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Ivan Karamazov’s Devil and Epistemic Doubt

In his January 1876 Diary of a Writer (/[Heénux nucamens) article,
“Spiritism. Something about Devils. The Extraordinary Cunning of Devils,
if Only They Are Devils™/«Crupurusm. Heuro o ueprax. Upespbiuaiinas
XHUTPOCTh UePTEH, eclu TONbKO 310 4eptwy, Dostoevsky cleverly argues
that since discord is the devils” signature device, the socictal discord
surrounding the Commission investigating the phenomenon of spiritism
would serve as the greatest proof of the devils’ existence, if devils, in fact,
exist. In The Brothers Karamazov, Dostoevsky portrays a devil who
exacerbates Ivan Karamazov’s internal discord by planting seeds of doubt
about his existence within Ivan. Yet doesn’t Dostoevsky also act like Ivan’s
devil? By planting seeds of doubt about the existence of Ivan Karamazov's
devil in readers, he creates cognitive discord in us. Like Ivan, we are given
contradictory proofs of the devil’s existence. Like Ivan, we must decide
whether or not Ivan’s devil is a hallucination. Yet Dostocvsky provides no
definitive proof, material or otherwise, so how do we decide? Do we
believe, like Alyosha, that Ivan’s hallucinatory and nightmarish devil is
proof of Ivan’s “deep conscience™/«rmy6okas cosects» ? Do we accept the
devil’s claim that he is both a servant of discord and an agent of God? Does
Dostoevsky create epistemic doubt in readers in order to plunge us into the
ethical and metaphysical action of his novel?

Dostoevsky generates epistemic doubt by providing multiple, con-
flicting accounts about the devil in the last two chapters of Book 11. In
Chapter 9, entitled “The Devil. The Nightmare of Ivan Fyodoro-
vich”/«Uepr. Kommap Usana ®dexoposuaar, the narrator, Ivan, and the
devil all provide epithets for the devil, yet the narrator’s differ from Ivan’s,
and the devil’s differ from both the narrator’s and Ivan’s. In Chapter 10,
entitled “’He Said That!””/«3to on rosopun!’», Ivan’s assertions about
his interaction with the devil conflict with material proofs to the contrary.
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Finally, the narrator’s account of Ivan’s encounter with the devil in Chapter
9 differs from Ivan’s account in Chapter 10.

Dostoevsky's narrator plants the first seeds of doubt about the devil’s
reality in Chapter 9 by reporting the visiting medical specialist’s diagnosis
that Ivan may be experiencing hallucinations. While Dostoevsky may have
experienced hallucinations following epileptic seizures, his probable
sources for clinical descriptions include Esquirol’s 1838 handbook on
mental illness and Brierre de Boismont’s 1845 book on hallucination.’
Brierre describes Esquirol’s definition of hallucination “as a cerebral or
psychical phenomenon, acting independently of the sense, and consisting
in external sensations, that the patient believes he experiences although no
external agent acts materially on his senses.” Brierre’s compressed
definition of hallucination — “to see what no eye perceives, to hear what no
ear hears, to be convinced of sensations to which all are incredulous™ —
resembles Dostoevsky 's definition: “when a person begins at times to lose
the distinction between the real and the spectral”/«koraa 4eioBeK HaYMHACT
BPpCMCHAMHU TCPATH PaA3IAIUC MCKAY PCAJIbHBIM H TPU3PATHBIM)
(30.1:192)." Similarly, R.P. Bentall, a twentieth-century psychiatrist,
suggests that hallucinations result from a failure of the metacognitive skills

' For a discussion of Dostoevsky’s knowledge of contemporary psychology, including
the work of Esquirol and Brierre, see James L. Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art:
An Essay in Literary and Medical History (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1985): 111-18, 147-
52. As Rice points out, J.E.D. Esquirol’s Des maladies mentales considérées sous les
rapports médicaux, hygiéniques, et médico-legaux (1838) was the most widely
acclaimed clinical handbook on mental illness. The original would have been available
in Petersburg, and Dostoevsky may well have borrowed it from the library of his
physician Yanovsky.

’ A.AF. Brierre de Boismont’s Hallucination: or, The Rational History of Apparitions,
Visions, Dreams, Ecstasy, Magnetism, and Somnambulism was originally published in
France in 1845 (Paris: Balliere). It was reprinted in 1852 and 1862 with minor revisions.
I have cited the 1853 translation of the 1852 edition; Brierre (1853): 31. Brierre cites a
second definition of Esquirol’s, which he considers “more brilliant than correct™: ““The
professed sensations of the hallucinated are images, and ideas, reproduced by memory,
associated by imagination, and personified by habit’” Brierre (1853):32-3.

