Kak ¥ Be3fle.
Hpasﬁa_, 1 B Heit Gonee, ueM B APYTOM MeCTe, He Mot xuTh. Bam 6par (IlaTos) rosopiut MHe,i
uTo 'fOT, KTO TepseT CBS3M C CBOEIO 3eMIIEl, TOT TepseT 1 GOroB CBOMX, TO €CTh BCE CBOK
nemm."® It is significant that Stavrogin connects the loss of purpose in life with the loss of one's
land and one's faith. They are intertwined for him and therefore by losing one, he automatically

loses the other. This conclusion, drawn by Stavrogin, enables the reader to better understand yet

another underlying reason for his suicide.

It appears that in Svidrigailov's case in Crime and Punishment, the meaninglessness and
purposelessness of life play a minor role in comparison with the pangs of guilty conscience,
which, on the other hand, is, perhaps, the stronger reason for his suicide. With Stavrogin, the

situation is reversed. On purely technical grounds, Stavrogin is a bigger criminal than
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Svidrigailov --- he is the cause of the demise of a greater number of people, and he definitely

lacks that reappearing altruistic streak which Svidrigailov shows just before his suicide

It would, of course, contradict the present analysis to say that Stavrogin did not
experience moral lacerations for his crimes as he well did. But it seems that the narrative subtly
suggests that the meaninglessness of Stavrogin's life is, perhaps, a more significant reason for

his self- denial than his guilty conscience.

These characteristics of Stavrogin's personality, obviously, explain his loss of purpose in
life and his loss of religious faith, which in turn result from his loss of national identity and ties
with the native Russian land, and is, indeed, in perfect accord with Dostoevsky's philosophy of
"pochvennichestvo,” which he promulgated throughout his entire literary career. In effect,
Stavrogin could undoubtedly be placed in the category of " superfluous man,"” which was
initially developed by Pushkin and, later on, modified by a number of prominent Russian
novelists such as Goncharov, Turgenev and Tolstoy. Yet, Dostoevsky's superfluous man, and

particularly Stavrogin, does not quite fit within the confines of the traditional definition.

It had become customary to portray a superfluous man as " an ineffectual aristocrat at
odds with society . . . as "dreamy, useless" --- as an "intellectual incapable of action,” an
ineffective idealist," " a hero who is sensitive to social and ethical problems, but who fails to act,
partly because of personal weakness."*” Another definition suggests that superfluous men
"endure purposeless lives and are unable to find meaning in human activity or even in life."*”
All these characteristics are, to some extent, incorporated in Dostoevsky's portrayal of that type

of man. Yet, Dostoevsky adds another crucial element to that definition, which makes his heroes

stand out from the uniform characterization of the superfluous type - that is, the previously



81

mentioned detachment from the native soil. Chances argues that: "under Dostoevsky's pen, the
idea of superfluity was resurrected as that of the intelligentsia cut off from the 'people’
(‘narod")."* This also presupposes the loss of Christian faith, which is.'primatily to be found

among the simple people, who are identified with the land.

The amalgamation of the fatal events -- Matresha's suicide, the murder of Marya
Lebyadkin and captain Lebyadkin, the suicide of Kirillov (for which Stavrogin was also partially
responsible), the murder of Shatov by members of Pyotr Verkhovensky's gang (which Stavrogin

~could have prevented but chose not to), and the death of Liza Tushin , all lies as an unbearable
burden on Stavrogin's conscience. Yet, it is not the type of "burden" he is looking for. He is
actually seeking physical suffering, the quintessential vision of which, to him, is exile to Siberia.
He tells Tikhon that he is even prepared to march to Siberia, if this s the path to foilow to
redeem himself. But the "burden" that he bears is of a pureiy moral variety. Thus, it is moral
suffering, externally and internally determined by his own personality, as well as his social life,

which underlies his decision to commit suicide.

Therefore, Stavrogin's moral lacerations and remorse for the crimes he commits
(especially with relation to the death of Matresha), as well as his inborn Weltschmerz and
internal boredom, which result from them and the loss of national identity and ties with the
native land ( or any land for that matter), with subsequent loss of purpose in life and loss of
faith, serve only to thwart the natural human will-to-live that is given to Stavrogin through birth,
but brought to an end by his self-destruction. Only such a fantastic personality make-up as
Stavrogin's, with its unprecedented combination of physical, psychological and spiritual traits,

could have canceled the natural striving for life - the will-to-live.
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For a moment it appears, however, that Stavrogin is not strong enough to kill himself. In
his letter to Darya, he admits that he is afraid of doing so, even though he realizes that a being?
such as he is does not have a place on earth. He says: "Hwukorna, HUKOrma s He MOTy
~ sacTpesmrhest! 51 3Hal0, UTO MHE Halo Ob1 yOUTSH CG%SI, cMecTH ceBs ¢ 3eMIM, Xax IoIioe
HacexoMoe; HO g 6010ch caMoyOuifcTea . . . "2 Was he unable to kill himself because of the
moral weakness he displayed earlier or, perhaps, was it the last gasp of Schopenhauerian
will-to-live — the last gasp of the instinct of self-preservation which subtly manifests itself in

Stavrogin's consciousness?

