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Summary

The main hypothesis of the thesis is that the specific features of Russian
philosophizing which distinguish it from Western models reflect the concepts and
approaches which had manifested themselves in Muscovite Russia by the second half
of the XVI™ century. The core of these concepts was formed by the words pravda
(‘truth® and ‘justice’) and volya (*will’ and ‘freedom’). Over the centuries pravda
gradually relinquished its meaning of righteous legal relations to zakon. At the same
time pravda was joined with the Christian concept of a merciful God and through this
secured a position beyond zakon. In the course of this development pravda moved
close to the concept of svet (‘light’ and ‘world’) acquiring the significance and image
of the supreme ethical and aesthetic value. The value of pravda predetermined a
strong anti-state feeling and a cultural preference for a unity of personalities compared
with a unity of citizens. Through this development pravda moved closer to the
concept of volya. Volya acquired the meaning of ‘freedom from any sort of
dependency and responsibility’. It is also essential that volya also bore the meaning of
unrestricted inner freedom, freedom of soul, and through this the social connotations
of the word were linked with the individual connotation. From early times volya was
assoctated with mir ("community’ and ‘peace’) and through this association it
expressed a united collective consciousness as opposed to a bondage brought about by
political relations. Being allied with God’s Pravda, volya bypassed legal relations
aiming to transfom them into personal ones. These relations were based on feeling
rather than on reason, and because of this the heart, symbolizing love, as opposed to
the mind, came to the fore. This understanding presupposed a preference for moral
relations as opposed to political ones. The specifics of this thinking also found its
expression in such conspicuous characteristics as historicism, aestheticism, and
mysticism.

In the XIX"™ century the rgﬁned concepts linked with pravda and volya found
their expression in the works of writers, poets, and thinkers. This expression allowed
the thinkers of the second quarter of the XIX™ century to take up a specific position,

of reflection, and to formulate the concepts of wholeness and sobornost’. Their




rigorous search for national identity resulted from the painful social problem of the
abolition of serfdom which was taken not only 1n a political but also in a sirong
ethical sense. In their turn Solovyov and other outstanding Russian thinkers following
this line of intellectual development created a particular phitosophical tradition where
metaphysical, epistemological and ethical concepts obtained their distinctive features.
Their doctrines, Solovyov’s in particular, united historicism, aestheticism, and
mysticism including them in one system of coordinates, and expressed the striving
towards concrete living knowledge. The aim was to provide not merely intellectual
satisfaction but to allow humankind to participate in God’s goals. This participation

was regarded by Russian philosophers as both a moral activity and a moral obligation.
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Chapter 1

PHILOSOPHY AND NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

The Russian philosophical traditicn which was established in the second half

of the XIX™ century provides us with an extremely worthwhile subject for study for

the following reasons.

With Vladimir Solovyov, Russian philosophy acquired a level comparable
with that of Russian literature, music, and science (repiesented by such names
as Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, Borodin, Tchaikovsky, Mendeleyev). Unfortunately,
this philosophical tradition, after flourishing in the second half of the XIX™
century and the first quarter of the XX century, was eradicated by the Soviet
authorities and for seventy years Russian philosophy was treated as if its
inlerest was merely historical. But this is not the case: the main themes and
concepts presented by eminent Russian philosophers are still of great
importance for Russian contemporary consciousness and form a significant
part of the all-human cultural consciousness.

The origin and development of this tradition is observable: there is sufficient
data to trace the philosophical themes and the ways they have been developed.
This is a philosophical tradition which has been moulded under the great
influence of contemporary Western philosophy, German philosophy in
particular. However, at the same time Russian philosophy has acquired
noteworthy specifics in topics and approaches which cannot be explained by
external influences but rather by certain characteristic constituents of Russian
cultural life.

In order to formulate correctly the primary objective of this research we have:

a) to define philosophy as a cultural phenomenon, and along with this to describe its

place among other spheres of spiritual life and its social role; b) to outline the concept

of national consciousness; ¢) and to contour a hypothesis of the relationship between

national consciousness and an incipient and further philosophizing,

It is necessary at the onset to identify the most important traditions and

sources for the issues which are to be discussed in this thesis.
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First, there is the approach to the origins of philosophy which takes into
account the whole cultural context including political ideas, social structure, arts, and
so on - we will call this the ‘culturological’ approach. Unfortunately contemporary
histories of philosophy predoininantly follow the positivistic approach and
retrospectively regard philosophy exclusively as a constituent of scientific
development. Thus those working in the frame of the culturological tradition still
remain deep in the shadow of the positivistic writers. However, it can be stated
without any exaggeration that only this wide culturological method provides the basis
for investigating the problem of the origin of philosophy (and science as well). The
author of this thesis has been greatly influenced by such Russian scholars as
P.Florenskii, S.Trubetskoi, and A.Losev. The Western tradition is represented by W.
Jaeger, F.M.Comford, B.3nell and M.West.! Cornford’s seminal works on the
beginning of Greek thought were especially important because his detailed
elaboration of the problems established a firm ground for further studies in this area.

Second, the author’s approach to history has been directly and indirectly
influenced by K.Jaspers, his concept of ‘axis time’ in particular; by M. Weber, for his
investigation of the interrelation between religious issues and economic structure
presented in his famous Protestant Ethics and the Spirit of Capitalism, and by
E.Durkheim with his approach to the origin of religion and to the role of the division
of labour in the history of human society.” This work has also been inspired by the
ideas of such scholars as N.Danilevskii, O.Spenger, and, in particular, A.Toynbee.?
Arguing against the too-straightforward approach to historical matters presented by
the theory of progress, they claborated alternative doctrines dealing with distinct

civilizations (or ‘cuitures’) as individuals rather than necessary stages of the all-

! Pavel Florenskii Obshchechelovecheskiye korni idealisma (The all-human roots of
an idealism). Sergiyev Posad, 1909; S.N.Trubetskoi “Kurs drevnei filosofii” (Course
in ancient philosophy) // Complete works. V.5. Moscow, 1912. A.F.Losev Ocherki
antichnogo simvolizma i mifologii (Outline of ancient symbolism and mythology)
V.1. Moscow, 1930; W .Jaeger The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers Oxford,
1947; F.M.Comnford Principium Sapiente (A Study of the Origins of Greek
Philosophical Thought). New York, 1965; B.Snell The Discovery of the Mind. The
Greek Origins of European Thought. New York, 1960; M. West Early Greek
Philosophy and the Orient. Oxford, 1971,

2 The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (Eng. trans. 1915), The Division of labour
in Society (Eng. trans. 1933.)



the theory of progress, they elaborated alternative doctrines dealing with distinct
civilizations (or ‘cultures’) as individuals rather than necessary stages of the all-
. human evolution. Toynbee’s concept of ‘the challenge’ as well as his treatment of the
interreiations between nomadic ;ﬁeOple and agricultural populations were especially
significant for the purposes of this work.

R. Collingwood’s influence can readily be seen in those parts of the thesis
relating to the reflective position and reflection as a defining feature of a
philosophical attitude to the world. These ideas have been elaborated by Collingwood
in such works as The Idea of History and specifically in his Essay on Metaphysics.

The cultural history of Russia owes much to such historians and historians of
religious thought as M.Rostovisev, G.Vernadskii, P.Milyukov, A.Kartashev,
J.Meiendorf, G.Florovskii, G.Fedotov, not to mention many other writers whose
works deal with specific topics.”

Important data is provided by linguistic analysis of such words as ‘pravda’,
‘volya’, and ‘zakon’. Analogous treatment of the linguistic terms can be found, for
instance, in A.Wierzbicka.’ In relation to Greek philosophical terms similar
investigations were carried out by representatives of the A.Losev philological school,
by A.Lebedev and A.Takho-Godi in particular.®

In relation to the history of Russian philosophy the classic works of
V.Zen’kovskii and N.Lossky were considered. More recent treatments of Russian
thought, including the important works of P.Christoff, J. Bayley, A.Zamaleyev, were

also taken iro account.’

3 N.Danilevskii Rossiya i Evropa (Russia and. Europe), (First publ. in 1869);
O.Spengler The Decline of the West (first Eng. translation 1926-28); A.Toynbee 4
Study of History (1934-1961). '

* Particular works of these authors are mentioned in the following chapters.

5 A. Wierzbicka Semantics, Culture, and Cognition. Universal Human Concepts in
Culture-specific Configuration. New York, Oxford, 1992.

® A.Lebedev “TO ANEIPON: ne Anaksimandr, a Platon i Aristotel’” (TO ANEIPON:
Not Anaximander, but Plato and Aristotle) // Vestnik drevnei istorii. N. 1,2. 1978;
A Takho-Godi “O drevnegrecheskom ponimanii lichnosti na materiale termina séma”
(About Ancient Greek understanding of personality in relation to the term sama) //
Voprosy klassicheskoi filologii. (Problems of classical philolog:. Vv. 3-4. 1971,
"V.Zen’kovskii History of Russian Philosophy. Eng, trans. 1981. N.Lossky History of
Russian Philosophy New York, 1951 (published first in English, and only in 1994
appeared a rtevised Russian edition); P.K.Christoff The Third Heart. Some
Intellectual-Ideological Currents and Cross Currents in Russia 1800-1830 The
Hague-Paris, 1970; J. Bayley Pushkin. A Comparative Commentary Cambridge,



The author wishes to express his gratitude to Professor John Bigelow of
Monash University for providing the opportunity to discuss the main ideas of the

thesis and for useful advice in relation to specific issues.

It seems reasonable to begin from the following statement: each sphere of
spiritual life (including religion, science, philosophy and art) with its place amid
others and its social functions are to be justified by culture. This means, first, that a
sphere has to be complementary to others, possessing at the same time its own place
in the spiritual universe. Second, there should be a ground for personal choice in the
process of self-realization: the set of social values should contain the values of this
sphere. Third, the sphere should stay in correspondence with the existing social
structure, which means that the activity related to this sphere is accepted by society.
Consequently, the appearance of a new sphere of spiritual life is to be recognized and
justified as such. But this means that it cannot come into being as a new sphere of
spiritual activity, because it has to grow as part of an old sphere hiding its nature
under cover of this old sphere.

Let us examine from this point of view the trial against Socrates. It is known
that he was brought to trial for impiety and for corrupting the youth of Athens. It is
possible to say that his right to act as a free intellectual was also on trial. Socrates was
a strange man, who was eagerly searching for the absolute principles of being. His
personal justification for this activity was based on the conviction that the Cosmos
was virtuous by nature, that the Cosmos was a moral being rather than just an ‘It’, as
Nature is for modern science and technology.® This meant that the Cosmos was
organized according to absolute principles, otherwise the gods - keepers of the world
structure - could not exist and could not do what they had to. Therefore, for Socrates
the study of these principles was necessary if he wished to participate consciously in

the world harmony. He regarded social justice as a part of this harmony. Each

¥ The significance of Socrates’ view can be seen in the following satement: “Plato,
Aristotle, and the Stoics, all saw in the regular motions of the heavenly bodies the
clearest evidence, not of any blind necessity of ‘natural laws’, but on the contrary of
divine intelligence and will”, (In: Cornford Principium Sapiente, P. 20-21).
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creature, including the sun, stars, and citizens, had to behave according to some
hidden law which ruled equally the heavenly and the carthly worlds.

It was not cardinal for Socrates whether his fellow-citizens approved of his
behaviour or not. The most essential thing for him was to be himself and to follow the
voice of his demon. His trial showed that his contemporaries considered that his style
of thinking was in strict contradiction to traditional beliefs and so his activity was
regarded to be a great danger for the traditional style of life. It is easy to see that the
accusations against him were made in the frame of the traditional religious sphere.
Socrates likewise justified his style of thinking by referring to traditicnal religion: it is
known that he himself knew that he had been inspired for his mission by Apollo and
he stated according to the Apology: “I do believe that there are gods, and in a far
higher sense than that in which any of my accusers believe in them.”® Therefore, the
possibility of the opposition to traditional beliefs had to be grounded in the split
between different sets of myths within these traditional beliefs rather than in the split
between different spheres of spiritual life.'® (In Phaedo Socrates, for instance, referred
to mysteries as to the source of his inspiration and understanding of his role as
philosopher.'') At the same time Socrates clearly outlined his important social
responsibility to criticize the existing institutions in order to improve them according
to God’s will: “1 ... am a sort of gadfly, given to the state by God; and the state is like
a great and nobie steed who is tardy in his motions owing to his very size, and
requires to be stirred into life.”'? It is obvious that in saying this Socrates was firmly
ingisting on the social and political importance of the reflective activity in relation to
the state as well as to common beliefs.

And so, there is a cultural contradiction: the break through the religious frame
was justified by arguments taken from that same frame. Philosophy from the very

beginning had to realize itself as a part of religious tradition, a kind of intellectual

® In: The Essential Plato Trans. B. Jowett, (1999.) P. 538.

' £ Cornford explaining this split alludes to the twofold functions of the gods, who
have to keep the institutions of order, both of the world and of society, and along with
this have to control seasonal powers. (Principium Sapientiae, P. 258)

" «“And 1 conceive that the founders of mysteries had a real meaning when they
intimated ... that he who arrives there after initiation and purification will dwell with
the gods. For “many,” as they say in the mysteries, “are the thyrsus-bearers, but few
are the mystics,” — meaning, as 1 interpret the words, the true philosophers.” In: The
Essential Plato, Pp. 607-608.

2 Ibid. P. 532.
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teaching which was in contradiction to common beliefs. Hence the main objective of

the Greek thinkers who retrospectively became regarded as ‘philosophers’ was to
understand God as an absolute truth and an absolute value, and accordingly to
represent a man and his arete (‘virtue, excellence’). Some scholars even speak about
the “philosophical religion of Greek intetlectuals” in contrast to Olympic religion and
different mysterial doctrines, like Orphics.” It is known that along with the statement
that ‘Everything has been originated by water’ Thales stated that ‘Everything was
alive and full of demons.” Plato was eager to understand God as the One. It is also
known that the most ‘scientific’ of all ancient philosophers Aristotle in his
Metaphysics defined philosophy as the area of study, which explored the first causes,
and he called this area “theology.” Even the materialistic tradition of Democritus and
Epicurus included a doctrine about gods and their relations with people, and Lucretius
compared Epicurus and other philosophers to the oracles of Apoilo. The examples can
easily be multiplied. In order to contrast one set of traditional images and beliefs to
another set it was necessary to outline the space which would make the comparison
possible. That is why Socrates formulated his goal as to find the absolute concepts
which would include all the specific concepts being the particulars of these general

ones. In other words, Socrates consciously put the task of the creation of metaphysics.

In doing this Socrates obviously overcame the realm of religion: his aim was to
establish a set of basic concepts which would embrace all spheres of human life. It
can be eastly proved by the way of reasoning presented in the Apology, when Socrates
described himself discussing the basic values with politicians, then with poets, then
with artisans.' This investigation led him to the goal of finding the absolute values
and concepts, which would cover all the particular values and concepts.

In the modern times the pendulum of philosophy has swung from the domain
of religion to that of science. Philosophy in its method and presentation of results is
very similar to those of science. It is enough to recall Spinoza’s geometrical treatment
of metaphysics and ethics. Only existentialism seems to have been untouched by this
influence. However, it is easy to demonstrate that philosophy, especially if taken in a

culturological context, is neither religion (or theology), nor science.

1 See: F.F.Zelinskii Drevnegrecheskaya religiva (Ancient Greek Religion) Petrograd,
1918.

' The Essential Plato, Pp. 518-520.
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In contrast to religion, philosophy, first, does not have any specific rituals and
social institutions, and, second, does not divide the world into profane and sacred
parts, but rather tries to grasp the world’s wholeness. The ultimate aim of religion is
to maintain an interaction between the sacred and human communities. This leads to
the formation and maintenance of a special group of people responsible for the
correctness of this interaction, while philosophy does not tend to lead to the
establishment of such an institution. Moreover, whereas religion places man in the
position of interrelation with the sacred, philosophy in its turn places him in a position
of pure reflection.'’ Because of its reflective nature, philosophy separates itself from
theology: the latter develops its views from inside a set of given statements and
beliefs, the former (even ‘religious philosophy”) elaborates its concepts from outside
particular statements and beliefs, observing them in the field of analysis. For instance,
Thomas Aquinas separates those statements which can be proved by reason from
those which cannot, demonstrating not only the difference between reason and
revelation (he states that there ought not to be a contradiction between them) but also
in a very refined form outlines the division of the world into sacred and profane parts.
The Trinity, the central doctrine of intellectual Christianity, according to St. Thomas
remains beyond any reasonable exploration. In discriminating between different truths
Aquinas puts himself beyond the sphere of religion and works as a philosopher rather
than as a theologian.

At the same time in certain respects there is a radical difference between
philosophy and science, and so it is possible to share H.Reichenbach’s indignation if
we expect any scientific results from philosophy.'® It Jdoes not need to be
demonstrated that philosophy deals with concepts at the highest abstract level.
However, these very concepts are beyond scientific analysis. For example, if we
understand Aristotle’s definition of “metaphysics” as an expression of a scientific
programme (or paradigm) we immediately arrive at a contradiction. Collingwood
shows that if metaphysics is the science of pure being, it cannot exist, “because a

science of pure being is a contradiction in terms”.!” Collingwood concludes that, as it

' There is a collection of definitions demonstrating the reflective nature of
philosophy in the book: O.A.Donskikh, A.N.Kochergin Antichnaya filisofiya.
Mifologiya v zerkale refleksii (Ancient Philosophy. Mythology in the Mirror of
Reflection). Moscow, 1993, Pp. 212-232.
:: See: The Rise of Scientific Philosophy, Berkeley & Los Angeles, 1963.

R.G. Collingwood An Essay on Metaphysics, Oxford, 1940, P. 11.
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cannot be exploration of pure being, philosophy has to become a study of
presuppositions. However there is another choice: to presuppose that philosophy is
not science at all but a distinct sphere of spiritual aétivity. It is possible to add that the
concept of ‘pure being’ as well as such concepts as ‘absolute good’, ‘nothing’,
‘beauty’, and ‘meaning of life’ are deprived by definiticn of any particular content
which can become the object of scientific analysis. The recognition that metaphysics
by nature deals with general concepts and lacks the concreteness and precision of
science forms the foundation for Saint-Simon’s and Comte’s formulation of the so-
called ‘law of three stages.” According to this law the intellectual development of
human society goes through three progressive stages: religious, metaphysical, and
scientific. Metaphysical concepts cannot be analyzed as such and have to be replaced
by scientific analysis of phenomena and their relations.'®

This shift from religion to science is sometimes understood in such a way that
philosophy does not have its own preserve but serves merely to illuminate certain
gray areas for religion (theology) or science. Bertran:! Russell expressed this idea

clearly in his History of Western Philosopk;:

Philosophy ... is something intermediate between theology and science. Like
theology, it consists of speculations on matters as to which definite
knowledge has, so far, been unascertainable; but like science, it appeals to
human reason rather than to authority, whether that of tradition or that of
revelation. All definite knowledge - so 1 should contend - belongs to science;
all dogma as to what surpasses definite knowledge belongs to theology. But
between theology and science there is a No Man’s Land, exposed to attack
from both sides; this No Man’s Land is philosophy. '’

If Russell is right, then philosophy does not possess any independence either
in its subject or in its approach, because it is impossible to consider No Man’s Land
seriously in this respect. This concept is purely negative and remains so by definition:
every important ‘clarified’ statement belongs either to the religious sphere or to
science. In this case philosophy is no more than a set of obscure opinions of mediocre
quality, waiting for the rubbish bin of culture or for gracious transformation into
theological or scientific assertions. Moreover, it is not at all clear what the social
value of dealing with this is and, therefore, it is impossible to imagine a social role in

relation to such an activity.