* Brierre (1853): 31.

! Citations are from F.M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1972-90). Volume and page number are given within parentheses.
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involved in discriminating between self-generated and external pheno-
mena.’ Raising the question of hallucination thus foregrounds Ivan’s, and
readers’, metacognitive skills.

In creating the devil chapters, Dostoevsky draws on many sources. As
Robin Feuer Miller notes, Dostoevsky establishes generic criteria for reader
uncertainty by employing multiple genres throughout 7he Brothers
Karamazov — the uncanny, the fantastic, the melodramatic, the gothic, and
the metaphysical — all of which “share a preoccupation with dread, with a
free-floating, intense anxiety that affects both the characters and the
reader.” She suggests that Dostoevsky used the genres of the uncanny and
the fantastic in the devil scenes to make readers experience a conflict of
judgment.” Like Ivan himself, readers question the devil’s reality.
Dostoevsky highlights this epistemic doubt by tapping into the Russian
literary tradition established by Pushkin’s “Queen of Spades™/«[Tuxoeas
dama» and developed in Gogol’s “The Nose”/«Hoc» and Dostoevsky’s
own Double/ Jleouinux,” three works that leave readers wondering whether
the events depicted are real or fantastic, psychological or supernatural. As
Dostoevsky wrote to an aspiring author: “you believe that Hermann
actually saw a ghost, one commensurate with his view of reality, but
nevertheless at story’s end . . . you do not know how to solve it: did the
vision arise from Hermann’s nature, or was he actually one of those who
came into contact with another world, evil spirits hostile to humankind . . .
Now, that is art!”/«W BB Bepute, uTO ['epMaHH AESHCTBHTEIBHO HMEN
BHACHHE, 1 IMEHHO COOOPa3HOE C €r0 MHPOBO33PSHUEM, a MEXIY TEM, B
KOHLIE [TOBECTH, TO €CTh IPOITH e¢, Bl He 3HAaETe, KaK PELINTh. BHILILIO I
3TO BHUACHHE M3 NMPUIPOAH [ epMaHHa, WM ACHCTBUTEIBHO OH OJMH M3

"RP. Bentall, “The Illusion of Reality: A Review and Integration of Psychological
Research on Hallucinations,” Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 107, No. 1 (1990):82-95, p.
82.

" R.F. Miller, Dostoevsky’s Unfinished Journey (New Haven and London: Yale UP,
2007):130.

" Miller (2007):130.

“In creating the devil scenes, Dostoevsky also draws on other sources, including his
portrait of Stavrogin, a character who experiences hallucinations complete with devil
(Demons), the figures of Martin Luther and Goethe’s Faust, both of whom interact with
devils and both of whom are mentioned in the novel; and portraits of devils from 1860s
and 1870s journals. See Deborah A. Martinsen, “The Devil Incarnate,” in Predrag
Cicovacki and Maria Granik, eds., Dostoevsky’s Brothers Karamazov: Art, Creativity,
and Spirituality (Heidelberg: Universititsverlag WINTER, 2010):47-9.
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TeX, KOTOPhIC CONPHUKOCHYJIHCH C APYTHM MHPOM, 3JIbIX H BpPaXKacOHBIX
uyenoeeuectBy AyxoB (NB. Crnuputsm w yucHus ero.) BoT 9t0
nckyccrsol» (30.1:192)”

Dostoevsky creates a similar epistemic uncertainty by having his
narrator offer simultancous, conflicting accounts of Ivan’s encounter with
the devil. In Chapter 9, Ivan vacillates between two positions I call «3to
s» and «3T0 HE 5, 1.¢., he sees the devil cither as a self-projection or an
adversary with an objective reality. As Chapter 9 ends, Ivan concludes that
he was not dreaming, and in Chapter 10 he repeatedly dissociates himself
from the devil by taking a position I call «3t0 om» (It’s he), thereby
resolving his indecision and affirming the devil’s objective existence.
Dostoevsky’s narrator, by contrast, offers a realistic, seemingly eye-
witness depiction of Ivan’s nocturnal visitor throughout Chapter 9, yet
concludes that Ivan was dreaming. In Chapter 10, as Ivan repeatedly insists
on the devil’s reality (3o oH), the narrator provides material evidence to
the contrary. Moreover, as Ivan raves deliriously to his brother Alyosha in
Chapter 10, he makes claims about what the devil said that do not match
the narrator’s account in Chapter 9.