Stavrogin, nevertheless, kills himself --- not by shooting, but by hanging. It may well be,
after all, that Stavrogin kills himself because the fear of death overwhelms him less at that point
than the fear and horror of life. In this connection, Shneidman aptly remarks that nian is more
inclined to commit suicide when it appears that ! the complete. exhaustion of love of life sets in.
Man is ready to kill himself when life loses its meaning to him - when all illusions are gone and
when he is unable to bridge the gap between himself and ﬁis own life."* In this respect,
Stavrogin greatly differs from the consumptive youth, Ippolit, who, like no one lelse, penetrates
the knowledge and understanding of the value and meaning of life. Yet, Stavrogin is reminiscent
of his literary predecessor, Svidrigailov and, like the latter, realizes that his life does not have
any value for himself or for others. Indeed, Stavrogin no longer takes any interest in his life and
gradually supresses the life force within himself thus approaching the acme point of self-denial.
Furthermore, his religious disbelief and belief in the devil facilitate his final decision. Stavrogin
(using Schopenhauer's language) is "least afraid of becoming nothing in death" because he

recognizes that "he is already nothing now," and because he "no longer takes any interest in his
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individual phenomenon since, in him knowledge has, so to speak, burnt up and consumed the
will, so that there is no longer any will, any keen desire for individual existence, left in him."*”
In effect, Stavrogin's unsuccessful attempt to escape to Switzerland, as well as his
inability to take "positive action" (which has been prcvi;)usly indicated in this analysis), serve as
a metaphor for the total atrophy of his will-to-live, and as a sign of his failure to employ his will
even in matters concerning his own organic life and death. It is as if "the decay of the body. . ."

and in Stavrogin's case it is preceded by the decay of his morals, ". . . coincides with that of the

will."®®

The self-denial or the denial of the will-to-live thus occurs in Stavrogin according to
Schopenhauer's formula, where man "ceases to will anything, guards against attaching his will to
anything, tries to establish firmly in himself the greatest indiffe;cnce to all i:hilzlgr.;s."z.09 Stavrogin's
indifference to the lives and fates of other people is uitimately displayed in relation to his own
life. In his life there is no attachment, no commitment, no positive impact of his will, nor any
interest toward his own life. One , therefore, can not but agree with Mochulsky's eloguent
remark about Stavrogin's :cragic end, when the critic writes about the latter: "The "living corpse"
sunders his illusory existence. The powerful spirit of negation, the metaphysically sterile will, the

great strength without application returns to nonbeing."*'°



Conclusion.

This thesis' atternpt at establishing the overall affinity between the philosophical teaching
of A. Schopenhauer and D;)stoevsky';s major post—Siberién fiction was conducteci Ey means of a
juxtaposition of the philosophical concepts, developed by the German philosopher, with the ideas
expressed in Dostoevsky's literary works. First, the concept of will, and particularly the
relationship between will and réason, is presented as being the first paralle]l between
Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky. Second, the concept of the will-to-live is applied to an analysis of

“some of Dostoevsky's main characters, such as Raskolnikov, Svidrigailov, Ippolit and Stavrogin.

Through the examination of Schopenhauer's understanding of the relationship between
will and reasoﬁ, as well as through the examination of this relationship in Dostoevsky's Notes
from Underground, it was inferred by this writer that Schopenh.auer and Dostoevsky do, indeed,
similarly express the understanding of the relationship in question. Both Dostoevsky and
Schopenhauer adhere to the point of view according to which will in man is primary to reason.
Such a perception of human nature is applied to the analysis of one of Dostoevsky's literary
characters - the Underground Man. This makes it possible not only to better understand the
philosophical basis of the Underground Man's argument in defense of will, and will's prevelance
over reason, but most of all to enhance the understanding of his irrational nature. The
Underground Man's irrationality is based not on illogical or unreasonable argumentation (quite
on the contrary, his argument is very logical and paradoxically is a product of his highly potent
intellect). His irrationality is based on the promulgation of will's prime position in relation to

reasorn.