' See: The Positive Philosophy of Auguste Comte (by Harriet Martineau). London,
1853.
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Fortunately, the situation is more complicated and at the same time more
promising for philosophy, if we take into account that philosophy has to possess some
positive quality: otherwise we cannot find it in No Man’s Land. Moreover, philosophy
has to be comparable with both theology and science, commensurable with them.
Russell lists a set of questions which are supposed to be the business of philosophy,
for example: Has the universe any unity or purpose? Is the world divided inte mind
and matter? Are there reaily laws of nature, or do we believe in them only because of
our innate love of order? He declares at the same time that no definitive answers can
be given. Therefore, “to teach how to live without certainty, and yet without being
paralyzed by hesitation, is perhaps the chief thing that philosophy, in our age, can still
do for those who study it”.*® Nevertheless, it is not clear why answers to these
particular questions form a ground for such an obscure thing as philosophy which is
neither religion nor science.

At this stage it is important to explain how the word ‘philosophy’ will be used
in this thesis. It is obvious that any attempt to provide a definition is impossible in this
case because each philosophical school maintains its particular understanding and,
accordingly, definition of philosophy. Qur goal is more modest: we have to point to
some specific features of the phenomenon commonly called “philosophy” in order to
find the place it occupies in culture. These features should provide some positive
picture otherwise it will be impossible to recognize the interrelation between
philosophy and religion and science. Therefore, we have to describe an approach from
the outside to the phenomenon of philosophy. In doing this we should presuppose that
there is something more than just a set of nebulous questions, that there is some
content which distinguishes philosophy from science as well as from the other spheres
of spiritual life.

In order to understand what philosophy is (or more cautiously to grasp
something of the nature of philosophy as a cultural phenomenon), we must look to its
origins.

Philosophy came into being during the so-called “axis time” (Jaspers), along
with such religions of revelation as Zoroastrianism and Buddhism. The spécific
feature of this time was the destruction of clan consciousness. Socrates’ trial shows

this clearly. During this period each member of a community was to discover for

' History of Western Philosophy. London, 1994, P, 13.
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himself the spiritual foundation for his life. He was to define his own attitude to the
world, to the universal laws, to the gods. Obviously, this feeling of personal
responsibility differed significantly from one society to another and from one person
to another. The intellectuals of that period, like the Jewish prophets, Socrates or Plato,
expressed it more strongly than others. (“I would rather have my people know me
than bring offerings to me.” Hosea 6.6;” “...You ask, ‘Why shouldn’t the son suffer
because of his father’s sins?* The answer is that the son did what was right and good.
He kept my laws and followed them carefully, and so he will certainly live. It is the
one who sins who will die. A son is not to suffer because of his father’s siiss, nor a
father because of the sins of his son. Good people will be rewarded for doing good,
and evil people will suffer for the evil they do” Ezekiel 18, 19-20.) We can easily
compare these declaraiions with that of Socrates’ treatment of the slogan of the oracle
of Delphi “Know thyseif and Thou will understand gods and the universe”. Thus, a
man recognizes himseif when he finds himself in a position which demands that he
endure by himself, and he has to find the spiritual support to continue. He cannot gain
this support from tradition and, therefore, has to seek for it exclusively through
intellectual clarification of the groun: of this tradition in an effort to find something
new to help him grasp the situation and choose the right position.?!

In a historical and social sense this means that philosophy appears when there
is a decay of clan consciousness and, therefore, at a time of the formation of
individual consciousness. It also means that the system of social taboos is in the
process of being substituted by a phenomenon such as an individual consciousness.
Accordingly, an individually chosen decision has to be made at least in some cases.

One can find clear evidence of this spiritual process in the decomposition of
mythological thought accompanied by the search for the justification of different
forms of behaviour. A good example of both processes is provided by Hesiod. In the
Theogony he not only draws together existing myths, giving genealogies of the gods,

but also creates some gods himself in his attempts to classify the gods. Zeus’ triumph

22 Ibid, P. 14.

2! The principlie yet ultimate difference between the Greek thinkers and the Jewish
propbets is defined by the distinction between polytheism and monotheism. To
understand the words of the one God is not the same task as to understand the essence
which lies beyond (or beneath) the various manifestations of numerous gods. While

we have the one and only God and therefore one absolute divine criterion in the first
case, reason alone can be criterion in the second.
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over other gods appears to be extremely important for the poet. The rest of the divine
world is presented in relation to Zeus’ supreme dominance. The endeavour to put all
the gods in order shovws that already something in the mythological world cannot
satisfy the human mind. Similar efforts to regulate ;nythology were undertaken by the
Orphics and some other religious thinkers like Ferekides. Along with this, Hesiod's
major poem, Works and Days represents the moral appeal to the individual
consciousness. He demands that a measure be observed in every action. At this time
the meaning of arete (the Greek ideal of personal moral excellence) was developing
from the concept of proud and military valour” to that of moral virtue. This
development, probably influenced by economic and political changes, had none the
less to find its spiritual justification. Mythological thought offered habitual forms of
this justification like, for example, the appeal to Apollo of Delphi to sanction new
laws. > However, these laws had to be clearly formulated and they had to be
understood by each citizen.** The position of mediator between laws given by gods
and citizens, who had to fulfill these laws, was taken by the intellectuals, and the
Sophists were merely the most visible among them. It is worth mentioning that the
very term ‘law’ was taken from political life, and when Heraclitus, for instance, stated
that “It is wise, listening not to me but to Law...”” he is appealing to the Law of
Nature convinced that there must oe a basic similarity between cosmic and human
order.

The first ‘philosophers’ (it is probably better to call them just ‘thinkers’ or
‘sages’ or ‘seers’) can also be clearly understood if we take them as conscious
participants in the process of the decomposition of myth. Thales’ concept of ‘water’ is
much closer to Homer’s ‘Ocean’ than to the liquid hydrodynamics is dealing with.”®

The same can be said about Heraclitus’ ‘fire’, Anaximander’s ‘apeiron’, and so on.

2 Brilliantly presented by such character as Odyssey in the liad.
2 See: S.Lurie Istoriya antichnoi obshchestvennoi mysli (History of Ancient social
thought). Moscow-Leningrad, 1929.
2 Aristotle in the Constitution of Athens quotes the oath given by every Athenian
citizen when he reached 18 years which includes the responsibility to obey the
g;stablished laws as well as the laws given unanimously by the people.
e M..C Nahm Selections from Early Greek Philosophy. New York, 1964. P. 67.

It is very interesting to see that Thales’ ‘water’ is understood after Aristotle in the
empirical sense. Of course, there are some pictorial examples of this sense as well.
However, if we take into accourt Thales® statement that all things are full of gods

(“daimons) his empirical approach to reality is less plausible from the scientific point
of view.
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Their activity can be called reflection upon myths. (Of course, one can find in early
fragments some statements, which can be assumed as ‘scientific’, or at least ‘pre-
scientific’. However this does not undermine the above thesis because, if we speak
about general concepts and the most general notions, their mythological origin is
undisputable.)

This process was accompanied by the development of an intellectual approach
to spiritual matters. First, in their search for a right and just order of things the Greek
thinkers had to compare different myths, and this activity forced them to apply reason
to arrive at basic concepts. Indeed, if it was impossible to find the right order in myth
itself (intimately linked with the established tradition) it was necessary to overcome
its limitations. Second, if we take into account the process of emancipation of
individual human conscicusness from the chains of clan consciousness, it is necessary
to presuppose that a simple appeal to tradition proved to be impossible. And so,
individual reasoning was inevitable, because it had to outline the space for
comparison and discussion by formulating general terms. The widest concepts, like
‘being’, ‘arche’, ‘arete’, ‘eidos’, ‘idea’, ‘morphe’, ‘apathia’, ‘atom’, and so on, were
either inventions of philosophers or the words of the ordinary language modified by
them. It is worth emphasizing that an appeal to reason does not exclude myth as such.
We have seen that Socrates in criticizing some traditional beliefs did so from the
standpoint of other beliefs rather than pure reason, because pure reason as such does
not exiSt. e shared with his fellow citizens principles of democratic institutions and
some myths as well. His position allowed him to find himself beyond the immediate
content of the existing spiritual world, and he was eager o discover the most basic
principles and images from which particular ones could be deduced. He definitely
remained in the same spiritual universe and, therefore, remained closely limited by the
values and general mythological concepts of his society. The same thing is clear with
Plato whose dialogues are filled with traditional mythological images and along with
these with brilliant deductions.

Thus, the intermediate role of philosophy can easily be recognized in its
reflective character. Many statements about philosophy demonstrate this fact.
Heraclitus says: “Of all men whose accounts I have listened to, not one has got far

enough to know that wisdom is divided from all [other] things.”?’ According to

27 Nahm Selections, P. 69.
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Jamblichus, Pythagoras expressed the nature of philosophy in terms of different kinds
of people: “Some are influenced by the desire of riches and luxury; others by the love
of power and dominion, or by insane ambition for glory. But the purest and most
genuine characier is that of the man who devotes himself to the contemplation of the
most beautiful things, and he may properly be called a philosopher.®” It is clear from
these sayings that the pioneers of European philosophy were accutely conscious of
their reflective position, a position beyond everyday matters. In addition, it is
necessary to state that the nature of the process of reflection forces it uvitimately to
embrace the whole universe. Indeed, the break-through to this position makes it
impossible for it to be limited by any particular sphere, partly because myths form
spiritual justification for each and every area of human activity, partly because, by its
nature, reflection exceeds any particular domain.

Thus, philosophy from the beginning has possessed four features which can be
called its strengths (or weaknesses, depending on the point of view): 1) it is an
individual search for understanding of the social position of man; 2) this search is
based on reason rather than on tradition, however it is limited by this tradition; 3) it is
reflective by nature; therefore it is universal; 4) it creates general terms which outline
the new space for discussion (these terms form what is named ‘meraphysics’. The
activity in this sphere of spiritual life is justified by social consciousness of the
transitional period as well as a position beyond everyday matters. Its content
embracing the basic concepts and interrelations between the most significant powers
which keep the order of the universe including human beings seems to be far more
than just No Man’s Land. Moreover, it is obvious that it cannot be replaced by any
other form of social consciousness.

These characteristics of the philosophical approach determine some
consequent features. If philosophy is an intellectual reflection on universal matters it
cannot be limited in its analysis. The first major characteristic relaies to the rational
nature of philosophizing. Dialectics appears immediately along with the rise of
philosophy. This means that contradictory statements are inevitable and it is possible
at the same time to confirm: or to reject any particular statement. This contradictory
and all-refuting nature of philosophy manifested itself not only in the appearance of

the contrasting doctrines, like Heraclitus® permanent flow versus Parmenides’

™ The Pythegorean Sourcebook and Library. Compiled and translated by Kenneth
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motionless spherical universe. The Sophist movemer: provides the most telling
example: the ultimate criterion of the art of the speaker (the main goal of Sophist
education was to prepare students for political activity) lies in the ability to deliver
two equally persuasive speeches denying and Jefending the same issue. It is no
accident, therefore, that the classical period was followed by a period of all-embracing
skepticism.

The dialectical nature of philosophy leads us to the conclusion that philosophy
is, in the first instance, pure understanding. It can formulate problems, examining
them from different angles, but it has no means of ultimately resolving them. In its
pure form philosophy can demonstrate the consequences of the acceptance of any
chosen position, but it cannot indicate what has to be chosen {critical function). In
order to make a decision, philosophy has to appeal to some set of values or axioms
provided by the other spheres of human life. In other words, philosophy can make it
obvious that a defined position has consequernces, but it has no moral right or
authority to force somebody to give up this position. It can discuss, but it cannot bring
about an ultimate decision. Philosophy is reasoning and understanding. This is exactly
the point of demarcation between philosophical and religious thought. The
apologetics of Christianity make this clear. Tertuliian, for istance, insisted that the
ordinary Christian was higher than an outstanding philosopher, because he knew what
God was while philosophers were still discussing it.

The third characteristic relates to the reflective nature of philosophy. In its
search for general understanding philosophy does not limit itself to any particular
sphere of human life - religion, political ideology, science, moral behaviour, laws, art,
and so on. If we turn again to the Greek philosophy it is easy to recognize concepts
which belong to major spheres of spiritual life?®: the concepts of ‘law’ and ‘justice’
{‘dyke’) are borrowed from the sphere of legal thought and politics, the concepts of
‘apathy’ or ‘hybris’are taken from the sphere of moral relations. Only religion and
science, however, seem to pretend to offer general understanding presented in clearly
formulated concepts as philosophy does. There is one more sphere of spiritual life
which not only grasps the whole reality, but also brings the general statements in

relation to it. This is art. It was mentioned that for Greeks there was no principle

Sylvan Guthrie. Phanes Press, 1987. P. 70.

9 . . . R . .
I.t is obvious that there are no strict boundaries between different spheres, and in
trying to establish them retrospectively we are following a habitual scheme.
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difference between poet, seer, or philosopher: wisdom could be gained differently ~
through inspiration, or vision, or reasoning. The great dreek poets, like Homer and
Hesiod, were regarded as sages, and their opinions were taken as revelations, But the
art does not strive to establish the integrated hierarchical system of knowledge and the
pieces of wisdom revealed to us by great poets and artists remain separated.

This makes the connection between philosophy and religion on the one hand
and philosophy and science one the other hand broader and closer than connections
with other spheres. Moreover, as religion and science try to incorporate other spheres,
their rclationship with philosophy becomes even more contradictory. Neither religion
nor science are satisfied with philosophical analysis: religion because of philosophical
freedom, science because of metaphysical generality. Both are eager to include
philosophical understanding as parts of their paradigms. What does this mean for
philosophy?

When philcsophy dedicates itself unreservediy to theology or science, it is
easy to demonstrate that in both cases philosophy disappears not only by definition,
but also as a field of discussion and understanding. Theoretical arguments in favour of
this are:

e The intention of philosophical approach is to embrace reality as a whole and,
therefore, to overcome any particular boundaries, the limits of any particular
doctrine. This means that philosophy can destroy any well-established and
accepted teaching or paradigm by casting doubt upon it. If philosophy is only
a part of a religious doctrine or a scientific paradigm it is artificially locked
into a limited space for discusston; it is forced to restrict its thought by limits
set from outside. This means that philosophy cannot develop universal
knowledge but only discuss some distinct problems. The use of arguments and
concepts generated restrictively within the covering dectrine and not being
allowed to reflect upon them, philosophy disintegrates into pieces and no
longer exists as genuine philosophy. In short, this means that by nature
philosophy as a whole cannot function as 2 part of any other knowledge. (This
is an additional argument against the description of philosophy as “No Man’s
Land.”)

¢ There is a possibility that philosophy, freely reflecting on its own ground, has

discovered that the axioms of a particular religious doctrine are the beSt.
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Therefore, these axioms are not set from outside but form a genuine core of
philosophical research. At the same time the dialectical nature of philosophy
has to be taken into account. Philosophical doctrine based on these axioms
should be eager to refute itself, or this tendency has to be deliberately
suppressed. And in this case again there cannot be a normal progression of

philosophical research.

Thus, philosophy can exist only and exclusively as an independent and self-sufficient

sphere of human intellectual life.

There are two different approaches to the history of philosophy which provide
us with different pictures of the process of philosophical development: 1) The first
simply lists philosophers and their doctrines. Authors of these surveys do not usually
trouble themselves with attempts to discover any sort of underlying order. Diogenes
Laértius with his compilation Lives, Teachings, and Sayings of Famous Philosophers
is one of the best examples of this approach. 2) Hegel probably was the first to
describe the history of philosophy as a teleoiogical process: cach significant
philosopher or school of philosophy found its place as a step on the ladder towards
Hegel’s all-embracing and complete system, which in its turn reflects the logic of the
development of an Absolute Idea. He explored the laws of dialectical logic which
provided a matrix of the development of philosophy.

However, in practice the history of philosophy is predominantly viewed as an
only partly organized body of names and doctrines, where external rather than internal
principals are used. In order to bring together all these names and doctrines, at least
two principals are usually employed: chronology and place of origin (nationality).
Chronology can be accepted at face value, especially with such broad terms as
‘ancient’, ‘medieval’, and ‘modern’. Nationality, on the other hand, is no? quite so
simple: it is a natural and yet complex characteristic. Such labels as “British
empiricism”, “German idealism™ or “French existentialism”™ not to mention “Chinese
philosophy”, “Indian philosophy”, or “Jewish phj!‘osophy" are commonplace. In the
Western philosophical tradition the history of philosophy is usually divided into

different national traditions. Authors of the collective work General History of
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Philosophy®® introduce philosophical systems according to the place of origin. Thus,
philosophy is divided into Western and Eastern. Eastern is in its turn subdivided nto
Indian, Chinese, and so on. Western is chronologically divided into ancient, medieval,
and modern, with their subdivisions according to the principle of nationality: Greek
philosophy into Milesian philosophy and that of Western Greece, and so on. Though
in some cases these subdivisions are not sufficiently precise, looking at the XIx®
century we discover French, English, and German traditions. Russian philosophy is
also added by the editors.

This order based upon chronology and place of origin is understandable and,
though being external to the content and the structure of the doctrines themselves it is
to an extent linked with this content. For instance, the label ‘medieval philosophy’
impuies that all the issues are seen in relation to Christianity and therefore to such
problems as the nature of God and predestination. With place of origin the situation is
different. If we compare such expressions as “German science” and “German
philosophy™ differences are apparent. With the former it is presupposed that science is
general and scientific doctrines do not bear the stamp of their origin, Therefore, an
indication of place means no more than the place where scientists were working, or to
their origin. But with philosophy this indication proposes more than that: “German
philosophy” reflects to some degrec a specific character of the country and its
population. Though this cannot be clearly defined it should be emphasized that
philosophy is more intimately linked with a particular culture than is science.

One of the best examples of the tendency to present philosophy as part of
scienzific development and, therefore, to isolate it from national cultures can be found
with positivism, a trend in philosophy which can be defined as the highly aggressive
ideology of scientific Weltanschauung. Reichenbach declares: “And yet, there are
philosophers who refuse to acknowledge scientific philosophy as a philosophy, who
wish to incorporate its results into an introductory chapter of science and claim that
there exists an independent philosophy, which has no concern with scientific research

and has direct access to truth. ... They reserve the name of philosophy for their

3 Obshchaya istorya filosofii (General History of Philosophy). Vv. 1-2, St.
Ejetersburg, 1910. This is a collective work including chapters written by the most
1amous, predominantty German, philosophers (von Arnim, Windelband, etc.)
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fallacious attempts at a super-scientific knowledge and refuse to accept as
philosophical a method of analysis designed after the pattern of scientific inquiry.”*!