Dostoevsky also creates uncertainty by providing ambiguous titles for
the two chapters — “The Devil. Ivan Fyodorovich’s Nightmare™/«Yepr.
Kommap MWeana ®emoposuua» and “He Said That!””/«’Ot0 on
rosopun! ». By juxtaposing the words “devil” and “nightmare™ in the title

’ The aspiring author was Yuliya Fyodorovna Abaza; the letter was written 15 June
1880. Emerson and Rosenshield both discuss the story’s interpretive ambiguity. Caryl
Emerson, *“°The Queen of Spades’ and the Open End,” Pushkin Today, ed. David Bethea
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1992):31-37; Gary Rosenshield, Pushkin and
the Genres of Madness: The Masterpieces of 1833 (Madison, WI: University of
Wisconsin Press, 2003):21-36. E.I. Kiiko notes that the night after writing the letter to
Abaza Dostoevsky wrote the first draft of his chapter on Ivan Karamazov’s devil, which
had not been foreseen in the plans for the novel E.HN. Kuitko, “Peammm
¢danTacTmueckoro B rimaBe ‘Uepr. Kommvap HMpama demopomaa m Darap 1lo,”
Jlocmoesckuii. Mamepuaner u uccnedosanus, VI (1985):256-62. “Vmes B BUAy 3TOT
SIIM30/1 poMaHa, JIOCTOeBCKUH ITHcall CBOUM M3/aTeIM: ©...5 JAaBHO YK€ CIIPaBIISLIICS C
MHEHHEM JIOKTOPOB (M He OJHOro). OHM YTBEpXkJIalOT, 4TO HE TOIHKO I0J00HbIE
KOIMMapHhl, HO W TaUTIOCHHAINN Tiepe] ‘0enoil Topsakoil’ BO3MOXKHEL. Moit repoi,
KOHEYHO, BUJIUT U TAJIIFOCHHAIIAK, HO CMEIINBAeT X ¢ CBOMMH KoIMapaMu. TyT He
ToNbKO ¢u3nueckas (Oole3HeHHas) UepTa, KOIJa HYelIOoBeK HadHHAET BpeMEHAMHU
TEPSATH Pa3IMuue MeKIy pealbHBIM U IPU3PavHbIM (UTO HOYTH ¢ KaKABIM YEJIOBEKOM,
XOTh Pa3 B KU3HM, CIYyHaloCh), HO U AYINEBHAs, COBIIAAONMAs ¢ XapaKTepoM I'eposi:
OTpHIIas peaJbHOCTh IIpU3paKa, OH, KOT/la W34e3 Ipu3pak, CTOUT 3a €T0 pealbHOCTh”
L, 1V, 190y (258-9).
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of Chapter 9, Dostoevsky's narrator suggests that the second word,
“nightmare,” may explain the first, “devil,” thereby encouraging us to view
Ivan’s nightmare as a physical manifestation of psychological distress as
well as (with “nightmare™) a psychological manifestation of physical
distress. Thus, as Ivan experiences a metacognitive crisis while secking
material proof of a metaphysical reality, readers experience a conflict of
judgment while seeking material proof of a psychic reality .

Dostoevsky further complicates readers” interpretive task by supplying
discordant evidence: the narrator’s and Ivan’s views of the devil conflict."”
The narrator reports the nightmare scene mostly as a matter of fact, yet
occasionally hints that the conversation has no objective reality in the world
of the novel. Initially characterizing the devil as “some gentleman, or rather
a certain type of Russian gentleman™/«xako¥-T0 rOCIOOUH WITH, JTy4Lle
CKa3aTh, H3BECTHOrO cOpTa pycckuil mkeHTabMeH» (15:70), the narrator
ironically refers to him six more times as a “gentleman,” a common
euphemism for the devil (15:71,73,74,75,79,81)." He compares him to a
“hanger on in bon ton”/«npuxkuBanbmuK, xopourero Toua» (15:71), who is
taken for a “decent person”/«mopsaaounsiii wenosek» (15:71). The narrator
evokes Fyodor Pavlovich's earlier claim that he, Fyodor Pavlovich, houses
a small-caliber “unclean spirit”/«ayx HewmcTeid» (14:39), allowing
Dostoevsky to link father and son by having a devil who resembles Fyodor

" Because I am discussing Dostoevsky’s strategy for creating epistemic uncertainty in
Chapter 9, I am limiting the following discussion to descriptions of the devil from that
chapter.