84
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Thus, with regard to the relationship between will and intellect, several conclusions may
be drawn from the comparison between Schopenhauer's philosophy of will and the philosophy of
the Underground Man expressed by Dostoevsky in Notes from Underground. First of all, on
purely technical ground, such comparison clearly shows ti'le similarity of understanding and
expression of such a relationship, thus indicating the affinity between Schopenhauer's philosophy
and Dostoevsky's fiction. Second, if Dostoevsky was, indeed, familiar with the essentials of
Schopenhauer's metaphysics, then the main character of the Notes from Underground -- the
Underground Man -- could be regarded as the literary embodiment of Schopenhauer's

voluntaristic teaching, the same way "new people" of Chernyshevsky's What's to be Done? are

viewed as the literary embodiment of his utopian world view. In this case, the understanding of
the Underground Man's character and his irrational reasoning, along with the knowledge of his

"inner man," is enhanced to a great degree by the mainstream ideas of the German philosopher.

If it were the case that Dostoevsky was not familiar with Schopenhauer's philosophical
teaching about the will in general and about the will - intellect relationship in particular, this
would make him an anthentic Russian philosopher of will, thus expanding his overall reputation
~ as a philosopher. ’i‘his could be the case, given the fact that the evidence of the novelist's
acquaintance with the works of the German philosopher is scarce. If this were indeed the case,
Dostoevsky's artistic reply to Chernyshevsky unintentionally gave birth to an unprecedented and

independent philosophy of will.

As far as the notion of the will-to-live is concerned, it is believed that Schopenhauer was
its original auteur. It is hardly the case that Dostoevsky was trying to incorporate Schopenhauer' s

philosophical concept in the portrayal of his characters. It is, perhaps, the existential property of
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the concept of the will-to-live that enables one to draw thematic parallels between Dostoevsky
and Schopenhauer. It appears that Schopenhauer presents the will-to-live's philosophical
justification, while Dostoevsky, perhaps quite independently, presenté its literary embodiment in
some of his main characters, such as Raskolnikov, Svidrigailov, £pp01it and Stavrogin. Thus, the

analysis of these characters has been undertaken with regard to Schopenhauer's concept of the

will-to-live, as well as its affirmation and denial.

The will-to-live is identified by Schopenthauer as having the essential property of the life
force. Within nature, it is reasoned, everything is pressing toward life by means of the
will-to-livé, which is the primary drive to organic existence. Thus, by means of willing life, the
affirmation 'of the will-to-live occurs. With relation to Raskolnikov and Ippolit, the analysis of
their life cir;:umstances and reasons for voluntary self-destructi‘on show tﬂét .l')oth cflaractcrs
display a great deal of the will-to-live. It is inferred from this analysis that both Raskolnikov and
Ippolit have sufficient reasons for suicide, yet by a'willful decision choose to live. This choice
between life and death (in the case when the ultimate decision of whether to choose life or
terminate it, lies in the hands of the hero) shows the manifestation of the wili-to-live. On the
other hand, it seems that with regard to Svidrigailov and Stavrogin, the will-to-live encounters
constant and persistent denial. Both heroes' suicides as well as the life circumstances

immediately preceding their self-destruction reveal the mechanism of self-denial.

The affinity between Schopenhauer's philosophy and Dostoevsky's fiction is not limited
only to the theme of will. The theme of suffering is also prominent in both writer's works. In
Dostoevsky's fiction, it is the tragic element which testifies to its presence. With regard to

Schopenhauer, it is the basic pessimistic orientation of his philosophy which recognizes suffering
(o8
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as life's real essence. It is believed that Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky held similar views with
regard to suffering. Furthermore, ideas about suffering, expressed by the German thinker in

Parerga and Paralipomena. could be compared to the subtheme of suffering in Dostoevsky's

Notes from Underground.

In the chapter ;'Additional Remarks on the Doctrine of the Suffering in the World" from
Parerga and Paralipomena, Schopenhauer states that suffering constitutes an intﬁnsic element of
human life. Infinite pain, which abounds evérywherc in the world, springs from want and
misery, and is gssential to life. The philosopher writes: "If suffering is not the first and
immediate object of our life, then our existence is the most inexpedient and inappropriate thing
in the world."?"! With relation to man, Schopenhauer recognizes a certain need for suffering in
human being. This artificial suffering is needed to prevent him from getting bored, because
boredom could lead him to even greater suffering. Schopenhauer writes: " At all times, everyone
indeed needs a certain amount of care, anxiety, pain, or trouble, just as a ship requires ballast in

order to proceed on a straight and steady course."*

Dostoevsky's Underground Man, in his irrational rebellion, goes to the same extreme,
recognizing suffering as something that is desired by man. He poses to his silent opponent a
question that derives directly from his conception of the irrational nature of man. It has ‘been
stated previously by the Underground Man that sometimes a person wants to act not according to
his reason, but according to his will, even though such an act would be to his disadvantage and
pain. He asks again: "BbiTh MOXeT UelIOBEK JIOGHT He omHo GnaronencTsue? MoxeT ObITE, OH
POBHO HACTOJIBKO ¢ MioGuT crpafgaave? MoxeT OHTD CTpaganue-TO éMy POBHO HACTOIBKO XKe i