There are at least three arguments in favour of the underlined statement in the
paragraph before last- and so against Reichenbach’s view: First, philosophical
doctrines aim to embrace everything as an understandable totality; therefore they
cannot be complementary to each other: we have to choose between them. In other
words, metaphysically, philosophical doctrines are incommensurable: Plato’s image
of the world is absolutely strange to that of Hegel or Leibniz. Second, the only
champion of the view that science forms a part of national culture and that the spirit of
a culture, including science, can never be transferred to another culture was O.
Spengler, who defended this idea in his famous book Decline of the West. But even in
this case the difference between philosophy and science remains. Science tends to
rewrite itself at any stage of its development with every significant discovery. By
doing this, science excludes its own genuine history from the body of its own
knowledge, replacing it by a sort of retrospective hfstory. That is why there 15 no need
to read classical scientific works in order to become a scientiSt. The situation with
phiiosophy is different: Plato’s writings cannot be excluded or rewritten’>. Third,
science relates to technology, to material artefacts, while philosophy deals exclusively
with concepts and notions. Because of this, the scientific attitude to the external
natural world is more independent from particular culture than is the philosophical
attitude.

If philosophy and science do not belong to the same realm, then the
positivistic approach to philosophy is not viable. And this is the first axiom of our

research: philosophy is something specific and is different from any other form of

social consciousness including science, religion, and art. Otherwise talking about the
development of an independent philosophical tradition does not make any sense.

[t should be noted that, in order to present philosophy as science, positivists
tend to reserve to philosophy exclusively epistemo]bgical issues. This statement needs
further explanation in relation to the very nature of philosophical knowledge and its

ways of development. It is significant that Reichenbach talks about method of

j; quchenbach The Rise of Scientific Philosophy, P. 305.
It is another problem that we can understand Plato to the extent he was understood

by.his contemporaries. For our purposes it is sufficient to note the difference between
attitudes to scientific and philosophical classics.
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analysis rather than about metaphysics, ethics, or aesthetics. While metaphysics or
ethics are expected to provide us with interrelated positive statements about the world

and man, epistemology relates to the structure of these statements and to the
- sufficiency of arguments. Epistemology is the most esoteric part of philosophical
knowledge as this is exclusively 4 preserve of philosophers themselves. Collective
consciousness on the other hand is satisfied by rigid positive savings. It does not care
about the demonstrations. At the same time philosophers, and in this respect they
differ dramatically from sages or prophets, are eager to prove their statements with
reasonable arguments. It is observable that at some stages of philosophical
development this epistemological activity becomes much more important than
ontological issues. In addition this sphere of philosophical activity intersects with

scientific (and theological) activity, while metaphysical and ethical issues occur

predominantly outside this intersection.

Now let us look at philosophy from outside. If we take philosophy not as a sort
of individual undertaking but as a new and - necessary expression of social
consciousness, we have to find a ground for this new form of collective spiritual
endeavour. This can be found in sociclogy, especially in the theory of collective
consciousness elaborated by Emile Durkheim.

Durkheim investigated this phenomenon of collective consciousness from the
point of view of solidarity, a concept which views society as an organic system, that is
that society is more than a sum of individuals. He found that solidarity was a product
of the division of labour. This solidarity is a purely moral phenomenon. In order to
find something tangible in relation to solidarity Durkheim approaches the notion of
law. He states that “...social life, especially where it exists durably, tends inevitably
to assume a definite form and to organize itself, and law is nothing else than this very
organization in so far as it has greater stability and precision. The general life of
society cannot extend its sway without juridical life extending its sway at the same
time and in direct relation. We can be certain of finding reflected in law all the
essential varieties of social solidarity.”” We have mentioned earlier that social
activity to establish laws was initiated in the Greek city-states at some stage of their

history. From the point of view of our research the most important fact is that it was a
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very specific activity, reasonably organized. It is impossible to find any other activity
which drives intellectual power to such an extent as this lawmaking one. It was a
problem of survival for any particular state. The rest of social life was based upon
tradition and customary law. At the same time the very ground for the lawmaking
activity was that tradition and customary law could not keep social order. The
processes of the destruction of the ancient mythological system along with the
appearance of a reflective approach, expressed by the first sages, corresponded with
the process of transition from monarchic to democrétic forms of social organization®.

Similar processes corresponding to the dramatic change from ftraditional
institutions to new ones can be observed not only in Greece but in other countries
during the axis time. However, philosophical traditions appear later as well, and so
connecting them exclusively with the axis time is not correct. In order to generalize
this situation we can look at the pure logic of the process: during the formation of new
forms of social life, people cannot apply previous knowledge based upon tradition,
therefore they have to develop consciously a knowledge based on another tradition.

The thesis connecting philosephy with the dramatic periods in the history of
particular states is not obvious. That is why, dealing with the appearance of a Russian
philosophical tradition, it is useful to draw a larger picture of the historical
circumstances relating to some different and at the same time well-established and
well-known philosophical traditions. (The only purpose for look at these examples is
to emphasise the link between philosophy and social circumstances. It is, of course,
absolutely clear that the actual forms of dependence were extremely complicated.)

It has already been mentioned that Greek philosophy was forming at the same
time that new democratic institutions were being established. It is interesting to
observe that the first sages, with the remarkable exception of Thales, are excluded
from the history of philosophy®. Indeed, Thales’ statement that “the first principle of

things is water™® is retrospectively supposed (by modern positivistic tradition) to be

3 Emile Durkheim The Division of Labor in Society. Trans. by George Slmpson
Fourth Printing, New York, 1960. Pp. 64-65.

* J.-P. Wemand Proiskhozhdeniye drevnegrecheskoi mysli (The Origin of Ancient
Greek Thought). Moscow, 1988; Jeffery 1. H. Archaic Greece. The City-States. B.C.
London, 1976; E.D.Frolov Rozhdeniye grecheskogo polisa (The birth of the Greek
mty-state) Leningrad, 1988.

> See, for instance, D. W. Hamlyn The Penguin History of Western Philosophy.
London etc., 1990.

38 Niahm Selecnons P. 38.
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more important than, for example, Hesiod’s, Solon’s, Pittak’s repetitive insistence that
people should know the measure and know themselves. But it is the case only from

the point of view of the positivistic history of science. It should be noted that Thales

- with his ‘water’ was considered to be one of the seven sages, and, therefore, we can

assume that he was much closer to their kind of thinking than is usually recognized.
Following our line of argument we can presuppose that the sages were trying to find a
spiritual device against Aybris. Their ‘measure” was a clear expression of these efforts.
This measure was connected with the universal cosmic law. Therefore, first, the state,
in order to be just, had to embody this law in its institutions; and, second, an
individual, in order to be a just and good citizen, had to accept this law personally.
For Thales ‘water’ was an ‘arche’, the most respectable and the oldest thing among
the other things. And if we take him as one of the sages we have to accept the view
that he was seeking for the main source of cosmic justice. This search for justice
rather than for any purely scientific explanation of all things found its clear
demonstration with the next great philosopher Anaximander. The best known
fragment states: “And from what source things arise, to that they return of necessity
when they are destroyed; for they suffer punishment and make reparation to one
another for their injustice according to the order of time...”>’ The social content of
this fragment is obvious. The same can be fourd with Heraclitus: “The sun shall not
transgress his measures; if he does, the Erinnyes, the supporters of justice, will find
him out””® Heraclitus equates justice with wisdom in its all-penetrating character.
“Wisdom is a single thing. It is to understand the mind by which all things are steered
through all things.”** Though it can be argued that Heraclitus made this assertion in
relation to the law of nature, this objection does not change the point that philosophy
was developed using the state as a model. The very concept of law was borrowed
from political life. Pythagoreans connected numbers with evil and good, and harmony
was supposed to be a correct combination of opposites. Here again we can find an
effort to explain social and individual life through the general approach to cosmic
order.

Chinese philosophy appeared during the ‘Period of the Warring States’ (4“‘ -

3" centuries BC). It was a response to great social instability. Two schools the

7 bid., P. 40.
% Ibid. P.70.
% Ibid., P. 69.




Confucians and the legalists, actually equated themselves directly with the state
consciousness, while Taoism developed a far more abstract doctrine of Virtual Tao.
Though Taoists advocated the simple life, and rejected Confucian and legalist
doctrines, it is impossible to deny that their concept of life following nature, which in
its tura represents Tao, is an expression of a negative attitude to the state, and would
not have appeared without this attitude.

Arabic philosophy developed during the first stages of the establishment of the
new political order under the rule of the caliphs. As soon as this incentive came to an
end, philosophy declined, clearing the way for theology and the pure mysticism of
Sufi. Though Arabic states and Arabic culture have existed for 14 centuries, we know
the names of outstanding philosophers only from the first centuries of its history, such
as Alfarabi, Avicenna, Averro&s. It is worth noting that Arabic science of
international importance, including astronomy, mathematics, and sociology,
continued to develop for a much longer period.

These examples describe a situation similar to the Greek one: there had been
no phitosophy in their earlier history. It could be expected that with such countries as
England, France, or Germany which had inherited a long tradition of philosophizing
from scholastic times, the situation would be different. People already had at their
disposal a specific language to express abstract ideas and general doctrines, which is
not the case when philosophical enquiry first makes ts appearance, However, there is
no significant difference in the case of incentives. A period of intensive philosophical
development is always linked to a period of dramatic social change, If we turn to the
beginning of modern philosophy we encounter mighty social changes resulting in the
Renaissance spiritual turnover, snd then in the Reformation. Therefore, it is no
accident that Francis Bacon, an ardent proponent of experimental science, wrote a
wtopia, New Atlantis, and Hobbes® best known book, where materialistic philosophy
appeared for the first fime in its most rigorous form, dedicated his main work to an
analysis of the social order proving that monarchy was the best way to constitute a
political structure in favour of the people.

Thus, a general statement can be made: a conscious search for social ordér in
those times when the established one is not working ts unable to find its ground in the
earlier forms of spiritual life and has to give room for a specific inteilectual activity

called philosophy. This does not mean that philosophy in the forms we recognize it




o
it g‘.’.e‘ﬁ

28

now always appears during transitional periods. This premise however is necessary if
not sufficient.

If we now confront the features of philosophy we have examined: the search
for a new social position, the reliance on reason rather than tradition, and its reflective
nature, with a recognition of the necessity for lawmaking, we can now describe
philosophy as an activity creating a state in the spiritual sphere. The outcome of this

activity is a state buijlt of concepts. The very nature of this activity explains the

hierarchical arrangement of ideas and, therefore, the search for the most general
categories, such as being (Parmenides), apeiron (Anaximander).

It should be emphasized that philosophy is in no way equated with political
philosophy. As soon as philosophy appears it starts to think over much more than
social order and political power, though they always remain important issues for
traditional philosophy. The point is that the initial period of philosophical
development is connected with changing social circumstances which demand new
tools in order for it to be re-established. Moreover, as soon as the situation is
stabilized, philosophy is believed by the authorities to be harmful, because further
reflection on state institutions is taken as destructive. Arabic philosophy provides us
with the clearest case of such refutation of philosophy. It can be also mentioned that
Rome, with its cult of state, displayed a predominantly negative attitude to
philosophy. And philosophy was not developed ky th: Zomans., Only some ethical

doctrines, brilliantly expressed and principally borrowed from the Greeks can be
noted.

The author of this thesis is fully aware that the problems touched upon earlier
need more attention and some statements may seem to be superficial. The approach
can be justified exciusively in relation to the direct goal of this research: to outline the
object of investigation, making it clear what should be regarded as philosophy in

relation to such a vague phenomenon as national consciousness.

We must now turn to the conception of national consciousness.
On September 1, 1947 the Spanish priest who preached a sermon for the crowd
assembled in the main square of Salamanca stated that Spain was eternal: “Spain had
existed long before the national revival of the caudillo, Generalissimo Franco. It had

existed under the Bourbons and the Hapsburgs and before the union of Aragon and
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Castile by the Catholic Kings, Ferdinand and Isabeila. It had existed at the time of the
Visigoths and of the Romans and of Tubal (a descendant of Cain and the first to settle
in Spain); and it had existed even before that, before the creation of the world itself, in
the mind of God.*™ This is an extremely clear manifestation of an idea of national
identity as belonging to eternity rather than to any particular epoch of national
development. First of all it is necessary to exclude the nuance of national pride
(though it was, probably, included to some extent by the orator) in order to avoid
nationalistic overtones. Secondly, preacher’s statement can be taken in different ways.
However, the most straightforward literal understanding leads us to the concept that
nation 1) bears a teleological meaning, nation is supposed to be a goal in itself; and 2)
it is an ideal, and so it is spiritual rather than material. At the same time it is a rational
expression of the simple fact that this phenomenon of nation is unique, and, therefore,
general principles cannot be applied to the concept of a particular nation.

The uniqueness of a nation is defined by' the unrepeatable combination of
different factors, involving a place, which is occupied by certain ethnic groups; these
very groups themselves; their traditions; history, taken in multiple relations; and so
on. National consciousness is a spiritual constituent which allows people to perceive
all other factors in relation to this one.

The formation of national consciousness is inevitably linked with the
formation of the state. The two are so close that in some cases they can displace each
other. Thus, taking ‘nationality’ as an expression of national identity Henri Hauser
asserted that in seventeenth century France “the idea of nationality was eclipsed by
the idea of the state.*'” Public institutions, and the state in particular, is the only factor
which unites all the reSt. Talking about French patriotic feelings, W. Church states
that before the Revolution the monarchy was their “chief source, inspiration, and focal
point. Such factors as territory, language, religion, and race may have contributed to
the matrix, but these were merely conditioning eléments whereas the monarchy was
the molder, the dynamic force. It was the monarchy that built the realm by assembling
its disparate territories and merging them into a single whole. Only the monarchy was

capable of controlling the dissident elements in the complex social structure and

“ H, Koenigsberger “Spain” // National Consciousness, History, and Political

Culture in Early-Modern Europe. Ed. by Orest Ranum. Baltimore and London, 1975.
P. 144,

* Quote from: William F. Church “France” // Ibid. P. 44.
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directing them toward higher ends...”* Emphasizing the role of the state, we cannot
generalize this picture, equating state consciousness with national consciousness. If
we again turn to French national consciousness we can find an assertion that the idea
of patrie “resulted from the dissociation of the idea of king from the idea of nation.*”
A concept of kingdom separated from the idea of a king 1s contradictio in objecto, but
a concept of fatherland without relation to a particular form of government would
seem to be understandable. Here we can find the difference between state
consciousness and national consciousness: an idea of a unanimously recogniz«.d
public power over a particular land and people residing in this land is a crucial
constituent of national consciousness, but it does not assume any specific form of this
public power. At the same time a state consciousness relates to a particalar
configuration of this power. In short, it is sufficient for national consciousness to rely
on any legitimate power while state consciousness is concerned with particular
authoritative institutions. That is why though these forms of consciousness can
coincide at some stages of national development at other stages they inevitably come
into contradiction. Socrates’ case again provides us with a good example of such a
dissension.

At this point we huve to clarify the common ground for state and national
consciousness. It has been noted previously that national co.:sciousness manifests and
at the same time forms itself during a time of crucial growth for some group of people
into new forms of social reality, a time of the answer to the challenge"“, a challenge
which calls into question the very existence of a group of people. The establishment
of these new institutions vigorously provokes a political activity based on reason
rather than tradition and customary law. Though the challenges can be different -
disasters, enernies, diseases - the only possibility of overcoming any challenge relies
on the idea of unity. The main enemy of this idea is always found in the egoism of the
powerful menibers of society who are pursuing their personal interests and
disregarding interests of the rest of the population. The Greeks used the word hybris
to describe this unrestricted personal chasing of egoistic interests. Both state and
national consciousness coincide in their negative attitude to hybris, pursuing social

unity. They both take society as a whole, a totality rather than an aggregation of

*2 Tbid.
:j Tbid.
The word ‘challenge’ is used in Toynbee’s sense.
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individuals. The second common feature between these forms of consciousness is a
recognition of the primacy of this unity: the whole is higher than its parts. It is
inevitable for national conscicusness, by definition: it simply does not recognize
individuals; national consciousness replaces clan consciousness. Any person is taken
exclusively as a representative rather than an individual. The state consciousness by
its definition relates to social institutions which exist only through people being
scparated from these very people. The third common feature is associated with the
nature of power, valued for its quality. With the legitimacy comes an ideal of justice.
Only a power which is true can provide justice. And vice versa: only a just power is
assumed to be true.

This difference between state and national consciousness can be discovered in
regar¢ to the highest authority, that is to divine power, State consciousness seeks
support from this authority, and this search can be observed, for instance, in the
establishment of the relationship between sitave and church. National consciousness,
on the other hand, takes divine authority surpassing any earthly power as the ultimate
guarantee of a just order. That is why religion, dealing with heavenly powers, comes
to the fore. It can be argued that in some known cases this role of ultimate judge is
reserved for the people rather than for the gods. However, even in these cases a)
people are taken as imbued by divine authority — vox populi — vox dei; or b) the
division is made between the universal will and the will of everybody (Rousseau) and
this universal will is something separated from the real people and, therefore,
something much closer to the divine than the human. In ad? =, if power,
represented by the state (the subject of state consciousness), can be just or unjust in
relaiion to people, the nation {the subject of national consciousness) need not be taken
in this way at all.

These ideas being formative for national consciousness stand in relation to
other particular ideas, as well as to values and beliefs. It is not obvious whether
national consciousness can be presented as a well-structured unity, However in this
thesis we will take into account the basic concepts which nave been outlined along
with the basic values which manifest themsstves in these: concepts. These concepts
are embodied in the social and political structure, manifested by myths and images,
and expressed by works of art and by words.

In summary we can descrive national consciousness as including:
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a concept of nation taken as an eternal idea, forming a ground for national

identity;

» an embodiment of this eternal idea in fatherland embracing the land and the
people occupying this land as a whole, and as a goal in itself;

e an idea of a legitimate and just earthly power on this land, relying on divine power

or, more cautiously, on some supreme uniting principle;

s values, attitudes, beliefs, and so on as its content intimately linked with the

preceding ideas.

In order to avoid any associations with nationalistic ideologies it is necessary to
emphasize the following. National consciousness comes with the appearance of
relatively large states uniting people of different traditions and ethnic origins. In
Greece the institution of citizenship was far more important than ethnic origin. The
Egyptian empire amalgamated people of different ethnic origin and the main
discrimination was between Egyptians and non-Egyptians rather than between, for
instance, black and white Egyptians. The same can be said about the Arabic, Chinese,
and Indian states. Even the so-called national states which have appeared in Europe
since the XIV" century have obviously not been ethnically pure. Therefore, national
consciousness clearly relates to state structure rather than to ethnic origin. If we tum
to Russian national consciousness, it relates to the people who inhabit the Russian
country, including the Tatars, Jews, Finno-Ugric people, rather than to those people of
pure Russian ethnic origin. (It is in any case impossible to define what pure
Russianness is.*’) Any particular nationa} consciousness is exemplified in the unique
combination of different factors, where ethnic origiﬁ can play its role. However ethnic
origin is never taken as a principal constituent apart from some significant exceptions
when natiopalistic movements for political purposes have started to play with
concepis of pure elunicity.

Inasmuch as national consciousness is a living thing, it is a dynamic

phenomenon. The basic values of the people who inhabited Kievan Rus’ in the XI"

“ A good example that the “Russianness” does not relate to ethnicity can be found in:
Archbishop Nafanail Besedy o Svyashchennom Pisanii i o Vere i Tserkvi
(Conversations on Holy Scripture and on belief and Church). V. 1. 1991, P. 124-125.
Archbishop Nafanail emphasizes that “Russianness” primarily keeps a religious
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century were different from those who lived in the Moscow Grand Duchy in the XVt
century, and apparently from those who walked along the avenues of St. Petersburg
at the end of the XVII® century. The question is whether there is anything in
common between all those people of Kiev, Moscow and St. Petersburg. In addition, it
is not obvious that members of different layers of society possess the same
consciousness. Therefore, we have to narrow the subject of the research.