"'Linda Ivanits notes that the folk generally did not call the devil by name, “fearing that
the devil would appear the moment his name were uttered.” She provides a
comprehensive list of folk euphemisms for the devil, many of which Dostoevsky uses.
Linda Ivanits, Russian Folk Belief (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1989): 39. Wigzell
discusses the folk use of the term “gentleman.” Faith Wigzell, “Dostoevskii and the
Russian Folk heritage,” The Cambridge Companion to Dostoevskii, ed. W.J. Leather-
barrow (Cambridge University Press, 2002):21-46, p. 36. In his May-June 1877 Diary
of a Writer, Dostoevsky also associates the word “mpxentasmer” with liberalism and
with the alienation from Russia of Russians living abroad: “K Tomy e XoTh 111 B
MubepalbHOM JyXe BOCIUTHIBAEM JETOK, Ja Belb BCE XK JKSHTIMCHAMH, - & B 3TOM
Belb W BCE ITaBHOE. ByAyT OHM BHUTATh B Chepax MCKIIOUUTSTBHBIX M BHICIINX, a
MubepanusM B BHICIIMX chepax Beerda 00603HAYaN W CONMPOBOKAAT Y HAC AKEHTIIH-
MEHCTBO, HO0 TPKeHTIBMEHCKUI THOepaI3M JUTs BEICIIET0-TO, TaK CKa3aTh, KOHCEpBa-
TH3Ma U IOJIE3€H, 3TO BCeTa y Hac pa3mdaTs ymenu” (25:139).
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Pavlovich in Ivan’s soul.”” Most frequently, the narrator calls the devil a
“guest”/«rocTh», a common cuphemism for the devil (15:70, 71, 73, 75,
80, 84). Near chapter’s end, however, the narrator shifts from his realistic
account by observing that Ivan is desperately trying not to belicve “his
delirium™/«cBoemy 6pemy» (15:75). Shortly thereafter, the narrator refers
to the devil as a “voice™/«ronoc» (15:83), notes that Ivan throws his tea
glass at “the orator”/«s opatopa» (15:84),” and finally calls him “that
one”/«tot» (15:84), yet another common euphemism for the devil. By
observing that Alyosha’s knocks at the window continued, “though not
quite as loud as it had just now seemed to him in sleep™/«Ho coBceM He Tak
IPOMKO, KaK CCHYAC TOJIbKO MCPCIMIIIOCH cMy BO cHe» (15:84), the narrator
suggests that the dialogue was a dream. The narrator thus starts Chapter 9
by treating the devil as an actual visitor, yet concludes by treating the
encounter as a dream, using the verb «mepemursea» ™ to reinforce the idea
of hallucination."

By contrast, Ivan initially treats the devil as part of his unconscious
self: “it’s I, I myself speaking, and not you™/«3t0 s, 1 cam roBopio, a He
toi!» (15:72); “You are the embodiment of me myself, but only one side . .
. of my thoughts and feelings, only the most nasty and stupid ones™/« Tt
BOIUIOLICHUE MEHSA CaMOTO, TOJIbKO OJHOM, BIPOYEM, MOCH CTOPOHHI ...
MOUX MBICJICH U UyBCTB, TOIBKO CaMBIX TagKuX U raymeix» (15:72); “you
are I, I myself, only with a different mug™/«Tb1 — 51, cam 51, TOJIBKO € APYTOO
poxein» (15:73); “you are I, you are I and nothing else!”/«tbr — 2, TBI €CTB
2 u Oonee wwuero!» (15:77). Ivan also calls the devil a “night-
mare”/«xommapy (15:72,74,81), a “dream”/«con» (15:74,79), and a
“lie”/«moxb»” (15:72), “my illness™/«Gone3np Mosn» (15:72), “a specter”/
«mpuspak» (15:72), “my hallucination™/«moa ranmoumHammsy (15:72),
“rubbish”™/«apstap» (15:77), and “my fantasy”/«mos dantasus» (15:77).
He claims to have seen him “in sleep”/«Bo che» rather than while
awake/«manBy» (15:72). He calls him names that evoke his father Fyodor
Pavlovich — “hanger-on™/«npmwxusansmu» (15:72) and “Buffoon!™/
«Iyt!» (15:80), the latter being yet another common euphemism for the

" See Deborah A. Martinsen, Surprised by Shame: Dostoevsky’s Liars and Narrative
Exposure (Columbus, OH: Ohio University Press, 2003): 207-16.