5
BBITOIIHO, KaK GIIarofleHCTBHe. A YelIOBEK MHOTAA Y2KacHo JIoOUT CTpajaHue, 10 CTPACTH, ¥ 5TO
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&akT . . . 5l yBepeH, 9TO YEHOBEK OT HACTOSIIErO CTPajlaHis HMKOT a He oTKaxeTcs. Crpajamse -

12 Beb 3TO EIMHCTEEHHRAs IPUWHa coznanms. "

Both Dostoevsky and Schopenhauer recognize suffering as an essenﬁal element of human
existence and as being related to boredom. To illustrate their respective views, both
Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky choose the example of Utopian society and the human races'
hypothetical presence in such a utopian society. If Schopenhauer, in his argument, refers to a
hypothetical Utopian society, then the Underground man refers to the socialist Utopia projected
by Chernyshevsky in his What's to be Done? Schbpenhauer predicts that in such a Utopia, where
human happiness is achieved, there would be a lot of room for boredom, which in turn would
produce even greater suffering than existed previously._The philosopher argues: "Suppose the
human race were removed to Utopia, where everything grew aqtomatically and pigéons flew
about ready roasted . . ." if in such a society "the presence of want, hardship, disappointment and .
the frustration of effort were removed from the lives of men . . . if all the desires were fulfilled as
soon as they arose, how then would people occupy their lives and spend their time?"** The
answer is that in such a society "people would die of boredom, or hang themselves; or else they
would fight, throttle, and murder one another and so cause themselves more suffering than is now

Jaid upon them by nature."*

Similarly, the Underground Man's arguments against the Utopian society based on reason
and mathematical calculation, stress the same concern --- that in such a society there would be
no guarantee that people would not get bored and that from that boredom people could become
quite elaborate in inflicting suffering on one another. The Underground Man illustrates his

p)
argument with an example from Greek mythology - that Cleopatra used to stick golden pins into
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her female slaves' breasts precisely out of boredom. At this point it appropriate to quote from
Notes from Underground to illustrate the amazingly similar views on suffering between

Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky. The Underground Man argues:

Torga ~T0 ... HACTAHYT HOBEIC SKOHOMIUESCEIE OTHOIUCHIMS, COBCEM Y2X I'OTOBEIC K

TOXe BBIUMCIEHHBIE C MATEMATHIECKOK TOYHOCTHIO, TaX YTO B ONMH MU MICIE3HYT
BCEBO3MOKHEIE BOIIPOCH! COOCTBEHHO IIOTOMY, UTO Ha HIX IIOJIYYaTCd BCEBOIMOXKHEIC
OTBéTxaI. Torma BEICTPOMTCS XPYCTANBHEDL TBOpeN . . . KOHeYHO HUKAK Heb3s
rapaHTHpOBATh, YTO TORA He GYIET y2KacHO CKY4HO (TIOTOMY UTO YTO X AeNaTh-T0,

Korna sce GyIeT pacuiTano o Tabimuke) 3aTo Bee 6yaeT Ype3BhuaitHo 6Iaropa3yMHo.

KonedHo 0T CKYK¥ 4ero He BEUTyMaellh! Belmb ¥ 3010ThIe OYIIaBEM OT CKYEKH

BTHIKAOTCSL 2

What Dostoevsky seems to express is the same as Schopenhauer --- that boredom would
produce even more suffering than there was before, whether it is slaying people in war on a

massive scale or sticking them with pins.

Moreover, both Schopenhauer and Dostoevsky see the world of God as an imperfect
the world as a happy place, as the " successful work of an all-wise, all-benevolent, and moreover
almighty Being is too flagrantly contradicted by the misery and wretchedness that fill the world
on the one hand, and by the obvious imperfection and even burlesque distortion of the most
perfect of its phenomena on the other; I refer t6 the human phenomena. Here is to be found a

dissonance that could never be resolved."?"” The resolution of this dissonance is an essential part
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of Dostoevsky's search for the religious "truth," for God. V. Zenkovsky states that " Dostoevsky
never doubted God's existence, but he was always troubled by the problem . . . of what God's
existence entails for the world- for man and man's\ historical activities."*® The traces of this
search mark the pages of his most significant novels. I believe that Ippolit's and Ivan
Karamazov's rejection of Go&'s world has its origins in the same dilemma identified by

Schopenhauer and perceived by Dostoevsky.

By and large, the theme of suffering, as well as the concepts of will and will-to-live are
threads that one can not deny tie Dostoevsky's fiction with Schopenhauer's philosophy. Whether
explicit or implicit, the link that seems to exist, based on the observations presented here, provc;
to be an interesting, thought - provoking and chailenging aspect to the study of DostoevsKky's
fiction and particularly to the nature of his characters and his e);pression of these th.emcs in his

novels.
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