The first point, which allows this restriction, can be deduced from the previous
consideration: as we regard only the principal constituents of national consciousness,
we do not have to follow it in detail through all the stages of Russian cultural
development. We have to take into account crucial events of the development of the
Russian state which manifested significant features of national consciousness. Indeed,
there were only a few events in Russian history which could be described as formative
in (or demonstrative of) national consciousness. These are the moments of national
triumph, linked with the batile of Kulikovo in 1380, the defeat of the Kazan khanate
in 1552, and the defeat of Napoleon in 1812. For some reasons these battles have
remained in Russian popular memory as uniting state, people, and church. It is
extremely important to bear in mind that methodologically for our purposes the
popular image of these historical ¢pisodes is far more important than the real course
of events, They became focal points of Russian national consciousness. We will
return to them when we discuss the historical perspective.

Secondly, national consciousness manifests itself in language, as well as in
literature, fine arts, in attitude toward different state and other institutions, and events,
in the self-consciousness of individuals, and so on. Obviously all these elements
cannot be taken into account. This research concentrates predominantly on the basic
concepts of national consciousness as they are expressed by such words as ‘pravda’
(meaning justice and fruth) and ‘volya’ (freedom and will), paying some attention to
‘mir’ (community and peace), ‘svet’ (world and peace) and ‘zakon’ (Jaw). Literature
will form another source for this exploration. Fine arts and architecture will be
discussed only in a few, though significant, cases: Thas choice has been made after
long consideration of different possibilities in order to deal somehow with such a

unique and complex phenomenon as national consciousness in its relation tc the
formation of philosophy.

meaning and relates to Rus’ being the keeper of the Orthodox belief through
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To sum up, we have to note the following. Philosophy appears as an individual
search for understanding of the social position of man, during a time when people are
not satisfied with the existing order, with the goal of finding a just order on the basis
of an all-embracing law. The philosophical search is reflective by nature and, because
of this, inevitably frees itself from the immediate limits of a given tradition
establishing itself on reason rather than on tradition yet remaining at the same time in
the same spiritual universe. The dialectical nature -of philosophy allows it to outline
problems, making them clear from a general point of view, but it has no means of
resolving them. Because of this, philosophy establishes close relations with other
spheres of life, religion and science in particular, though it is not dissolved in them.
The content of philosophical knowledge is formed by the concepts borrowed from the
existing spiritual world with 1ts specific values and images and arranged in relation to
the most basic principles reminiscent of the political structure maintained in relation
to the supreme power. National consciousness is taken as including a concept of
nation taken as an eternal idea; a connection of this idea with the idea of fatherland
and with the idea of a legitimate and just earthly power in this land. These
considerations form the logic and content of this thesis.

The main hypothesis of the thesis can be presented as the following: Russian

philosophy in the form in which it appeared in the second half of the XIX™ century is

a_reflection_on the basic concepts and approaches elaborated and manifested in

Muscovite Russia by the second half of the XVI®™ century. Being preserved

particularly among peasants it formed the ground for the reflection at a time when the
great Russian literature was intensively developing. The values and concepts of this
ancient consciousness was also expressed by the Savophiles in their approaches to the
crucial issues of Russian history as well as in the concepts of wholeness and
sobornost’. In their turn Solovyov and other outstanding Russian philosophers worked

in the cuitural frame outlined by earlier writers, poets, and thinkers.

The next (second) chapter “The formation of Kussian national consciousness™
deals with the history of Russia outlining the speciiics of the Russian historical
development and the most significant events which led to the formation of the basic

nation-wide themes, concepts, and values.

centuries.
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The third chapter “Historicism. Aestheticism. Mysticism™ deals with three
conspicuous features of Russian consciousness. The analysis of these features allows
us to describe the specifics of the national approach to reality and characterize such
important concepts as “Russian land”, “mir” (*peace’ and ‘world”), “light”.

The fourth chapter “The key concepts of Russian mind” treats the content of
national consciousness dealing with such words as pravda, volya, and zakon. These
words reflect the interrelations between an individual and the supreme soucce of
power over Russian land.

The fifth chapter “Preconditions of reflection by the time of Pushkin” presents
the most important issues which, while being discussed at the end of the XVIII™ to ine
beginning of the XIX™, have led to the formation of the ground for further literary and
intellectual development. The views of such writers as Fonvizin, Karamzin, and
Derzhavin are investigated and compared.

The sixth chapter “Pushkin’s world view” presents Pushkin’s understanding of
basic values through the three-dimensional scheme of historicism, aestheticism, and
mystiism, as well as his treatment of the concepts related to the words pravda and
volva. Pushkin is chosen on the grounds that his works have from the midlie of the
XIX™ century been recognized as the purest expression of national consciousness.

In the seventh chapter “The Cultural Development in the second quarter of the
XIX™ Century”, the cultural and intellectual situation of the time immediately prior to
the appearance of the first philosophical works is described and analysed. The role of
the Slavophiles with their concepts of wholeness and sobornost’ is presented as
crucial in the formation of Russian national philosophical tradition.

The eighth chapter “The framework and the principal themes of Russian
philosophical development” presents the outline of the ways philosophical doctrines
can be constructed on the basis of the concepts and approaches elaborated by the
national consciousness by the second half of the XIX™ century.

The ninth chapter “The beginning of national philosophy™ presents
V.Solovyov’s philosophical doctrines as reflecting the essential features of the
Russian national consciousness of the Muscovite period. His system of omni-unity
unites the historical, aesthetic, and mystical aspects of the world; it also elaborates
speri”.c national themes in philosophy, such as Sophia, and forms the ground for a

peculiar development of metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics.
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Chapter 2

- The Formation of Russian National Consciousness

The purpose of this chapter is to emphasize the events and concepts which had

a crucial influence on the formation of Russian national consciousness. To do this it is
necessary to outline briefly Russian politicai and cultural history which for the
purposes of this discussion is divided into the following periods:

1. the ‘Kievan period’: from the IX"™ century (when the Rurik dynasty came

to power in all Rus’ lands) up to the Mongol-Tatar invasion of 1238-1240,

2. the ‘Mongol yoke: 1240 - 1480,

3. the Muscovite period: from 1480 to the beginning of the XVIII™ century;

4. the ‘St. Petersburg period’: from the tumn of the XVII™ and XVII"
centuries to 1917;

5. the ‘Soviet period”; 1917 - 1991.
There are some problems with this division because, for example, some parts of

Rus’-Russia were under foreign rule for some time. However, it is sufficient for our

purposes.

It should be mentioned in advance that the upshot of the following overview
of Russian history is aimed to find and to examine the content of national
consciousness from the point of view of its impact on the future philosophical
tradition. For instance, at least three formative historical influences hich were
especially important for the rise of a distinctive philosophical iradition in Russia. The
first was the position of Rus’ as a trading crossroad among many very different
groups and a consequent identification of “Holy Rus’” with the land rather than with
an ethnic group. The second was the commitment of Russia to Christianity, the
conviction that first Rome and than Constantinople had, each in their urn, lost their
former roles as bastions of the faith; and that Moscow’s destiny was to become the
Third Rome, the last one. The third formative experience in Russia was a cruelly
enforced Westernization which created a gulf between peasants and merchants on the

one side, and the ruling classes on the other, After the Patriotic war against Napoleon,
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this division within Russian society became too painful to bear - both for those who

had resisted Westernization and for the thoroughly Westernized intellectuals who had

not ceased to be Russians.

Rus’ inherited from the very beginning a unique position among other
countries. As M.Rostovtsev has pointed out, the country which later became known as
Rus’ was founded by the Scythians as a trade country on the crossroads from
Scandinavia to Greece and through the steppes from China to Europe. Slavic tribes
took this region over from the Goths and with it the trade. Rus’ from the start was a
commercial state with an agricultural and forest-living population and so, from the
very beginning, it had at its disposal all the contacts which had been jeft by its
predecessors. As Rostovisev says,

The Russia of Kiev was at the same time the last link of an agcient historical
chain and the first of a new one. Kievan Russia was the imrmediate successor
of the series of commercial states which had replaced one another in the
steppes of South Russia from time immemorial, and at the same time the
mother of the subsequent Slavonic Russian states in Western Russia (the
Galicia of to-day), on the upper course of the Dnieper (the modern White
Russia), and, most important of all, between the upper Volga and the Oka,
Great Russia, the Russia of modem times. *°

This view with some modifications is supported by archacological,
anthropological, and linguistic data. Two types of agricultural societies existed (one
of ‘long barrows” and another of ‘conic barrows’), which can be confidently related to
different ways of development — ‘slow’ and ‘fast’. The latter was connected with
steppe nomads. Archaeologist P.Dolukhanov observes: “‘Conic mounds’ ... may be
viewed as a later northern replica of Bronze Age steppic kurgans: symbols of regional
power of group oriented chiefdoms™*’. Early urban centres developed where there was
a high concentration of conic mounds. “These areas ... were actively involved in a

Slavic socio-political network, with a great number of small ephemeral chiefdoms

* M. Rostovizeff Iranians & Greeks in South Russia, New York: Russell & Russell,
Reprinted 1966, P. 220.

¥ Pavel M. Dolukhanov The Early Sl..vs. Eastern Europe from the Initiul Settlement
10 the Kievan Rus, London & New York, Longman, 1996. P.169,
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exercising power over local groups of people and regionaiized resources.”®” At the
same time all the major settlements provided evidence for_the multi-ethnicity of their
populations. The interaction between local groups united by trade resuited in the
outgrowth of a Slavic lingua franca which later produced different regional dialects
and, in the course of time, languages.

The establishment cf Kievan Rus’ is closely linked with the Vikings. (The

very word Rus’ is derived from the Finnish ‘Roursi’ which was used to designate

»49

‘Sweden.”™) Scandinavia was part of a trade network including the northwestern

Slavic markets, and in the middle of the IX™ century the Vikings became attracted by
flourishing southern markets. In contrast to the West, their expansion never took the
form of peasant colonization. Dolukhanov points out that “The Vikings formed a
social €lite of the newly emerging Slavic statehood. They considerably enhanced the
process of social development, creating and protecting the infrastructure and
establishing new local markets.>™ Later this state of affairs was supported by a code
of customary law known as Pravda Russkava (Rus’ Justice). This code, chartered
under the reign of Yaroslav the Wise, considered the Rus’ “as active members of a
military-merchant community, regardless of ethnic affiiiation. "1 And so Rus’
a) inherited and kept some of those previous relations®’. and kept them in memory as
well; and b) inherited a view which was wider than the average compared with other
countries. (Probably, only the Arabs, and the Byzantine Greeks at that time had a
similar attitude to other countries.)

Rus’ occupied an intermediate position between the nomadic states of the
steppes, the military Varangians on the North, the settled Finnish tribes in the North-
East, the strong state of the Muslim Bulgars to the East, and the Khazar khanate with
its Jewish religion in the South. In addition, Rus’ had well established connections

with Byzzatium which was, from the X™ to the XI centuries, one of the greatest

*® [bid. P. 190.

® There are numerous works on this matter. One of the most recent is: Melnikova
E.A. and V.Ya.Petrukhin “Nazvanie ‘Rus’ v rannei etnokul’turnoi istorii Russkogo
Gosudarstva” (The name ‘Rus’ in the early ethno-cultural history of Russian state) //
Lingvisticheskaya rekonstruktsiya i drevneishaya istoriva Vostoka (Linguistic
reconstmcuon and the ancient history of the East). Moscow, 1989. Pp. 42-55.
N * Dolukhanov The Early Slavs, P. 190.

Ibld P. 195,

Probably, due to this past history, being a successor of Germanic tribes (Goths)
Rus’ kept better relations with Varangians, See: RostovtzefT, op. cit. P. 219.
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states in the world. (It ts known that there was a Sp_ecial Russian district in
Counstantinople for Russian merchants.) Maintaining anirnated cemmercial (and
military) contacts with all these people, Russian merchants were always aware of
different people and different cultures and had to be more open to them than, for
instance, inhabitants of purely agricultural countries. The specifics of this mentality
with its acceptance of different cultural frames can be demonstrated by the fact that
the Grand Duke of Rus’ Viadimir was called ‘Kagan’, the nomadic title for the
highest ranked ruler. Metropolitan Hilarion of Kiev, for example, referred to Vladimir
in this way in his famous Sermon on Law and Grace. Viadimir was a Norman warrior
who also possessed the greatest nomadic title, being at the same time the ruler of a
predominantly agricultural population.® C. Halperin notes that it is probably the only
case of the use of this title by someone who was not a nomad.>* It should be also
mentioned that there had always been influential communities of Jews in Kiev and
Tmutorckan’ (on the North shore of the Black Sea.)

As at the time of Grand Prince Vladimir (970 - 1015) the inhabitants of the
Slavic federation were predominantly pagans (especially in rural areas), Viadimir for
multiple reasons decided to establish religious unity. With this painful choice the
exterior and interior cultural diversity of the federﬁtion became a crucial factor in the
recognition of the true path. Arguments had to be found in favor of the chosen
religion. The interesting fact is that probably the strongest argument emerged in
disputes with the Jews. The argument was used that the Jews’ kingdom had been
destroyed because of the sins of the population, but the Christian states were
flourishing.

Christianity was officially adopted by Rus’ from Byzantium in 988-9, not long
before the Great Schism between the Catholic and Orthodox Churches, the so-called
“East-West Schism of 1054”. Though there were already some significant differences
between the Roman and Eastern Churches by the time of its convesrsion, Rus’

accepted them both as parts of one Christenidom. To cite one example: Grand Princess

V. Toporov also mentions that this title is close to Jewish kJhOn. V.Toporov “Ob
iranskom elemente v tusskoi dukhovnoi kulture (On the Iranian element in the
Russian spiritual culture) // Slavyanskii i balkanskii fol'klor. Rekonstrukisiya drevnei
slavyanskoi dukhovnoi kul'tury: istochniki i metody. (Slavic and Balcan folklore.

Reconstruction of the ancient Slavic spiritual culture: sources and methods) Moscow,
1989. Footnote 21, P. 54.
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Olga, Viadimir’s grandmother, sent a message to the Emperor Otto the Great asking
for missionaries. However, after the Schism Rus’ had to define its position in relation
to Western Christianity. Though this position was predetermined by a variety of
reasons, including trade, political and cultural links, Byzantium expected Rus’ to
make this position clear. By the time of schism Rus’ had its own Christian history
with its indigenous saints {Boris and Gleb) and a well-established Church. However
being forced by circumstances to separate itself from the West Rus’ after the second
half of the XI™ century started to acquire a new historical consciousness.*

It is important to acknowledge the fact that, in contrast to Western culture
which accepted Holy Scripture in Latin, the Slavonic language was used exclusively
in the Russian church from the onset. G.Fedotov considered this a great misfortune
for Russian culture, because it did not foster connections between the Byzantine and
Russian clergy.”® G.Florovsku among others disagreed with him.”’. While it is
possible to agree with Fedotov to some extent, the fact that the recognized and
appreciated distinguished linguistic taste of Russian writers and readers would have
been in.possible if they had not had an extensive body of literature in their native
tongue must also be taken into account. Florovsky is certainly correct in his
conclusion that “in the great Russian art of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries one
discovers not only a high level of artistic mastery but also deep insights into the
mystery of man ... It would not be an exaggeration to assume that the aesthetic culture
of that time was refined and profound.’® The key words here are “aesthetics” and
“mystery”, since they express essential values for the Russian mind.

During this period the concept of ‘Russian tand’ was formed. As A. Nasonov

has established, the expression was first applied to the territory of the middle

* Charles J. Halperin Russia and the Golden Horde, Bloomington, Indiana University
Esress, 1985. P. 12,

" See: Q. Pritsak The Origin of Rus’ V. 1. Old Scandinavian Sources other than the
Sagas. Cambridge Mass: Harvard University Press, 1981. P. 32. It is necessary {0 note
L.:at Northern Rus’, Novgored in particular, kept strong relations with the West, and in
doing this acquired specific cultural features which were later exterminated by
Muscovite rulers.

3 George P. Fedotov The Russian Religious Mind. V. 1, New York: Harper &
ISS;rothers, 1946. Pp. 39-41.
Georges Florovsky, “The Problem of Old Russian Culture”, Readings in Russian

gfiviliza!fon. V.1, Sec. ed., Chicago & London, 1969, Pp. 215-216.
58 11.-
Ibid. p.217
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Dnieper.”” The unity of ‘Russian land’ was from the beginning understood as a
political and by no means ethnic unity. For instance, after the ‘Russian land’ had been
divided between two princes Yaroslav and Mstislav unity was restored under the rule
of Yaroslav. This event was described by the chronicler in the following words: *
all the power was taken by Yaroslav, and he was autocrat upon Russian Yand.®® In the
course of time the term spread over all the lands united under the rule of the Russian
princes of the Rurik dynasty. Old ‘Russian land’ (the territory which included the
semi-states of Kiev, Chernigov, and Pereyaslav]’) was expanding with the opening up
and development of the new lands, and the term was applied to them as well. There
were different reasons for this, including geographical conditions, the process of
colonization, and economic circumstances. However, the main re:1son was the unity of
authority. The state land was growing with the annexation of new lands by Kievan
and other princes and was considered to be ‘Russian’ as soon as tribute started to be
collected.”’ The same situation remained after the Mongol invasion: though princes of
the Rurik dynasty jost their supreme power in subordination to the ruler of the Golden
Horde, they continued to be the local authorities and even tribute collectors in some
cases.

The political unity of Russian land by the middle of the next period was,
however, not supported by spiritual unity. Two hundred years of Christianity had not
been enough to establish a united spiritual authority. The first attempt by Prince
Vladimir to found such an authority by combining aifferent pagan gods had been
unsuccessful. Conversion to Christianity was more profitable. The church established
new e¢piscopates, and the bishops were predominantly chosen from ‘Kievo-
Pecherskaya Lavra.” This monastery became in the XI™ century the cradie of Russian
culture, and so the growth ol Russian land was paralleled by the spread of Christian
culture. Missionary activity was an extremely important part of this process. The
increase of ‘Russian land’ was supposed to be the growth of Christianity in opposition
to the pagan and Muslim beliefs of the new population. However, the process was to
take several centuries, and was tc some satisfactory degree coinpleted as a response to

the Mongo!l challenge with the great monastic movement initiated by Sergius of

ANNasonov “Russkaya zemiya” i obra:omm}e territorii  drevnerusskogo

gosudarstva (The “Russian land” and the formation ¢f the territory of the ancient
Russmn state) Moscow, 1951,

Qh()lc from: Nasonov, P. 33.
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Radonezh. B.Gasparov shows this in his analysis of the best-known literary work
created at the end this period, The Lay of Igor's C‘ampaign (1187} which presents a
pagan rather than a Chnistian attitude to the world, its sacral content reflecting a
Slavic pre-Christian worldview in the most pure form®. This is especially significant
because The Lay of Igor’s Campaign is much closer to the popular consciousness
expressed in oral literature.®? If we turn to the original works of Church authors from

that time we definitely find Christian ideology.