" Deborah A. Martinsen, “Ivan Karamazov and Martin Luther: Protestors and their
Devils,” in B nanpaenenuu cmuicna: Mezhdunarodnyi sbornik statei pamyati professora
Natal’i Vasil 'evny Zhivolupovoi (Huxuuit HoBropog, 2012):122-35.

g By depicting Ivan’s increasingly unsuccessful attempts to stave off illness through
sheer will power, the narrator bolsters his diagnosis of Ivan’s condition.
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devil. He calls him the same names that he calls Smerdyakov —
“ass”/«ocem (15:76)," “lackey”/«makeit» (15:83 twice) and “stupid””/
«rym» (15:73,75 twice). He calls him “banal”/«mormm» (15:73). He also
calls the devil “Fool'”/«Aypak!» (15:74) and “scoundrel”/ «Heromsmin
(15:80). As the scene ends, however, Ivan swears “It was not a dream! No,
I swear, it was not a dream, it all happened just now!”/«3to ne con! Her,
KIIHYCb, 9TO OBLIT HE COH, 3TO Bee ceituac Oputo!y (15:85). The stakes for
Ivan are very high: to accept the devil as part of himself means Ivan must
acknowledge base thoughts and feelings, despised aspects of himself that
he associates with his father and unacknowledged half-brother. To deny
that association means Ivan can protect himself from the shame of relation.
Ivan clearly prefers denial, telling Alyosha, “I really would like him to be
him, in actual fact, and not me!”/«s 6bl OucHB kenad, 9T06 OH B CAMOM
aenae Ol on, a He al» (15:87).

Dostoevsky further compounds readers’ epistemic uncertainty by
having Ivan’s devil introduce his own self-descriptive epithets. Like the
narrator and Ivan, the devil refers to himself as a “hanger-on™/
«mprokuBansmuky (15:72). Using the narrator’s terms, the devil declares
“I want to be a gentleman”/«mxeHTunpmen» (15:73) and “Now I only value
my reputation as a decent person”/«nopsaousoro genoseka» (15:73). He
taunts [van with the epithets Ivan has used of him: “your fantasy”/«TBOtO
Tombko (haHTazuro» (15:73), “a specter’/«mpuspaky» «IpHU3paK KHU3HH»
(15:73, 77), “a fool and a lackey”/«aypak ma nmakeit» (15:73), “your
hallucination/«tBost rammomuHaps» (15:74), “your nightmare, and
nothing more™/«TBo# KowmMap, u 6obine Hudero» (15:74). He mocks Ivan
for having “such a banal devil”/«takoii momumeiii wept» (15:81) and
reproves Ivan for calling him “stupid”/«raym» (15:76,82). Yet the devil
alone invokes Khlestakov by claiming to be a writer of “little vaudevilles™/
«soaeswIbaMKm» (15:76), accuses Ivan of taking him for “some graying
Khlestakov”/«mocenanoro Xmecrakosa» (15:76), and deliberately mis-
quotes the well-worn Latin line from Terence, “I am Satan and nothing
human is alien to me/“Satana sum et nihil humanum a me alienum puto”
(15:74), establishing his originality by demonstrating his own deriva-
tiveness. The devil alone calls himself a “person”/«aenosex» (15:73, 76,
82), “a scapegoat”/«ko3na ormymenus» (15:77), “an x in an indeterminate

" This evokes the early scene “Over the Cognac” in which Smerdyakov is called
“Valaam’s ass” (14:21). Ivan also calls the philosopher of his own legend about paradise
an ass - “Bor ocen-to!” (15:79) - for getting up to walk the quadrillion kilometers
necessary to get to heaven.
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equation”/«ukc B HeompeaedeHHOM ypaBHeHum» (15:77), and “‘the
indispensable minus”/«ueoOxoaumbrii MuHYC» (15:82). By adding the
devil’s self-definitions, Dostoevsky forces Ivan and readers to wonder
whether the devil’s seemingly self-generated words prove his independent
existence.