It should be emphasized again that this term (‘Russian land’) was never used -

in relation to ethnicity. The territory from the start was populated by people of
different ethnic origins, including Finno-Ugric people, Hungarians, Jews, Norsemen,
Turks, and, of course, Siavs. The monks of the Kievan monastery, ‘Kievo-
Pecherskaya Lavra’, in the XI"™ century also came from various origins. There are
many reasons for this indiffererce to ethnic origin. However it is sufficient for the
purposes of our research just to note it. It goes with the idea that all people have their
own laws and rites, and hence justice as well as injustice are conditional rather than
absolute. Nestor, the author of the Tale of Bygone Years, expressed clearly this idea
that people created their own laws because they were not aware of God’s law, and so
their rites and laws taken from their fathers seemed to them to be the only just and
fatherly ones. Genuine difference is made exclusively by acceptance of God’s law
through Christianity. As soon as any people join the family of Christians they
overcome their previous style of life, and all these people are equal before the face of
God. The end of the Kievan period was marked by endless quarrels between Russian
princes of Rurik origin, which greatly facilitated Genghiz Khan and his inheritor’s

defeat one by one of the Russian principalities.

By the middle of the XIH™ century Rus’ had been taken over by the Tatar and
Mongol horde. Thereafter up to 1480 it remained a subordinate province of the great

state of the Golden Horde. This second period of Russian history has recently been

*' Nasonov, op. cit, P. 217.

g, Gasparov Poetika “Slovg/o polku Igoreve” (Poetics of The Lay of Igor's
Campaign) Il Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, Sonderband 12, Wien 1984. Also:
V.V, Martynov “Sakral'nyi mir “Slova o polku Igoreve” (The sacral world of The Lay

o)f Igor's Campaign) Il Slavyanskii i balkanskii fol ’klor, Moscow, 1989. Pp. 61-78.
Ibid. Pp. 280 et al.
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the focus of passionate discussion®’. A well-established Christian view (reflected by
the very name ‘The Tatar Yoke’) presented this period negatively: a Christian country
ruled by a pagan or Muslim sovereign (vnder the. rule of khan Uzbek who reigned
from 1313 to 1340, the Tatars were converted to Islam®). Another view presents this
period as a symbiosis of two different cultures: settled and nomadic. As always there
are arguments in favour of both pictures. From the point of view of this research it can
be taken for granted that Russian culture became imbued with elements of both
cultures, though it is beyond doubt that in religion Rus’ remained strongly Christian.
It must be remembered that Genghiz Khan’s policy was not to hreak religious
traditions: religious authorities of defeated countries were protected.

During this period when Rus® disappeared as an independent state, the Slavic
people had to answer a great challenge (Toynbee) from another cultural tradition. The
strong religious response of the population resulted in the eventual formation of a new
Christian nation. The most important historical event of this time was the battle of
Kulikovo (8 Sept. 1380), when after 140 years of suppression the Russians defeated
the forces of the Golden Horde’® This battle demonstrated the developing
independence cof the Russian lands from Tatar rule. The victory was of great
importance for Russian consciousness though less so from a political point of view
(two years later the Tatar dominance in Russian lands was restored). It has been
understood as the manifestation of a growing Russian state with its own spiritual
pOWer.

This period of Russian history is also-called ‘the Golden age of Russian
sanctity’ (Fedotov). The most venerable among Russian saints, St. Sergius of
Radonezh, blessed Great Prince Dmitry Donskoy of Moscow before his battle with
the Mongol forces at Kulikovo.”” By 1354 St. Sergius founded the Church of the

* For instance: L. N. Gumilev Drevnyaya Rus’ i Velikaya Step’ (Ancient Rus’ and the
great Steppe). M., 1989; O. Suleimenov Az i Ya, Tashkent, 1970.
" As a response to khan Uzbek’s attempts to forcely convert them to Islam the
Mongols (the name ‘Mongol’ is used as a collective word for people of different
ethnic origin, where Turks (Tatars) formed a majority) who inhabited the Volga
region organized a rebellion, and soon after some of them escaped to Rus’ (see: L.
Gumllev Iz Istorii Evrazii (From the History of Eurasxa) M., 1993. P.73-74.)

* The more correct term for the ‘Golden Horde’ is ‘lechaq Khanate,” which is used
b modern scholars.

The 1mportance of this meetmg between the Great Pnnce and St. Sergius is

reflected in the well established view that Dmitrii would not have decided to fight
against the Mongols without this blessing.
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Trinity which became the most distinguished centre of Russian religious life. He
initiated a powerful monastic movement, and his disciples founded up to 80
monasteries which contnbuted to the development of the Northern and Eastern
regions. Although he did not write anything himself, his image and teaching were
preserved by both oral and written traditions and his life, described by one of the
greatest writers of ancient Russia, Epiphanius the Wise, became the model for
subsequent generations of Russian people. The greatest recognition of St. Sergius’
contribution o Russian culture can be found in Florensky’s work “The Holy Trinity
Monastery and Russia”, where he states that the very word “Trinity”, as it was used
by St. Sergius, ingeniously expressed the essence of the national search for unity and
fraternal love. ® Afier St. Sergius, this idea found its highest manifestation in Andrei
Rublev’s “Trinity”, which was incorporated into the Iconostasis of the Trinity church,
This is the time of the so-called ‘Second South-Slavic influence.” After the
cultural dormancy which followed the Mongol invasion, in the XIV and XV"
centuries many books and icons came to Rus’ predominantly from the Bulgarians and
Serbs, and in some cases directly from Byzantium. Also many translations replaced
carlier ones. This activity had several results. First, it led to the literary langunage
being put in order by clearing it of local words, establishing regular rules of
orthography, drawing it nearer to Greek orthography, and so on.®” Second, it initiated
a new style called ‘braiding of words’ (pleteniye sloves), which survived up to the
XVII century. Third, it brought about a new interest in theological matters. Fourth,
Russian iconography established strong connections with the “Paleolog Renaissance™
- an important period of Byzantine art - and also with the Serbian school of painting
which flourished in the second half of the XIV™ century.” In general, the literary
style of this time can be characterised as extremely expressive, emotional to the point

of exaltation and, along with this, abstract, theologically separated from everyday

% In: P. Florensky Opravdaniye Kosmosa (Justification of Cosmos). St. Petersburg,
é9994. Pp. 171-172.

A. L. Sobolevskii “Yuzhnoslavyanskoye vliyaniye na russkuyu pis’mennost’ v XIV
~ XV vekakh” (South-Slavic influence on Russian writing in the XIV - XV
centuries). // Perevodnaya literatura Moskovskoi Rusi X1V - XV vekov. (The
translated literature of Muscovite Rus’ from the XIV to the XV centuries.) St.
g’etersburg, 1903. Pp. 3-4.
® See: D. Likhachev “Nekotoryye zadachi izucheniya vtorogo yuzhnoslavyanskogo
vliyaniya v Rossii” (Some objectives for the investigation of the Second South Slavic
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life.”! At the same time these translations were predominantly to do with liturgical
requirements and did not affect the theological activity as such. The greatest stimulus
to translation among ihe South Slavs was the Hesychast movement which, though a
continuation of an ancient monastic tradition, acquired a new theological basis in the
works of St. Gregory Palamas. He insisted on the possibility of the deification of the
whole man through the God-man communion in the form of a vision of the “divine
light,” or “uncreated energy,” analogous to that of Christ’s transfiguration on Mount
Tabor. This communion could be gained not through the mind but rather through a
pure heart. The passionate debates on the issues raised by Palamas led to the last great
period of Byzantine theology. Although collections of the leading Hesychasts were
available in the Slavic language only a few of them reached Muscovy.”” Along with
this the Hesychast movement influenced Russian spiritual life via its ideology and
practice. However, as the average level of education was low and concentrated
predominantly on practical problems, Russians were not yet prepared to discuss
theological doctrines.

This period provides us with the first visible signs of a peculiar Russian
spirituality manifesting itself in architecture, painting, and literature. By this time the
Russian ideal of beauty was expressed especially in the cathedrals of Suzdal and
Viadimir. It is interesting that, although many foreign master builders participated in
these constructions, the peculiar type of Russian cathedral overshadows all foresign
influences.” The Suzdalian cathedral became the mode! for Italian architects who
later constructed the cathedrals of the Moscow Kremlin, In the “Suzdalian
architectural type” there are original onion-like cupolas painted in blue and golden
colours and harmonious synthesis. Up to the beginning of the XV™ century the
specifically Russian “High Iconostasis” appeared in Moscow cathedrals. [t
amalgamated three to five rows of icons into an integral colour composition. In so far
as sculpture was considered to be pagan art, and some Counciis of the Orthodox
Church forbade sculpture, there are only a few sculptures left from both the Kievan

and Muscovte periods. This may be the reason for the blossoming of painting (as, for

influence in Russia). // Issledovaniya po drevnerusskoi literature (Investigations in
lhe ancient Russian literature). Leningrad, 1986. Pp. 11-16.
Ibld P. 29.

" Francis J. Thomson “The Corpus of Slavonic Translatlons Available in Muscovy” //
Cahﬁ)rma Slavic Studies XVL. V. 1. Berkeley, etc. 1993. P, 184-185.

" George Vernadsky, Kievan Russia, New Haven & London, 1973. Pp. 58-59.
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instance. the reason for the flourishing of the ornamental motives and miniatures in
Arabian art is a sort of reaction to the interdiction against the depiction of personal
images).

During this period because of its geographical position and the abilities of its
rulers the Moscow principality gradually became increasingly influential, removing
the power over Russian principalities from the other princes one by one. By the end of
this period after the decline of the Byzantine Empire and the fall of Constantinople in
1433 the Russian state remained the only great bearer of Eastern Orthodoxy and was
imbued with this character. The Russian state after that time became the only
powerful protector of the Orthodox religion. Furthermore, Russian ecclesiastical
thought after that time was firnly grounded upon that idea. The predominant reason
was the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438 - 1439), where the Greeks accepted the
union with the Pope hoping to receive Western aid against the Ottoman Turks.
Constantinople had been seized by the Turks 14 years afier the Council, and the
Russian people linked the one as a betrayal ot true belief and the other as a
punishment. After his return to Russia, Isidore, Council Metropolitan of Moscow, and
already a cardinal of the Roman Catholic Church, " was dismissed and imprisoned by
Grand Duke Vassily I1. At that time “Russian piety” was set up against the rapidly
waning prestige of the Greeks”.” In 1472 Ivan thee Third married the niece of the last
Byzantine Emperor, Sophia Palacologus (Zoa Paléeologa). This marriage had been
arranged by the Pope with two main purposes in mind: to have a potential ally against
the Turkish threat; and to spread his control over Orthodox Christians, Though
Sophia’s influence over Ivan 1II should not be overestimated, it cannot be denied that

she and the Greek nobles who accompanied her strengthened the Byzantine cultural

influence on the Russian authorities.

The next period of Russian history was the Muscovite which began with the
renunciation of the Mongol yoke in 1480 and lasted for approximately two centuries

up to the reign of Peter the Great (1689 — 1725). It can be divided into three sub-

™ John Meyendorft, “Was There Ever a “Third Rome”? Remarks on the Byzantine
Legacy in Russia” #/ The Byzantine Tradition after the Fall of Constantinople,
Charlottesvnlle & London, 1991. Pp. 45 - 60. P. 47.

" Dimitri Stremooukhoff, “Moscow the Third Rome: Sources of the Doctrine” // The

Structure of Russian History, Interpretive Essays, New York, 1970. Pp. 108 - 125. P.
110,
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periods: the first sub-period, which is of most interest for us, from the end of the Tatar
Yoke up to the acquisition of Kazan in 1552; the second up to the establishment of the
Romanov dynasty in 1613; and the third up to the reign of Peter the Great.

The first sub-period is of crucial importance for the formation of Russian
national consciousness: it can be explained as a completion of the processes initiated
during earlier times. The Moscow principality, then kingdom (after 1547), gradually
acquired greater and greater power and with the defeat of the Kazan Khanate (one of
the inheritors of the Qipchaq [Golden] Horde) became one of the mightiest states in
the world. This event was reflected in numerous popular historical songs, which is the
clearest sign that the event had become truly an integral part of national
consciousness. Anthony Jenkinson in his book published at the end of the Xvi®
century wrote about the Russian Tsar: “The king of these parts is very mighty, since
he has won a great many victories, both over Livonians, Poles, Lithuanians, and
Swedes on the one hand, and over the Tatars and pagans on the other.””® The historian
A.Yanov observes that around the same time, after the conquest of Narva in 1558,
“Russia became practically the main center of Baltic trade, and one of the centers of
world trade.”’” He ‘provides convincing evidence that Russia in the middle of the
XVI® century was much better known and respected by European countries than it
was a century later. The growth of trade corresponded to intensive urbanization,
which “became a truly national phenomenon.””

This sub-period is also marked by heated religious discussions. The reasons
were 1) the appearance of heretics known as ‘Judizers’ who became very influential
and acquired support from the upper levels of the state and church hierarchy. The
discussions on faith included many people. The Novgorodian Archbishop Gennagii
claimed that “from the time when the sun of Orthodoxy rose over our land, we had
never had so much heresy: in houses, on the streets, in the marketplace, everyone —
both monks and laymen — is dubiously discussing the faith...”” 2) The problem of the
secularization of church lands was to become a stimulus for the dispute between the
non-possessors (also-called ‘the Trans-Volga elders’) and the Josephites. The former,

led by one of the most venerated monks in Russian history and the first relativély

* Quote from: A. Yanov The Origins of Autocracy. Ivan the Terrible in Russian
ﬁiszory, Berkeley, etc., 1981. P.2.
. Yanov The Origins... P.3.

Ibid.
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independent theologian Nilus of Sora (he wrote about the contemplative life as a
means of attaining a spiritual self-perfection), favoured the radical separation of
church and state, advocated monastic poverty, religious freedom, independence from
the state, and loyalty to Constantinople. The ‘Josephites’ (the followers of the famous
Abbot of Volokolamsk Monastery St. losif) did not have a liberal attitude toward
problems of faith and strongly supported church ownership. They looked to the state
to guarantee this ownership and on this basis accepted the subordination of the church
to state authority personalized by the tsar.

To some extent losif expressed the 1dea of “Caesaropapism,” which had been
inherited from Byzantium. (It is worth mentioning that this idea could not have
appeared before the fall of Constantinople and the Balkan states, but after that the
sovereign of Moscow step by step acquired the title of “Tsar™ (the Slavonic word
from “Caesar”) - the sole Orthodox authority in the world.¥) St. Tosif wrote: “By
nature the Tsar is like all other men, but in authority he is like the Highest God.”®" At
the same time it is noteworthy that St. Iosif argued that it was possible and even
necessary to resist a sovereign who deviates frcljm the norms of piety. He was
following the principle: “Render ... unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s; and
unto God, the things that are God’s.” (Matthew 22, 21) Thus the subject of the Tsar’s
power is the body and not the soul. losif wrote: “If the Tsar who rules men is himself
ruled by evil passions and sins, such as rapacity and anger, deceit and iniquity, pride
and wrath, and worst of all, lack of faith and blasphemy, such a Tsar is not God’s
servant but the Devil’s, and he should not be considered a Tsar, but a tormentor.”?
(Though there were attempts to undermine the significance of this statement, it is
clear that Josif thought of secular power as not subordinated to the power of church
but rather as restricted.) However, in the course of time, fighting against the Non-
possessors, the Josephites often transformed themselves into the obedient tool of the
supreme secular power. With the support of this power they not only defeated but
ruined their opponents, and with this they inevitably linked the church with the state

Quote from Yanov The Origins... P. 164

Though as has been mentioned Ivan IV officially accepted this title in 1547, his
father Vassily I had frequently used it.

Quote from: Dmitri Obolensky, “Russia’s Byzantine Heritage” // The Structure of
é’uman History, Interpretive Essays. New York, Random House, 1970. P. 11,

M. Szeftel Russian Institutions and Culture up to Peter the Great. Variorum
Reprints. London, 1975. Article VII. P. 20.
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to such an extent that later the church, with some important exclusions, could not
establish any spiritual opposition to the state.

However one and half centuries afier losif"s death the discussion arose again
about the relationship between the authority of the Tsar and that of the head of the
Orthodox Church during the case of the Moscow Patriarch Nikon. This case clearly
demonstrated the difference between the Russian and the Greek Patriarch’s relation to
the Tsar’s authority. Arguing against Paisii Ligarid’s thesis that the “Tsar could
nominate archimandrites and any other church authorities®® Patriarch Nikoa stated
thai the tsar widened his authority beyond the church and in so doing opposed the
Divine laws. Nikon accused the monarchy of havin.g transformed itself from defender
of the church into being its owner and manager.®® After the deposition of Patriarch
Nikon the council had to define the relationship between the two authorities. And
under the pressure of the common opinion of the Russian church the Ecumenical
Greek patriarchs, those of Alexandria and Antioch, previously strong supporters of
the Byzantine model, declared that the “Tsar had an advantage in political affairs and

[the] Patriarch had an advantage in church affairs.”®

(In the course of history this
definition lost its meaning with Peter the Great’s foundation of the Holy Synod.) This
declaration is a significant sign of Russian consciousness especially as it was made
following the dramatic events of ie dethroning of the Patriarch and the triumph of the
tsar’s authority. During the next St. Petersburg period the Church was formally
subordinated to the state. At the same time, as Szeftel observes, losif’s idea of the
{sar-tyrant “accompanied, as a minor motive, that of tsar-God’s vicar during the
sixteenth century, and in seventeenth century it became a most important concept of
the Schism.”®

The Patristic tradition of the XIV and XV™ centuries was abandoned after the
break from Byzantium in the XVI" century. Suspicions about Greek piety drew
attention to the Western church. The first full translation of the Russian Bible
instigated by Archbishop Gennadii at the end of the XV™ century was made from the

Vulgate, Florovsky concluded that “there was no rupture within spiritual experience;

" Quote from: Archpriest Lev Lebedev “Patriarch Nikon™ (“Patriarkh Nikon”). //

gogox!ovsk:ye trudy (Theological Transactions). No 23. Moscow, 1982, P. 187.
Ibid.

* Quote from: Lebedev “Patriarch Nikon" // Bogoslovski);é trudy, No. 24. Moscow,
1983. P 161,

23 . X .
Szeftel Russian Institutions. P. 29.
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on the contrary Russian piety ... appears even archaic. But theology had lost the
Patristic style and methods. The works of the Fathers became archives, lifeless
documents.”®’

In the fifteen to twenty years after the defeat of Kazan khanate the Russian
state went through a devastating swing from greatness to obscurity. The second sub-
period lasts from the beginning of oprichnina up to the Assembly of the Land
(Zemskii Sobor) of 1613. This is one of the most appalling periods of Russian history.
According to Yanov, “In the census books of 1573-78, 93-96 percent of the villages
of the Moscow region are listed as uninhabited.”®® The most important fact of this
second sub-perind is that the earlier “rapid transformation of the kholops (slaves) into
freemen gave way to an equally swift reverse process. Henceforth, the free laborer
gradually disappeared from the face of the Russian earth, and became a serf belonging
cither to other men or to the state. And this is how it would be for centuries to
come.” The events of Smuta (the Time of Troubles) at the beginning of the XVII™
century demonstrated that the only force with the authority to confer a just, balanced
and respected power was the Assembly of the Land: the whole population of the
country, and not any particular group, like the boyars, or the Cossacks. At the same
time during the Smuta the great uniting role was played by Patriarch Germogen
(1606-1612."%) Until his death from starvation he defended the ideal of an Orthodox
Russian country fighting against any attempt to violate this ideal irrespective of
whether the danger was coming from Poland or from the Russian people themselves.
His heroic behaviour inspired the population to overcome their local and group
interests and led them toward the Assembly of the Land. Thus, the Russian Orthodox
church came to be the uniting factor of the Russian land, confirming the unity of land
and church, When the Tsar was away from Moscow the Patriarch was recognized as
the head of state®’.

By the end of the XVI™ century (in 1589) the head of the Russian Church
acquired the title of Ecumenical Patriarch ("Patriarch of Moscow and all Russia®),

¥ G. Florovsky “The Ways of Russian Theology™ // Aspects of Church History. The
SCS‘ollecfed Works of George Florovsky. V. 4. Belmont, 1987. P. 191.
0 Yanov The Origins... P. 5.

Ibid. P, 6. -

90 : C . : .
See, for instance: A.V Kartashev Ocherki po istorii russkoi tserkvi (Studies in the

gllistory of the Russian church). V. 2. Moscow, 1992. Pp. 65-81.
Ibid. P. 75-76.
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which meant that he became one of five equal patriarchs of the Orthodox Church, and
his residence Moscow (along with Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and
Jerusalem) became one of the capitals of Orthodoxy. When we take into account that
all other centers were at that time under foreign rufe, it is difficult to overestimate the
significance of this fact. This event emphasized the historical chain of Christianity
through agreement with the four existing patriarchies.” Significant as it was in the
development of the Russian Church, the establishment of the Moscow Patriarchy was
not reflected in the national consciousness to any considerable extent, a consequence
of the destructive nature of this sub-period of Russian history.

The third sub-period can be characterized by attempts at reform which
gradually led the country towards stability. The most important event is the Schism
(Raskol, literally ‘split’, of the ‘Raskolniki’ (another word for ‘Old Believers’, a term
meaning schismatics), which began after 1654. The Old Believers were Russian
Christians who refused to recognize the liturgical reforms introduced by Patriarch
Nikon. These reforms were Greek orientated and included the obligation tc make the
sign of the cross with three fingers instead of two, and some minor textual corrections
in liturgical books.”® The Old Believers, though always firmly suppressed by officials,
formed some very strong confessions which have survived up to the present. Their
fidelity to old Orthodoxy, manifested in their eyes by the Council of 1551, forced the
majority of Russians to become more aware of religious matters. The Old Believers
also transferred to some extent their firmly negative attitude to Peter the Great to other
layers of Russian socisty. Peter in their eyes was an Anti-Christ, and they preferred to
burn themselves rather than to comply with his orders. Thus, with the Old Believers
we encounter the tragic fact of Russian life, which was developed to its greatest
degree during the rule of Peter the Great, that is the split of society into two different,

unequal, parts. In the first stages of the Schism representatives of different layers of

% Boris Godunov — later the Tsar of Russia - did everything he could to arrange for
the new patriarch the place of honour after the Constantinople patriarch, however he
did not succeed and the historical chain remained untouched.

% There are well argumented views, presented by N. Kapterov and other authors, that
the Old Believers in reality defended the old Greek rites and texts against the Greek
impostors. In this case the whole maiter was predominantly not of ecclesiastic nature
but the last battle between the Church and the State. See, for instance: K. Skvortsov

“V poiskakh pravdy” (In search for pravda) // Russkoye Vozrozheniye (La
Renaissance Russe). 16, 1979. Pp. 75-93.
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society were sympathetic to the Old Believers, aithough iater Old Believers
vredominantly included peasants and merchants (who were usually of peasant origin.)

During the Muscovite period Russia realized itself as Holy Russia. This
expression reflects the deep conviction of the Russian people that they were chosen
keepers of Orthodox Christianity. This tvas not to claim that the population were
Lolier than others but rather indicated the national ideal. This ideal distinguishes
Russia from ‘old and merry’ England, ‘beautiful’ France, or ‘noble’ Spain.**

The most striking thing with this ideal is that it was neither the Tsar, nor the

people who were taken as ‘holy’ but rather the country, the land. The concept of

united Christianity and Russian land was clearly expressed, for instance, in
Zadonshchina: “Tsar Batyi had four thousand armour-clad warriors, and he took all
the Russian land from east to west. At that time God punished Russian land for its
sins. ... God has forgiven Russian princes ... at the Nepryadva river.”® The
expression ‘Russian land’ is used here as a general term and as a subject, and later
Russian princes, not the Russian people, are singled out for forgiveness. Even when
the ‘Russian land’ was presented as a subject, as, for instarce, in Vladimir
Monomach’s “As 1 do not wish any evil, but only good to brothers and to Russian
land™®, it was in connection with the princes (which comes from the context of the
Homily, where Vladimir was talking about the intestine strifes between princes).

In addition, the very expression ‘Russian land’ often is associated with the
words ‘Christian faith’: “Let us test our brave people, and fill river Don with blood for
Russian land and for Christian Faith!®” A similar expression can be found in Word
about the Downfall of the Russian Land: “You [Russian land] ... astonish by ... great
towns, marvelous villages, ... churches and severe princes, honest boyars, multiple
grandees - you are filled with everything, Russian land, Orthodox Christian belief.”*®
Thus, again ‘Russian land’ is connected with threatening Russian princes and
Christian belief. The most numerous people in this tand namely the peasants, acquired

a name after baptism — ‘krest’yane’ (‘Christians, baptised people’). Later, as it follows

* AV Kartashev Vossozdaniye Sv. Rusi (The Reconstruction of Holy Rus’). Paris,
1956. P. 29,

» «Zadonshchina” (Behind Don-river). // Izbornik (Collection), Moscow, 1969. P.
394,

% Vlachrmr Monomakh “Poucheniye” (Instruction). // Izbornik, Pp. 166-168.
¥ Ibid. P. 384, also on the same page. And pp. 386, 394, 396.
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from the letters of prince A. Kurbsky in the XVI™ century, the expression ‘Russian
land’ with the epithet ‘holy’ was applied to the land and to (:Jhristian belief, but not to
the tsar, and even later in the XVII™ century the use of the epithet ‘holy’ remained
anti-state.”® Thus, ‘Holy’ is always reserved exclusively for the land. It is also an
important fact that the expansion of the term ‘Russian land’ seems to stop at the end
of the formative periodl of Russian consciousness at the end of the XVI™ century.
Siberia or the Far East although included in the Russian state, remained ideologically
separated from ‘Russian land’ as such.

During the first sub-period the very expression Holy Russia arose from the
depths of popular consciousness along with the famous doctrine ““Moscow - the Third
Rome’”. Kartashev calls this ‘word-revelation’'*®®. Rus’ realized itself as a successive
ring in the chain of Christian states. Moreover, in this situation the question arose
again of the position of Russia in world history. The idea was that Christianity had
been maintained in the Roman Empire and that, after the fall of the first Rome,
Constantinople became its indisputable successor. Nevertheless, the betrayal of
Orthodoxy in Florence had deprived the Second Rome of its importance in world
history and the Great Duchy of Moscow remained the only custodian of pure
Orthodoxy (note, however, that Russians always understood their faith to be Grecian).

The creation of the idea “Moscow — the Third Rome” occured during the reign
of Ivan the Third, Grand Prince of Moscow in 1462-1505. It should be emphasized
that the idea of the Third Rome was connected with the fall of Constantinople rather
than with the emergence of the Russian state under the supremacy of the Muscovite
Grand Prince. Evidence supporting this can be taken from the fact that at least two
more cities, which were politically challenging Moscow at that time, pretended to
become the “Third Rome” — Tver’ and Novgorod.'?!

Significantly, the idea of the Third Rofne was proclaimed in the most pure and
assertive way not by politicians, but by a monk Filofei of Pskov, who wrote in his
letter 1o the Grand Duke of Moscow, Vassily III, son of Ivan IV: “All Christian

realms will come to an end and will unite into the one single realm of our sovereign,

% «“Slovo o pogibeli russkoi zemli” (Word on the collapse of Russian land). //
Izbornik, P. 326.

? See: M. Cherniavsky Tsar and People, New Haven and London, 1961. Pp. 101-
127. '

ig? Kartashov, Vossozdaniye, P. 29.
See: Likhachev, Natsional'noye samosoznaniye, P. 99, also Pp. §2-94.

—— Gl Ly
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that is into the Russian realm, according to the prophetic books. Both Romes fell, the
third endures, and a fourth there will not be.”!®%, There are some significant points in
this statement. 1) Eschatology, about which V.Malinin wrote: “With Filofei a theory
appeared of the world calling on Russia to be not the only Orthodox but also the final

kingdom, which was to exist up to the end of the universe”.'® 2) The mission to keep

true_Christian belief: Ivan the Terrible told the Jesuit emissary Possevino that
“Russians believe not in Greeks but in Christ; we acquired Christian belief at the
beginning of the Christian church, when the apostle Andrew, Peter’s brother, came to
these lands in order to go to Rome. Therefore we in Moscow accepted Christian belief

at the same time as you in [taly, and since that time have kept it invariable.”'®

This statement is of special importance in tl.1e context of the marriage between
Ivan the Third and the Byzantine princess Sophia Palaeologus, and the declaration of
the independence of the Russian church from the Patriarch of Constantmoplems
J.Meyendorff argues that politically this theory “had little practical apphcatmn.”106 He
is definitely right; this idea was much more significant spiritually than politically.
Moreover, the Muscovite rulers, Vassily IlI and Ivan IV were eager to avoid any
reference to this theory or to the rights of the Muscovite state to the Byzantine
heritage in their diplomatic activity. Instead they tried to prove their primordial rights
to govern the Russian state and so a theory was created which traced their origin to
Augustus through his brother Prus.'”” At the same time diplomatic correspondence did
not mention the rights obtained through the marriage of Ivan III to a Byzantine
princess.

Dimitri Stremooukhoff sums up the place of the theory “‘Moscow - the Third
Rome’” in the national consciousness of the Muscovites in the sixteenth century. “It
forms the core of the opinions developed by the Muscovites about their fatherland.”'*®
P.Miliukov provides brilliant examples of the acceptance of this theory, quoting an
anonymous transcriber who wrote in the middle of the XVI™ century: “from the time

of the Councils on the New Saints, convokes in Moscow, the churches of the Lord in

Quote from: Meyendorff, op. cit. P. 49.

* V. Malinin Starefs Eliazarova monastyrya Filofei... (Elder of Eliazarov monastery
Ftlofel . Kiev, 1901. P. 616.

Quote from: Likhachev, Op. cit. P. 100.

0s % See also: Paul Miliukov, Outlines of Russian Culture. Philadelphia, 1948. P. 18.
Meyendorff op. cit.

” See, for instance, Likhachev, Natsional ‘noye samosoznaniye, Pp. 103-104.
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Russia were not bereft of the holy relics, and Russia truly radiated piety like tne
Second Rome, the ruling city {i.e. Constantinople)”, and further: “There the Orthodox
faith was corrupted by the Moslem heresy of the godless Turks, whereas on Russian
soil it began to glow with the teaching of our Holy Fathers.”'® Still there are
significant problems with the interpretation of the theory “Moscow — the Third
Rome”, recently reconsidered, for instance, by D. Ostrowski.''® We will look at some
of these problems later when the question of the interrelations between power and
people is discussed. However, one point should be mentioned at this stage: to what
extent was the idea of the Byzantine successor understood by the Russian Tsars in
relation to their power?

A comparison of the ceremony of the coronation of the Russian tsar with that
of the Byzantine emperor shows a very important difference between the attitude to
the position these rulers hold in the Christian world. While the Byzantine emperor
was presented during this ceremony as the head of all Christians, the Russian monarch
was not. The ceremony was amended twice (first during the reign of Ivan IV in the
XVI" century, secondly in the second half of the XVII"™ century after prayer-books
were revised by patriarch Nikon), and in both cases the Moscow tsars were presented
exclusively as rulers over the Russian state.'"!

With the conquest of Kazan Khanate the theory “Moscow — the Third Rome”
achieved its completion. Indeed, the Greeks betrayed the Orthodox faith at the council
of Ferrara-Florence, and soon afterwards were defeated by the infidel Turks; Holy
Russia remained truly Orthodox, and for this fidelity not only escaped subordination
to the Tatars but also annexed their lands. (Berdyaev states that with this concept

Russians acquired a messianic vision which remained unshaken up to the communist

i2

period.'“) Therefore, rather than object, it should be noted that of even greater

"% Stremooukhoff, op. cit. P. 120.
:‘:3 Miliukov, op. cit. P. 23.
D. Ostrowski Muscovy and the Mongols. Cross-cultural influences on the steppe

Jl‘il'onrier, 1304-1589, Cambridge: University Press, 1998. '

!'Sawva V. Moskovskiye tsari i vizantiiskiye vasilevsy. K voprosu o viiyanii Vizantii
na obrazovaniye idei tsarskoi vlasti moskovskikh gosudarei (Muscovite Tsars and
Byzantine basileuses. On the problem of Byzantine influence on the formation of of
Muscovite tsars’ idea of power). Khar’kov, 1901. P. 157,

"2 Berdyayev N.A. Istoki i smysl russkogo kommunizma (Sources and meaning of the
Russian communism). Moscow, 1990. P. 9.
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significance is the fact that this idea was accepted by the public around the middle of
the XVII™ century and survived for centuries. '?

It is necessary to add that during the Muscovite period a new attitude to
authorship and to the role of the individual was developed - authors began to express
their opinions, to talk aboﬁt themselves, to explain the reasons for writing their works.
This fact cannot be overestimated from the point of view of the formation of

collective consciousness, and cultural consciousness in particular.

The next so-called St. Petersburg period formally began with the foundation
of St. Petersburg in 1703, although from a wider perspective it began with Peter the
Great’s reforms. Peter initiated a forceful and cruel westernization of the country,
paying no respect to traditions and beliefs. During and after his reign Russian society
was split into a westernized upper class and a traditional lower one (the Old Believers
formed part of the second). After his death Peter remained the most contradictory
figure in Russian history. It has been mentioned that Peter was considered to be the
Anti-Christ by Old Believers, and he was considered by the upper class as a hero who,
to quote chancellor Golovkin, “by indefatigable labor and leadership led us out of the
darkness of nonexistence into being and joined us to the society of the political
peoples.”' ™ Such a rift was not apparent in the Kievan period, despite the fact that the
social situation for the first two centuries after conversion was very similar.'"® The
ideal of “Holy Russia” gradually became the ideal of the “Great Russia”. Furtherimore
the image of Peter as the “great reorganizer”, whose energy enabled Russia to become
one of the most powerful states in the world, inspired the Russian revolutionaries at
the beginning of the XX" century. During this phase of Russian history we can find
two cultures: the oid one, religious, Orthodox and more or less steady; and the new
Westernized culture, liable to all trendy Western winds. Here we do not want to abuse

the former or the latter culture, or imply any moral evaluation, but rather to try to

"3 Zen’kovskii S. “Russkoye staroobryadchestvo. Dukhovnyye dvizheniya

semnadtsatogo veka.” (Russian Old Belief. Spiritual movements of the seventeenth
cl:ﬁnmry). /! Forum Slavicum. Band 21. Miinchen: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1970. P. 39.
Chancellor Golovkin in his speech at the celebration of victory in the second Great
Il\f?rthern War, Quote from: A. Yanov The Origins... P. 1.
Dmitri Obolensky, “Russia’s Byzantine Heritage”, The Structure of Russian
History, Interpretive Essays, New York, Random House, 1970. Pp. 12-13.
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tease out the facts of the matter. This division continued as the older Kingdom was
transformed into Empire.

The most noticeable current of Russian life in the eighteenth century was
without a doubt a growing enthusiasm for Western ideas. To illustrate this change,
one can turn to the realm of iconography. As Chemiavsky has observed, “the portrait
of Peter, contrasted with that of his father, speaks for itself: instead of the pectoral
cross, the crown, and the barmy, we see Westermn armour; instead of the orb and
scepter, two decorations showing a naval battle (on the left) and the plan of St.
Petersburg (on the right); instead of the traditional, awesome, ringing titles, the
inscription - not even in Russian —~ PETRUS PRIMUS RUSSORUM
IMPERATOR.”!® ‘

The influx of foreigners into Russian political life, and a new capital, a symbol
of Westernization, St. Petersburg with its bureaucracy, provoked the resistance of
traditionally minded people. It was contrasted with Moscow, a genuinely Russian city.
Opposition to St. Petersburg and the government of foreigners arose out of a complex
of personal, political, and social motives, out of a set of historical circumstances in
which it “could become identified as national opposition. Peter’s forceful attempts to
create a universal service state; the gentry’s attempts after his death to free themselves
from the burdens of state service; the uncertainties of dynastic succession ... these
were the factors that in time made the invocation of the nation a necessity for
government as well as public opinion.”""” This invocation could not find its target in
the westernized upper layers of society but rather in the lower classes, which were
supposed to keep traditions.

One of the crucial facts of the period was that the Russian Church was
deprived of the Patriarch by Peter the Great’s reform. The reform was arranged after
the Protestant model, and the main idea was 1) to have a council (Holy Synod) instead
of a Patriarch, and 2) to have it ruled directly by the Tsar (or emperor), and so to
subordinate the Church administratively to secular power (this subordination was
expanded to such a degree that the priest under law had to inform authorities about

any significant fact, which he became aware of in confessions). The position of chief

1 M. Chemiavsky Tsar and People. Studies in Russian Myths, New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1961. P. 79.

oy, Rogger National Consciousness in Eighteenth-Century Russia, Cambridge
Mass. 1960. P. 9.
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procurator was created (a layman, representing the Tsar in church affairs, who
obtained ministerial raniz in the XIX"™ century), some of those procurators, such as
Melissino and Chebyshev, were even ardent atheists.''® One can easily observe the
spread of French literature, German romanticism, English and German freemasonry,
and so on. Suffice it to say that there were about 150 publications of Voltaire during
the XVIIT century, Catherine II was in correspondence with Voltaire and Diderot, and
Emperor Pavel I (1796 - 1801) invited the Society of Jesus to Russia, after it had been
suppressed by Pope Clement XIV). During the XVIII™ century, especially under the

rule of Catherine II the Russian Church was also deprived of iis great land

possessions' . The Russian Orthodox Church’s spiritual and economic situation

declined to such an extent that it almost completely lost its authority, the attitude to
the church from both upper and lower layers of society was predominantly negative,
and the Russian people sought spiritual inspiration outside the official church. This
can be proved by numerous facts, such as the number of saints (the XVII™ century is
the poorest in this respect, only two saints came from this period); the spread of
Masonic ideas among faithful Orthodox believers, like Lopukhin, who could not find
satisfaction in the existing church; and the founder of new monasticism Paisii
Velichkovskii could not find a place in Russia and resided in Romania (we could take
into account that under Paisii’s influence Optina Pustyn’ became a centre of Russian
spirituality in the XIX™ century).

The process of the emancipation of the mind was to some extent initiated by
Peter the Great’s reforms. However, under the reigns of Peter the Great himself and
his successors nobody could feel free, though some liberal ideas were spread during
this time. The main reason was that human and economic rights were not supported
by the state. On the contrary, Peter himself was doing his best to control all spaeres of -
human life. Neither noble nor peasant was protected from unjust intervention.
Catherine II, being well acquainted with the Western ideas of the time was eager to
introduce some of them into Russian life. As she was inclined to liberal ideas'?® one

of her most significant objectives was to create a civil society. She realized that this

"% See: Kartashev, Studies..., V. 2. Pp. 485-488.