In Chapter 10, Dostoevsky makes Alyosha witness two material proofs
that the devil is Ivan’s hallucination: the dry towel and the unflung tea
glass. By Book Eleven, Alyosha has already passed through his own
crucible of doubt and become an insightful confessor. Since Alyosha’s
judgment about Ivan’s physical condition coincides with the narrator’s,
Dostoevsky reinforces readers’ perception of the narrator’s reliability just
before creating a narrative gap between what Ivan tells Alyosha in Chapter
10 and what the narrator relates in Chapter 9."

Chapter 10 also reveals Ivan’s most secret shame — his fear that he will
go to court and take responsibility for his father’s death not because it is
morally right but because he wants to be praised for his self-sacrifice. This
fear frames his nightmare and reflects a long-standing philosophical debate
about human nature and motivation: do we act out of self-interest as the
egoists and utilitarians contend, or do we act out of love for others as the
altruists and theologians contend?

Chapter 10’s title, ““He Said That!””/«‘3to0 o rosopma!’» imme-
diately raises the question: where do we place the stress? On content
or speaker: «‘3mo on rosopun! »? or «*Ito on rosopun! ’»? Is it both?
Does the third word — rosopun — make a claim about the event’s reality? In
this chapter, Ivan deliriously insists that the devil exists: “He teased me!

: Alyosha’s arrival and the narrative gap also allow Dostoevsky to deploy what I call
the underground narrative strategy of saving the most painful revelation for last. Just
as Mitya reveals his most secret shame — the calculation involved in saving half of
Katerina Ivanovna’s three thousand rubles — only after his interrogators have worn him
down, so Ivan reveals his most secret shame only after the devil has wormn him down.
Dostoevsky not only uses this strategy in Notes from Underground, he has his
underground man explain the psychology behind it: “In every man’s memories there
are certain things that he will not reveal to everyone but only to friends. And there are
things that he will not reveal even to friends, but only to himself and even then in secret.
But there are, in the end, such things that he’s afraid to reveal even to himself”/«Ecth B
BOCIIOMMHAHUAX BCSKOTO UEJIOBEKa TaKve BEIM, KOTOpPHE OH OTKPHIBaeT HE BCeM, a
pa3Be TOIBKO ApY3bsiM. ECTh M Takue, KOTOPHIE OH U APY3bIM HE OTKPOET, a pa3Be
TOTbKO cebe caMoMy, Jla M TO ToJ cekpeToM. Ho ecTh, HakOHeIl, U Takue, KOTOphie
Jaxe U cebe TeTOBeK OTKPHIBATH OOUTCS, M TAKUX BeIlel Y BCSKOTO HMOPSIOUHOTO
YeJI0BeKa AOBOJIBHO-TAKH OKOIIATHCT» (5:122).
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And you know, he did it deftly, deftly: [he cites the devil] ‘Conscience!
What’s conscience? I do it myself. Why do I torment myself? Out of
habit. Out of a universal human habit for seven thousand years. Throw off
the habit and we will become gods’. He said that, he said that!”/ « [Ipazamn
mensa! U 3Haews, moBko, 10BKO: ‘CoBecth! Uto cosecth? S cam ce aenaro.
3auem xe g myuarwoch? [lo mpusbruke. [lo Bcemupnoi genosedeckoii
MPUBBIUKE 3@ CEMb THICAY JieT. Tak OTBbIKHEM H Oyaem Gorw’. DTO OH
roBOPHI, 9TO OH roeopun!» (15:87). Ivan’s claim that for seven thousand
years the devil has been tormenting himself rather than others reminds us
more of Ivan’s atheist philosopher, who protests the fact of eternal life by
lying down for centuries before walking his quadrillion to get to heaven,
than of Ivan’s devil, who wants to be incarnated as a 250-1b merchant’s
wife'” (15:73-4,77-8). Ivan’s devil is a bourgeois wannabe, not a self-
tormenting intellectual like Ivan. Ivan’s claim also reveals a metacognitive
breakdown signaling that the devil is a projection of Ivan’s psyche, a
possibility raised 400 pages carlier in the tavern scene where Ivan
paraphrases Voltaire’s famous dictum about man creating God in his image
as he tells Alyosha: “I think that if the devil did not exist, and therefore he
was created by man, then he created him in his own image and likeness™/« 51
OYMaro, 4TO €CJIH ABSBOJI HE CYIIECTBYCT M, CTAlO OBITH, CO3J4al €ro
YEJI0BEK, TO CO34al OH €ro mo cBoeMy obOpasy u momobmio» (14:217).
Although Ivan disavows hated parts of himself by attributing them to the
devil, his projective dissociation breaks down here. By claiming that the
devil calls himself a self-tormenter, Ivan comes close to uncomfortable
truths about himself, suggesting that the devil tormenting him may be the
voice of Ivan’s own conscience.