"% 1t is sufficient to mention that in the XVI® century the Russian church owned up to
one third of the land of the country.
The validity of this by no means obvious statement was well demonstrated by

V.V.Leontovich in his Istoriya Liberalisma v Rossii 1762-1914 (History of Liberalism
in Russia 1762-1914). Faris, 1980 (Pp. 27 - 33).
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was impossible without the formation of a middle class whose rights would be
guaranteed by the state. However, in contrast to the West with its mature urban life,
Russia was not prepared for this approach. In his research dedicated to the structure of
the urban population in the XVIH™ century and its everyday life A. Kizevetter came
to the conclusion that the Russian city during the entire century was by no means
similar to the Westem city but remained “.,.an archaic posad [trading quarter situated
outside the city wall], which came just as it was into the new Rus’ from the old
Muscovite kingdom.”'*! That is why Catherine II turned to the noble class and in
1785 recognized its rights and civil freedom. Thus, as K. Zaitsev, one of the best
specialists in civil law, says, “if the West had a city-dweller as a type of free citizen,
who served as a model for the rest of the society in the process of equalization and
liberalization, the figure of nobleman (dvoryanin) played an analogous role in our
country.”"** That is why the noble class came to be predominantly responsible for the
further development of Russian culture up to the middle of the next century.

Taking into account this liberal political reform, the growth of education and
an increasing familiarity with Western political and religious writers by the end of the
XVIII™ century established a solid ground for the development of social and
individual reflection. During the XVII™ century Russian literature underwent
essential changes through classicism (with its abstract world view and the strict
distinction between genres) to sentimentalism (with its close attention to human
feelings rather than to deeds). This process corresponded, partly under the influence
of early romantic ideas, to an increasing interest in peasants as pure representatives of
Rusianness. The abstract motifs of the purity and simplicity of rural life gradually
acquired strength and frankness'>. As Rogger observes, “the closer we come to the
end of the century, the clearer is the rural-urban distinction expressed in social terms.
Town and court are corrupting influences not merely by the accident of environment
or geography, but the fact that the social groups that consider them their territory have
become estranged from the real Russia. Having become less Russian in their pursuit

of worldly goods and values (mostly of foreign origin), the urban classes of Russian

12 A. Kizevetter “Novizna i starina v Rossii XVIII St. * (Newness and oldness in
Russxa of XVII century) // Istoricheskiye ocherki. M., 1912, P. 269.
Quote from Leontovich Istoriya... P. 34.

5 If we take into account the nature of Russian cities this view shows itself 1o be
even more unrelated to real life,
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society had also become less human.”'*! A genuine interest in the folk population
with its rites, songs, and attitude arose and along with this the great problem whether
Russia was a European country or something different. Peter’s reforms and the
subsequent development of the country forced the intellectual elite of Russian society
to be permanently aware of the position Russia occupied in the world and of Russia’s
role in world history. Evolving in forms borrowed from the West, the new Russian
literature by the beginning of the XIX™ century had the sirength to express these ideas
in clear and elaborate language.

Thus, the XVIII" century is marked by the duality of social life. The Russia of
government was a country leading by wise regulations and experiencing gradual
favourable changes while in reality the great majority of the pepulation still kept the
way of life inherited from the old Muscovy. In the circumstances, with the population
estranged from the aunthorities, any development of national consciousness was simply
impossible. The only possibility which remained was to prepare the soil for this
development by constructing a bridge between the upper and lower classes.

From the point of view of this development the most important event of the St.
Petersburg period was the Patriotic War of 1812, It is not necessary to elaborate on
the unity of the whole society during the military activity which, immediately after the
end of the war, was destroyed by the existing political and economic order. Along
with the great pride the country experienced there came an exiremely strong feeling of
the unbearable gap between the majority of the population and the upper educated
layer of society. This feeling had characterized Russian life since the second half of
the XVII™ century. However after the war it became the most painful subject of
social life. It inspired the Decembrists to their revolt of 1825 and resulted in the
permanent disaffection of much of educated society during the reign of Nicholas I
(1825 — 1855.) It instigated an agitated search for national identity which, by the
second half of the century, resulted in the appearance of a national philosophic
tradition.

When a distinctive philosophical tradition was emerging in Russia it drew
upon resources which which had been formed by historical forces particularly those
which clustered around the image of “Holy Rus’” and “Moscow — the Third Rome”.

Although from the beginning of the XVIII® century with its overpowering

124 Rogger National Conscigusness, P, 132.
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Westernization other values were put in the fore some outstanding thinkers of the
third quarter of this century and the first half of the XIX™ century turned to the values
of the Muscovite period in order to find the essentials of Russian national
consciousness. And their thoughts and attitudes became crutial in the process of the
formation of the emerging philosophical tradition.

Before we go further it is necessary to outline the frame we seek for the
conspicuous features of Russian national consciousness. Three currents can be
identified as exclusively pervasive in the river from which the rising Russian
phitosophy draw its strength — historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism. They
manifest themselves in relation to the such issues as a) humankind, b) being, and c¢)
super-being. First, as we are talking about rational consciousness, it, by definition,
relates to other groups of people, to other communities, to other nations. In short, it
forms its attitude towards the rest of humankind. It is known, for instance, that in
antiquity this attitude predominantly manifested itself in whai could be called
“national egoism”, which was based on the conviction that the other people are less
human, and, therefore, consisted of barbarians. O.Cpengler stated: “When Plato is
talking about humankind he means Greeks in contrast to barbarians. This coincides
completely with the anti-historical style of ancient life and thought...”'”® In case of
Russian national consciousness it can be characterized as historicism — Russian
people understood themselves as a successive link of the chain of kingdoms. This
formula, if taken without further details, remind us the formula of progress, however

this is not the case, and we have to chase the differences.

Second, the attitude towards being. “Aesthetical” here means that being

manifests an ideal reality, rather than is something indifferent, given as just a

surrounding. The opposite attitude can be denoted as “practicél”. In the first case the

social consciousness considers humankind as part of nature, and in the second case
nature is regarded as part of humankind.'?

25 - Zakat Evropy (Decline of Europe) Novosibirsk, 1993. P. 58.

® It is obvious that nature is always taken through the eyes of a given socxal
relationship, just due to the simple fact that it is human being who is considering
nature by its limited resources. However, inside the circle of human understanding
nature can be regarded by particular social consciousness as the continuation of
human world (the expansion of modem technology clearly demonstrates this

approach), or, on the contrary, the human world can be presented as a continuation of
natural relations.
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Third, relationship with super-being, with the divine reality: whether or not
super-being causes the visible events. Or: whether we rely predominantly on physical
being or on super-being. Whether visible events are mere manifestations of the
invisible causes, or, on the contrary, visible events form their own successive chain.
In the first case the social life and social consciousness in particular are
predominantl:,; organized in relation to the reality which is beyond the mere
appearance of earthly things. In the second ~ the social and spiritual life is aimed to

deal predominantly with material world itself.

The goal of the next chapter is to outline the corresponding features of Russian

national consciousness.
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Chapter 3

Historicism. Aestheticism. Mysticism.

Section 1. Historicism

The birth of historical consciousness in Rus’ relates to the period of
Christianization, and the first signs of its appearance can be traced in the first
chronicles. Though the Russian state under the rule of the Rurik dynasty had existed
for more than one hundred years before the conversion into Christianity in 988, the
very nature of paganism prevented the formation of a sense of history. The pagan
image of time rests in the idea of cycles and, therefore, cannot serve as a basis for the
development of history.'”

It should be also noted that from its beginnings the historical consciousness
developed in an immediate link with geographical consciousness, involving a strong
sense of Rus’ links with its neighbours. The Slavic tribes of Rus® were always
surrounded by people of different cultures and ditferent religious confessions. Rus’
had constant and strong links with pagan people (the Finnish tribes, the Varangians,
the steppe nomads), the Muslims (the Volga Bulgars), the Jews (Khazar Khanate), the
Christians (the Balkan Bulgars, the Greeks of Byzantium). It should also be taken into
account that the greatest cities, established for commercial purposes, were inhabited
by different ethnic and religious groups: the Christians, the Jews, the Tuvks, and so
on.!? It has already been mentioned that Rus’ had been founded by the Scythians as a
trade country on the crossroads from Scandinavia to Greece, and through the Steppes
from China to Europe. Afier the conversion to Christianity the contradiction between
the geographical significance of the state and the considerably less important position

among the subjects of the Byzantine Christian federation became obvious.'” It is

i” See: M. Eliade The Myth of the Eternal Return, London, 1954,

2 See: Toporov, op. cit., also H. Bimbaum “Christianity before Christianization:
Christians and Christian Activity in Pre-988 Rus’ // Christianity and the Eastern
.lS‘ZIavs. California Slavic Studies XVI. V. 1, Berkeley, etc., 1993, '

? D. Obolensky insisted that Byzantine authorities established the view that the
Byzantine empire occupied a central position in the Byzantine Commonwealth of
Nations. And “the technical political terms which were applied to the members of this
Commonwealth cculd best be understood in the light of the Roman conception of
‘foederatio’ which defined the status of the “socii populi Romani”, autonomous
subjects of the empire who, by virtue of the treaty (foedus) concluded with Rome,
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known that Rus’ was listed somewhere around the 80" place among those subjects of
the Ecumenical Orthodox Church of Byzantium. Though the claim of political
domination over Rus’ was of ideological value only the Byzantine authorities did not
wish to lose it. (Later, between 1394 and 1397, the Patriarch of Constantinople,
Anthony IV, in his letter to Basil I of Moscow, rebuked him for removing the
emperor’s name from the commemorative diptychs of the Russian Church and for his
declaration “we have the Church, but not the emperor”. The patriarch stated: “It is not
possible for Christians to have the Church and not to have the emperor ... The holy
empeior ... is not as other rulers and gevernors of other regions are ... he is
consecrated basileus and autokrator of the Romans — that is, of all Christians.”m)
The Byzantine Emperor manifested his political claims most notably by exercising his
right to appointment of the metropolitan, the head of the Russian Church. Thus, the
specific attitude to history and people, which expressed itself with the coming of
Christian times, in chronicles and literary works on related topics, was shaped in this
singular disproportion between the political and the religious significance of the state
which was overcome only after the fall of Byzantium in 1453.

Russian history as it is presented in the Tale of Bygone Years (the
reconstructed earliest Russian chronicle) forms part of world history. The same
attitude connecting local history with the history of humankind can be found in the
Western and Byzantine chronicies. While dealing with world history Russian
chronicles were predominantly mere translations of the Byzantine chronicles (the
most populur of them was written by Gregory Amartolos, who finished his narration
at 864, with additions from the chronicle of Simeon Logophet up to 948). Once they
tun to the history of Rus’, the chronicles, in marked contast to other genres of the
time, were written creatively. The ancient Russian chronicles were the recognized
chef d'oeuvre of this kind of literary works. (The same can be said of some of the
Lives of the Russian saints.) In the chronicles Rus’ is seen as the legitimate successor
of previous kingdoms. This historiography incorporaed the Christian philosophy of
history: each significant event was understood as predetermined by God’s will. A

brilliant example of such an attitude to history can be found in. the answer to the

gparded her frontiers in exchange for a regular subsidy, imperial protection and the
right of self-government.” (D. Obolensky The Relations between Byzantium and

Russia (11th ~ 15" Century) // The Byzantine Inheritance of Eastern Europe.
Variorum Reprints. London, 1982. V. P. S.
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envoy sent by the Pope to convert Russians to Roman Catholicism (this passage was
included into the Life of St. Alexander Nevskii, composed at the beginning of the
1280s):

From Adam up to the flood and to the division of people, from the confusion
of the people to Abraham, from Abraham to the passage of Israel through
the Red Sea, from the Exodus of the sons of Israel to the death of King
David, from the beginning of Solomon’s reign to Augustus, from Augustus’
power up to the Nativity of Christ, from the Nativity of Christ to the Passion
and Resurrection, from the Resurrection to the Ascension into heaven, and
to the reign of Constantine, from the beginning of Constantine’s reign to the
First Council, from the First Council to the Seventh, we know all this well,

and we do not listen to your teaching."'

This chain of events was presented as equating the passage through the Red
Sea, and the First Council which took place in 325 at Nicaea, and uniting them all into
the one great divine chain of historic episodes. The historical role of Christ was
emphasized by mentioning four events in relation to His life: the Nativity, the
Passion, the Resurrection, and the Ascension. Marc Bloch pointed out in another
context in his Apologie pour le métier d'historien, in relation to some Western peace
treaties, that similar passages did not necessarily manifest a real sense of history and
often could be included in documents as mere clichés. However, in the case of early
Russian literature it can be demonstrated that these paragraphs were understood quite
literally: Christianity formed the frame of Russian historical thought. In the Capture
of Ryazan’ by Batyi (composed no later than the middle of the X century) the
struggle between the Russians and the Tatars was presented as a struggle between the
Christians and the infidels, and Russian warriors were described as the heroes of
Christianity. Oleg Ingvarevich, for instance, was compared with St. Stephan.'* The
same historical and religious frame has been found in the well known original Tale
about the Capture of Constantinople b:v the Crusaders which tells us about the fall of
Constantinople in 1204, written, probably, by a witness of the event. Soon after the
capture of Constantinople Rus’ was taken by the Mongol Horde, and this was
understood in the same terms. In the surviving preliminary paragraphs of the poetic
Word on the Downfall of Russian Land the author relates to Rus’ as to atruly

130 Ibid.

B! The translation is made after the text from Izbornik (Collection) Moscow , 1969.

P. 339-341, taking the translation by G.Fedotov in his The Russian Religious Mind
(New York, 1946. P. 383) into account.

BUn: Lbornik, P. 349.
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Christian state and proudly talks about numerous pagan people who had been
previously been subjugated to the Christian Russian people.'* It is interesting to note
that the idea that a mighty state could only be Christian was expressed indirectly in
- the popular Tale about the Indian Kingdom where the Indian King loann was
presented as Christian,'** |

The discussions with the Jews formed an extremely important page in the
history of developing Russian Christian consciousness. Hilarion of Kiev in his famous
Sermon on Law and Grace contrasted the Jewish Law with Christian Grace by
demonstrating that the Law was the predecessor of Grace, not only in a religious but
also in a historical sense.'®® One of the two founders of The Monastery of the Caves
(Kievo-Pecherskaya Lavra) in Kiev, St. Theodosius, used to go to the city to dispute
with the Jews. The ‘Jewish problem’ was so important for society that special
compositions against the Jews appeared. The original compilation, known as
Explanatory Biblical History (*Tolkovaya Paleya’), was specially designed to prove
the truth of Christianity compared with the false Jewish views.*® In the XIII" century
(no iater than in 1262) another compilation appeared which was known as the Judaic
Chronograph. Approximately from the same time (or earlier) there came also a
treatise known as The Words of the Holy Prophets (‘Slovesa Svyatykh Prorokov’),
where the problem of the fall of the Judaic kingdom and the rise of the Roman Empire
was under investigation."”’ The kind of Biblical thinking in terms of kingdoms
replacing one another in the course of time because of the sins of the population
became very popular. (The Jewish influence on the Russian mind later revealed itself
in the most significant heresy of Muscovy, the heresy of the ‘Judizers’ which related

to the second half of the XV™ century and came to in Rus’ from both the West and

‘Byzantium.*%)

'3 See: “Slovo o pogibeli russkoi zemli”, P. 326.

134 “Skazaniye ob Indiiskom tsarstve” (Tale about the Indian Kingdom). // Izbornik,
Moscow, 1969. P. 362.

13 See: Illarion, Metropolitan, “Slovo o zakone i blagodati” (Word on Law and

Mercy) // Krasnorechiye Drevnei Rusi. Moscow, 1987. Pp. 43-44.
136 0\, Tikhomirov, op. cit. P. 141,

BT Op. cit. P, 143-144.

% See: Kartashev Ocherki... V. 1. Moscow, 1993. P. 489-505; there are also
indications that there was a link between the heresy of the chions (Minor Asia) and

the ‘Judaizers’ — See. G. Prokhorov “Preniye Grigoriya Palamy... “ // TODRL,
XXVIL Pp. 329-369.
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The understanding of History at that stage is based on two principal concepts.
First, the only true state is a Christian state, and so this state will always overcome
other states in the course of time; therefore, the true history of humankind is the
- history of the establishment and development of the Christian state. Second, the
Christian state lasts as long as its population expresses Christianity and does not fall
into sin. |

Thus, Muscovite Russia inherited from Kievan Rus’ the strong feeling of a
historical chain which united all the principal events of human development.
Historiography was an area, which had 'been skillfully accepted and greatly elaborated
from the very beginning. On the turn of the XV® century an interest grows to the
history of the Russian state: not only the writers of chronicles, but artists and
architects appeal to the past. '* The chronicles of Moscow werc amalgamated with
the earliest chronicle, Tale of Bygone Years, by the end of the XV™ century, but in
1408 Metropolitan Kiprian arranged to create the first national, as opposed to the
Muscovite, Novgorodian, and so on. This chronicle included not only the local
chronicles of the principalities close to Moscow, but also these listing the events of
Lithuanian history, the history of Western Rus’ in particular, because Moscow was
eager to repossess some of the Lithuanian lands -vhich had earlier belonged to Rus’.'*
Significantly the author of this chronicle clearly eipressed his position as relating to
divine truth rather than to the service of an earthly ruler. Alluding to the great writer
of the first chronicle, the Muscovite author stated that his task was to depict all bad
and good deeds indifferently."*!

With the appearance of the theory ‘Moscow — the Third Rome’ and with the
establishment of the Moscow Patriarchate by the end of the XVI™ century the
formation of Russian historical consciousness was complete.!*? Serge Zenkovsky
demonstrates that afier the establishment of the Moscow Patriarchate the theory
‘Moscow - the Third Rome’, previously the spiritual possession only of the upper

139 See: Likhachev D.S. Natsional 'noye samosoznaniye Drevnei Rusi (National self-

consciousness of Old Rus’). Moscow-Leningrad: Izd-vo AN SSSR, 1945. Pp. 70 et al.
"0 Thid. P. 72.

i‘“ Ibid. Pp. 74-75.
* There is one more topic in regard to the relations between the Russian tsar and the

Church which is definitely connected with the idea of ‘Moscow - the Third Rome’.
We will tumn to this topic later when the idea of power is discussed.
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level of educated clergy, became part of the national consciousness.'? The same
process can be observed in the flourishing of folkloric historical songs which related

predominantly to the history of the XVI™ and XVII*® centuries.

It is necessary to state that this consciousness was definitely not historical from a
positivistic modern point of view:

¢ As we stated above, this consciousness clearly distinguished between sacral and

secular events; and because of their unconditional spiritual value the events of the
sacred and church history were regarded as much more important and sense-
formative than any other events. The recorded history in this case was of
secondary value.

o Because of this all the explanations were readilsf found not in the economic life or
in political and geographical interests, but directly in human nature: degree of
piety and obedience to God’s will generated everything, from earthquakes to wars
and prosperity. Cultural events were interwoven with natural ones, for instance
Jerusalem was considered the centre of the Earth because God’s coffin had been
placed there. In a work such as Fiziolog animal behaviour was presented in a way
to provide the models for Christian people irrespective of whether or not these
models could be found in reality; nature was taken as demonstrating subordination
to the restrictions and limits established by God; storms, earthquakes, and so on
were linked with people’s sins'*.