After Alyosha arrives with news of Smerdyakov’s suicide, Ivan insists
that the devil exists and fashions him into a prosecutorial adversary who
makes two accusations: 1) that Ivan will testify because he wants public
praise, and 2) that Ivan will act virtuously despite his doubts. The devil
makes the first accusation mockingly: ““All right, he says, you will go out
of pride, but still there was always the hope that they would convict
Smerdyakov and send him to prison, that they would acquit Mitya and
judge you only morally (you hear, he laughed at that), and that others would
praise you. But now Smerdyakov is dead, he hanged himself — so who’s
going to believe you by yourself in court now?”/«‘Ilycts, roopur, ThI e
M3 TOPAOCTH, HO BEAb BCE oke ObLIa U HaAexkaa, 9To yandat CMepAskoBa U
COILTIOT B KaTOPTY, 4T0 MUTIO OMPaBAaOT, a Apyrue Tak u noxsamir. Ho

& Martinsen, “The Devil Incarnate” (2010).
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BOT yMep CMEpIIKOB, MOBECHIICH — HY M KTO kK€ TeOe TaM Ha Cy ¢ Tenepb-
T0 oxHOMy moseput?’» (15:88). Ivan heatedly defends himself against this
accusation: “He lied about that, Alyosha, he lied, I swear to you/«21o0 oH
comran, Anema, conran, KisHych Te6e!» (15:87); “That’s a beastly lie!”/
«3T0 3BEepCcKas oxkb!» (15:88).

The devil’s second accusation reveals Ivan’s self-knowledge: ““You
are going to perform a feat of virtue even though you do not believe in
virtue — that’s what makes you angry and torments you. That’s why you are
so vindictive.” That’s what he said to me about myself, and he knows what
he is saying”/«‘Tel wacmp COBEpIIMTH TMOABHT J00poACTENH, a B
J00POACIIBE-TO U HE BEPHIIb — BOT YTO TEOS 3JIHUT U MYYHT, BOT OTYCTO THI
TAKOW MCTHTCIBHBIN.” JTO OH MHC MPO MEHS TFOBOPHII, @ OH 3HACT, YTO
rosopurt...» (15:87). The devil also suggests that Ivan’s hesitations and self-
torment arise from his metaphysical anguish: “Why are you going to drag
yourself there, if your sacrifice will not help anyone? . . . You will go
because you do not dare not to go. Why you do not dare — that’s for you to
figure out, there’s an enigma for you!"/«[Ins wuero ke TH Tyna
MOTALIMINECS, SCJIH JKSPTBAa TBOS HH K YeMy He mocuyxut? [loiaens,
MOTOMY 4TO HE cMecinb He moita. [louemy He cMeewb, — 3TO yX cam
yragaii, BoT Tebe 3araakaly (15:88). The devil thus hints that Ivan believes
in God by pointing to his conscience, i.e., to non-material evidence.
Alyosha likewise reads Ivan’s suffering as “The torments of a proud
decision, a deep conscience!”/«Myku ropmoro pemenui, riayGokas
cosectp!» (15:89).

By linking the question of hallucination with the devil, Dostoevsky
links Ivan’s physical, psychological, and metaphysical agonies. Ivan’s
dialogue with the devil in Chapter 9 reveals a man tormented by
metaphysical doubt, whereas his delirious ravings to Alyosha in Chapter
10 reveal a man tormented by self-doubt. By conjoining Ivan’s
metaphysical agony and his self-doubt with the question of the devil’s
existence, Dostoevsky effectively merges Ivan’s shame (embodied in the
devil) with his guilt (represented by his conscience). While it would be easy
to create a dichotomy between evil devil and angelic Alyosha, the merger
of shame and guilt in Chapter 10 makes a simple dichotomy impossible.
Ivan’s nightmare occurs after his third visit to Smerdyakov, who accuses
Ivan of murdering his father, something the devil definitely does not do.
The devil may embody Ivan’s shame, but he reminds Ivan of his conscience
in a passage that Dostoevsky highlights by using it as his chapter title ““He
Said That!*”: ““Conscience! What is conscience?’ . . . It’s he who said that,
it’s he who said that!”/«‘Cosects! Uto coBecTp?” ...9TO OH roBOPHI, 3TO
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on rosopun!y Ivan’s iterative claim is met by Alyosha’s iterative rebuttal:
“And not you, not you?/«A ue o1, He T ?» (15:87) — a rebuttal that echoes
his earlier statement “It was not you who killed father, not you!”/«He Tb1
youn orma, ve Toi!» (15:40). In both cases, Alyosha speaks to Ivan’s
conscience, thereby reinforcing the narrator’s position that Ivan’s devil is
a dream, a product of his own conscience, and not, like Smerdyakov, an
external accuser.”

In these two remarkable chapters, Dostoevsky exploits the epistemic
properties of hallucination. As Ivan’s metacognitive capacities break down
and he loses the ability to distinguish between self-generated and external
phenomena, readers” metacognitive faculties rev up. Like Ivan, we
experience epistemic doubt as we try to determine whether or not the devil
is a hallucination. In Chapter 9, Ivan intuits that the devil may be one of his
own making, but he does not want to accept a messy, fallen, shame-filled
world, in which children suffer, Fyodor Pavlovich is his father, Dmitry his
brother, and Smerdyakov perhaps his half-brother. Unlike his flamboyant
father, who flaunts his shame, Ivan internalizes his in devil’s form.
Significantly, the devil and Ivan use different idioms in arguing about the
devil’s reality: the devil uses “in actual fact”/«e camom geme» (15:72,80),
whereas Ivan uses “one’s self”/«cam mo cebe» (15:74,76), the phrase
Gogol’s unimaginable Nose uses to boldly refute Major Kovalyov’s
assertion that it should know its proper place. In The Double, Dostoevsky
played ironically with this idiom by having Mr. Golyadkin use it as a
mantra to reassure himself of his right to exist and have a life of his own.
When Ivan adopts this phrase, Dostoevsky evokes these and other
Petersburg works whose ambiguous endings suggest that the events related
may be a dream, yet leave open the possibility that they are not.”

In Chapter 9, the evidence is ambiguous. The narrator reports that Ivan
wets a towel and places it on his head as his dialogue with the devil begins
and that Ivan throws a cup of tea at his interlocutor as their dialogue ends,
yet he concludes that the devil was a dream. In Chapter 10, evidence for

' Smerdyakov misreads Ivan, because he dismisses Ivan’s conscience. Bragmvup
Kanrop, B nouckax nuunocmu: onvim pycckoti knaccuku (M. 1994):169.

“In Chapter 10, Ivan adopts the devil’s phrase “B camom zene” once (15:87), as he tells
Alyosha, “I really would like him to be Aim, in actual fact, and not me!” /«s1 6b1 oueHb
xemnan, 4To0 OH B caMoM Jene Owbul ow, a He s!» (15:87). While this example
demonstrates that Ivan is aware of his metacognmitive dilemma, his use of a phrase
previously attributed only to his devil indicates the beginning of the breakdown between
the two that we see in Ivan’s statement attributing self-torment to the devil which occurs
a few lines later.
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hallucination mounts. First, Alyosha finds a dry towel on its rack and a
teacup on the table. Second, Smerdyakov’s suicide is not mentioned in
Chapter 9, while in Chapter 10 Ivan swears to Alyosha that the devil spoke
of it and even claims, “He spoke only about that, if you like”/«On TonbKO
mpo 370 u rosopui, ecau xodemsby (15:88). Third, as their conversation
begins, Ivan tells Alyosha that he has waking dreams: “I walk, speak, and
see . . . yet sleep”/«s X0y, TOBOPIO M BIUKY — a crumoy (15:86) — words that
Alyosha remembers at chapter’s end (15:88). But does hallucination
answer the question Ivan’s devil asks Ivan earlier: “Who knows whether
proof of the devil is proof of God?”’/«/1 HakoHen, ecnu JOKa3zaH 4epT, TO
eIIe HEeH3BECTHO, AokasaH ju Gor?» (15:71-2). If Ivan’s devil is a
hallucination, and thus self-generated, is he a manifestation of Ivan’s
conscience? And is proof of conscience, proof of God?

In writing the devil scenes, Dostoevsky reframes the question of
hallucination, making it a question of ethics and belief. He thus takes
epistemic doubt from the Russian literary tradition and moves it, and his
readers, into the realm of ethics and metaphysics. By having readers
experience an epistemic crisis similar to Ivan’s, Dostoevsky forces us to
confront the eternal questions.