For these reasons this kind of historical consciousness should probably be
called quasi-historical. On the one hand, it strives to present the historical chain of
events and to find the right link in the chain for particular people. On the other hand,
the lack of discrimination between the natural and the cultural, the sacred and the
profane, the miraculous and the empirically proved, forces itto represent these events
in parables rather than descriptions. This allowed to disregard some obvious historical
lacunas. Because of this, for instance, the role of the Third Rome was conferred on
Moscow and not on Kiev, and so on. With quasi-historical consciousness the interest

in history finds its frame of reference not in history as such but in the religious, in our

'3 Op. cit. Pp. 37-40.

Smimov LP. “O drevnerusskoi kul’ture, russkoi natsional’noi spetsifike i logike
istorii” (On Old Russian culture, Russian national specifics, and the logic of history).
/] Wiener Slawistischer Almanach. Sonderband 28. Wien, 1991. Pp. 34-37.
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case Christian, myth and doctrine, and with this its intentions are transformed from

temporal to eternal. Ostrowski correctly indicates that

When Filofei refers to “the Holy Apostolic Church, which is in place of the
Roman and Constantinopolitan and which is situated in the divinely
protected town of Moscow, the Church of the Dormition of the Most Pure
Mother of God,” he means to indicate that the Christian realm in the ideal
sense has not moved. It cannot move because it is universal and eternal.
Only the capital of its secular protector, which is connected with the
physical world, has moved within the eternal abstraction, called “the
Church”... In short, the Third Rome theory as formulated by Filofei had
nothing to do with translatio imperii, and had everything to do with
establishing what the grand prince’s duties were in regard to the Church.'*’

Ostrowski conclusion does not undermine the concept of historicism being peculiar
feature of the Russian mind. In this respect the history of the Tale Adbout the
Novgorodian White Cowl (which was written about the same time) should be noted
because the author of this Tale did his best to demonstrate the translation of the
church power from one capital to another. And so historicism should be understood,

first, as an intention to present significant events in a_particular way rather than in

order to analyze them historically, second, as a means to establish and maintain close

links between past, and present, and future.

Thus, these two events — the fall of Byzantium, and the repudiation of Rus’
from the Mongol yoke as the reward for keeping Orthodoxy untouched, formed a
historical and at the same time mystical concept, which became an essential part of
the consciousness of the Russian people. (Berdyaev states that with this concept
Russians acquired a Messianic vision which remained unshaken up to the communist
period."*%) At least three significant consequences which stand in relation to the
historical consciousness as it has been formed by Russian culture must be mentioned.
First, this consciousness put the image of Russia itself into a specific and
contradictory position: Russia was completing the chain of historical development and
at the same time entering the era when this development stopped. We can observe
similar views with chiliastic ideas, and, later, with the Communist movement. Second,
compared with the West the backwardness of social development was readily
explained by these specifics, and, therefore, had to be defeated ideologically, as well

as economically. Peter the Great and Bolsheviks provide ready examples, Both had to

l::s Ostrowski, op. ¢it. P. 230.
Berdyayev Istoki, P. 9.
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fight against the Russian Orthodox church in order to eradicate any sign of its real
influence. Third, the historicism as it was connected with the meaning of the phrase
‘Russian land’ always related to the power (of princes or, later, of tsars) as the most
significant factor of Russian social life.

The first consequence is of the greatest importance for Russian spiritual life.
With the image of Russia leading the world to a truly Christian kingdom we approach
messianic and eschatological views. The idea that, afier the fall of Byzantium along
with the establishment of the Russian state the formation of the messianic concept of
an ideal Russian state was being formed. This has been eloquently expressed by
different authors, Berdyaev in particular {especially in his works on Khomyakov and
Dostoevsky)."*’ Relating to their messianic character Berdyaev equated the Russian
Orthodox understanding of history with Communist ideology.

In its own dream Rus’ faced the situation that it had to fulfill two
complementary functions: to keep the genuine Christianity; to execute its ordinances.
Great Russian princes and later tsars came to be the supreme defenders of Orthodoxy

all around the world.'*® Eikalovich defines messianism as

an ideology which includes some or all of the following elements: the
calling for participation in the destiny of humankind through the service,
teaching, suffering or redemption, (which is analogous to the principal
themes of the life of the actual Messiah), taken in the eschatological or
apocalyptic perspective in order to fulfill God’s design for humanity,'*
However, in regard to Russian spiritual life the emphasis was always on the first
function — to keep the tradition of true C*,~"stianity rather than on the corresponding
service. The Russians thought that they had overcome the Greeks as the ardent
guardians of Orthodoxy, and through this they had become closer to Christ. '

Certainly in relation to this function of stewardship, the Schism of the second half of

“7 1bid. P. 9 et al. Also the same author: Mirosozertsaniye Dostoevskogo
(Dostoevsky’s Worldview), Russkaya Ideya (The Russian Idea), etc.; Eikalovich G.,
Abbot, “Ideologiya Sv. Rusi” (Ideology of Holy Rus’). // Novyi Zhurnal (The New
Review). Book 139. New York, 1980. Pp. 225-239. Also: Kartashev Vossozdaniye.
Zen'kovskii S. “Russkoye messianstvo” (Russian messianism) / Forum Slavicum.
Egnd 21. Miinchen: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1970. Pp. 25-40.
o Kartaspev Vossozdaniye, Pp. 36-37. See also: Eikalovich Ideologiya, P. 226.
) See: Eikalovich Ideologiya, P. 225.

As Trubetskoy states, “Russian national messianism was always expressed with
the assertion of Russian Christ” (Trubetskoi EN. “Staryi i novyi natsional’nyi

messianism” (Old and new Russian messianism). // Izbrannoye (Collection of chosen
works). Moscow, 1997.
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the XVII" century occurred which separated the Old Believers from mainstream
society. The Old Believers willingness to die for the ideal of true Orthodox
Christianity was so great, that no iess than 20 000 of them set fire to themselves
simply in order not to serve the tsar who no longer represented a truly Orthodox ruler.
This is definitely far from the messianic views which are ascribed to Russians by
Berdyaev. At the same time this is different from what is known about Communist
ideology. The very term ‘messianic’ is not clear enough, and there are considerable
discrepancies in understanding the concept. The Russians did not dream about
spreading the Orthodox faith all around the world, and neither the ruler nor the people
could be held responsible for messianic service. As a country, Russia as such,
‘Russian land’, was understood to be ‘holy’, the idea of preservation predominated
over the idca of proselytizing. This is, by the way, peculiarly different from the
Jewish idea of the ‘chosen people.’’®! The idea that the land itself has been chosen by
God, did not provide the possibility for expanding it to other lands. In this respect it
should be mentioned that as soon as the formative period was completed the name
‘Russian land’ stopped being applicable to the newly annexed territories.

Second, the greatest endeavour of the Russian people was always directed
inside rather than outside, into improvment of soul rather than the construction of
juridical institutions. Therefore, it is likely that Fedotov is more correct in his outline
of the Russian mind when he talks about ‘eschatological consciousness’ and not about
‘messianic consciousness’.

Russian eschatological views stand in close connection with Christian
ideology. The Christian image of time is different from both the pagan image of cycle,
eternal repetition, and from the modern image of an infinite line stretching from past
to future. With Christianity we find the image of création (the appearance of the world
in a particular point along with time itself) and the image of the Last Judgment (after
which any historical development stops as well as time itself). The goal of every
Christian is to save his soul for eternal life after the Judgment. This motif is always
important for Christianity, though there were periods when it was far more significant.
In this regard it is of extreme importance to note that during the formative périod

Russian spiritual life was coloured by the expectation of the Last Judgment. The year

13! See, for instance: Fedotov G.P. “Osnovy khristianskoi demokratii” (Foundations of

the Christian democracy) // Khristianin v revolyutsii (The Christian in revolution).
Paris, 1957. P. 131.
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1492 was the year 7000 according to the calendar based on the idea of the creation of
the world. This counting of years was in use up to the reign of Peter the Great, and the
ancient chronicles listed events according to this ealendar. It is worth noting that in
relation to the date, 7000 years, the Moscow Metropolitan Zosima wrote a
commentary on the paschal canon where the first formulation of the theory ‘Moscow
— the Third Rome” can be found. If we take into account the recent works in this area
this theory probably was firstly formulated in such a way that Moscow in the
sequence of kingdoms was presented as the Third Jerusalem and not the Third
Rome."*? However, in the context of our work it does not make a great difference: still
Russian history was put into a Christian historical frame. The passionate expectation
of the Last Judgment and the end of the world which had been experienced by the
people before and during the year 1492 was later transformed into the eschatological
feelings linked with the last kingdom with Moscow as its capital, which would remain
up to the Last Judgment, that was up to the end of history.

The specifics of Russian eschatology since Kievan times, as formulated by
Fedotov, could be found in the emphasis on salvation and transfiguration of the Earth

rather than on punishment.

At least one can say that Russian eschatological consciousness was divided
between the negative and positive sides of the expectation, or putting it in
other terms between the medieval image of Judgment and the ancient
Church expectation of eternal life. The last trend is perhaps responsible for
the strange popularity in Russia of some pre-Nicene fathers, commonly

neglected as “superseded” by the classical and post-classical patristic
thought.!*

This concept was clearly expressed by Metropolitan Hilarion in his Sermon on
Law and Grace: “Law was precursor and servant to Grace and Truth, still Grace and
Truth are servants to the World to cofﬁe, to the incorruptible life. In the same way as
Law is leading his servants to beneficial baptism, baptism leads its sons to the eternal
life. Moses and the prophets had preached Christ’s coming, and Christ with His
apostles the Resurrection and the World to come.”"** Being inherited from Kievan
Rus’ this specific eschatology remained unshaken through the centuries. In other

words, the pseudo-historicism was strongly linked with the concept of keeping true

:2 See: Ostrowski, op. cit. Pp. 221-222.
George P. Fedotov The Russian Religious Mind, New York, 1960. P. 386.
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Christianity up to the end of the World, and so up to the anticipated eternal life. Thus,
the historicism (or pseudo-historicism) predetermined the specifics of the
eschatological character of Russian consciousness.

In the history of human culture at least three different kinds of eschatological
feeling in relation to the destiny of humankind (they are sometimes intermixed in
different proportions) can be found.'”® The first, predominantly characteristic for
Western culture (of course, not everyone will agree’ with such generalizations, but it is
impossible to avoid them), is the concept of infinite progress, when everything, all the
cultural and technological artefacts, along with the human personality, will perish in
the course of time. With this concept the society is pre-occupied solely with the
present moment, because only the present, the actual situation, is of real value. Any
moment in the past, which has been overcome, as well as any moments in the future,
which will be overcome in the course of time, are of relative value only, they do not
possess their own value but are valuable steps toward an indefinite future. And so,
only the moment of the present is of absolute value. There are significant
consequences of this presentation of time. First, because the past is not valuable, this
culture strives to exhibit its values and basic images as being absolute, that is inherent
in humarkind as a totality. All the differences between various cultures are regarded
as relative, whereas the similarities are taken unconditionally. Second, moral progress
is supposed to be incomprehensible, because if only precious ones are the moments of
the present, the criteria of moral behaviour again can be found only in the present.
Therefore it is possible to have exclusively wutilitarian criteria which link moral
behaviour with the persosal state of being. And so, even if personal progress can be
found, nothing like the moral progress in regard to humanity as a whole will be
observed.

The second approach, religious in its content, is represented by the view that,
in the face of the Day of Judgment, nothing is valuable save the salvation of human
soul. For adherents to this version of reality, cultural progress is absolutely
superfluous. Both approaches are similar in the sense that they observe no intrinsic

value in culture itself. The principle difference can be found in the attitude fo the j)ést:

. Krasnorechiye Drevnei Rusi, P. 42, Partly a translation from Fedotov’s book was
used (P. 386.)
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some historical events are of greater value than others. Thus Christ’s Birth, the
Crucifixion, and the Resurrection defined the following years, providing a model of
behaviour. In other words, this approach presumes an existence of the divine plan
which had outlined the development of humankind from the start to the end and
created the conditions for the personal search for salvation. Thus, some cultural events
are considered to bear super-natural meaning, and, again, culture as such does not
possess any ianer value.

The third type of eschatology is both mystical and paradoxical: the idea is that
we cannot know when the end should come and, along with this, we have to live as if
history and human culture in total are justified by special super-meaning.' 6 The
principal specifics of this approach can be expressed as follows. First, human culture
with all its artefacts and events is valuable {though both artefacts and events could be
of different value), because it is the only way for people to reach salvation. All people
are intimately connected, and it is impossible for a member of society to be saved
where all the others are fallen. Humankind as a whole is considered to be the subject
of salvation, through the salvation of its individual members. Second, the social being
1s a necessary presupposition of individual beings, and, therefore, the presupposition
of any reflection upon personality and individuality. And this particular kind of
eschatology arises with Russian historicism,

The next stage of the development of historical consciousness began in the

second half of the XVIII™ century with the appearance of historical writings which
were closer to the thought of the time'*’

Since Peter the Great the calendar was changed from the old calendar, starting
from the Creation of the World, to the modemn one, which had been accepted by all
other European countries. Along with changes in the calendar Russia, according to --

Peter’s thought, had to elaborate its history written at the corresponding level of

' See: Fedotov G.P. “Eskhatologiya 1 kul’tura” (Eschatology and culture). // Novyi
Grad. Sbornik statei. (New City. Collection of Articles). New York, 1952. Pp. 319-
331,

% This idea inspired Newton to investigate the Book of Daniel, and Pascal to search
f??r the truth beyond the physical world.
Though Peter I issued several decrees in relation to the writing of Russian history

and collecting ancient chronicles, his efforts for a number of reasons could not bring
about satisfactory results.
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science'*®, There is a recognised and understandable connection between the writing

of history and the growth of nationalism. However, under specific circumstances of
the Peter I reforms which put the state into a subordinate position in regard to Western
thought, this was only partly the case for Russian consciousness. “Looking down from
the heights of their achievement on this country still ridden by priestcraft and
supersiition, Western historians saw in Russia an earlier stage of history which they
had long surpassed.’®” Because of this the writing of history in Russia was far from
purely academic. Being governed by strangers of Germanic origin Russian historians
were much more sensitive to some topics than their Western colleagues. Thus, the
problem of the invitation of the Norman rulers in the IX™ century was magnified into
a great dispute which has still not been satisfactory resolved for public
consciousness'®. The principal problem, which definitely was not academic at all,
could be formulated as whether the Slavic people were capable of establishing a state
order by themselves or had o invite the Germans in for this purpose. The answer also
was supposed by no means to be purely academic but rather a demonstration of
patriotism. Notwithstanding this, in the second half of the XVIII™ century important
works appeared, where authors expressed some views about the course of Russian
history, based on facts rather than on fabricated schemes. At least one work should be
mentioned in this respect, Prince Shcherbatov’s On the Corruption of Morals in
Russia. The author argued that the only guarantee of prosperous life would be the
harmony between the tsar and the upper class of society. Russia enjoyed this great

advantage during the first years of the rule of Ivan the Terrible.

But when monarchy turned to despotism and raised its creatures to share the
seat of government, not only the boyars but all Russia suffered. The one
principle, therefore, which history and an enlightened intelligence revealed

was that no reform, no introduction of foreign techmquesg must take place at
the expense of the union between monarch and nobility.'®*

Whether Shcherbatov was right or wrong in his generalizations, the most

significant fact was that his works demonstrated the rise of an independent reflective

“¥Tn 1711 Peter indirectly requested from LPlme a treatise on the origin of Slavs
and their Janguage.

Rogger National Consciousness... P.188.
% 1t should be noted that a similar situation with William the Conqueror did not bring
such trouble for English historians. In this case it is also important to emphasize that

this is still a problem in public opinion, and especially for the nationalistic one, while
professional historians have drawn the picture of the event in detail.

i ol
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attitude, because the earlier historians, including Lomonosov, consciously or
unconsciously assimilated’ themselves with the state. O‘ne of the best works on
Russian history was LBoltin’s two volumes of Commentary on ... the History of
M LeClerc. LeClerc in his huge history of Russia tried to prove the insurmountable
backwardness of the Russian people, who were pushed out of this disgraceful
condition by Peter the Great. In his Commentary Boltin did not rely exclusively on
political history but developed a concept of a peculiar national consciousness. On this
basis Boltin rejected efforts to judge a nation in accordance with any presupposed
criteria. [t was actually the first professional answer to the assertion raised not only by
LeClerc but by the Peter the Great’s contemporaries that the real history of the
Russian state began with Peter’s activity.

Thus, significantly, in the midst of the ocean of mystical and scientific works
and fiction in translation, the most interesting and original works are those analyzing
the historical specifics of the Russian state amidst the other states, and the peculiarity
of Russian culture as well (Tatishchev, Boltin, Shcherbatov, and so on). The Russian
historians of the second half of the XVIII" century tried to nail down the foundation
of Russian national consciousness without recourse to religious and church ideology
in particular. With their works Russian history acquired a new dimension - a secular
scale of historical events. The greatest work in this respect was Karamzin’s Memoir
on Ancient and Modern Russia which demonstrated a very high level of

professionalism, accuracy and reflection. We will tumn to this work later.

161

Rogger National Consciousness... P.226.

it
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Section 2. Aestheticism

It is obvious that until any form of spiritual life has been fully matured and
shaped by its own concepts and laws, it, being amorphous, can be found dissolved in
other forms of spiritual life. This is particularly true in regard to aesthetics. A famous
historian of culture, S.Averintsev, stated that the Ancient World and Middle Ages
were marked by the absence of a differentiated science of aesthetics and, therefore, all
other forms of spiritual life concerned with the understanding of being were coloured
by the aesthetic attitude.!®® The Russian medieval attitude to life, nature, and God is
especially notable for its aesthetic component, and so we have to define the specifics
of this component.

Since we are dealing with aesthetics we have to examine beauty, the cenral
concept of this form of human consciousness. There are two basically different
approaches to the definition of beauty: first, through numbers and ratios, when beauty
can be presented as harmony; and, second, through the expression of the divine, when
beauty is something which one can feel beyond mere appearance. These two
approaches do not necessarity exclude each other; however in many cases they offer
us different criteria of beautiful. It is clear that the Russian approach to the
understanding of beauty falls into the second category. This can be seen in 1) the
attitude to nature, and 2) the specific features ofl Russian art during the formative
period. Also we have to bear in mind that this approach was not expressed exclusively
in specific forms but rather penetrated all spheres of life.

It should be noted that the pagan beliefs, which could be found prior to the
conversion to Christianity at the end of the X™ century was imbued with the

veneration of natural forces. Nature is taken 1) on personal level, as ‘you’ instead of

the modern ‘it’; 2) as participator in all major events; and 3) as beautiful. Fedotov

2 Averintsev S.S. “Predvaritel’'nyye zametki k izucheniyu srednevekovoi estetiki”
(Preliminary notes on the study of medieval aesthetics) // Drevnerusskoye iskusstvo.
Zarubezhnyye svyazi. (Old Russian Art. Foreign links.) Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1975. Pp.
373. The first part of this statement is a commonplace. B.Gibson, for instance, noted:
“There have been critical and philosophical pronouncements on art ever since Plato;
but the philosophy of art, as a special topic, conducted by philosophers, dates from the

end of the eighteenth century.” (Muse and Thinker London, 1969. P.27.) However, the
second part is far less obvious.
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provides many examples in his book of this strong and sincere sense of nature'®, and
these examples can easily be multiplied. Nature is often ;aken 1) sympathetically,
when it is co-suffering and co-rejoicing with men; and 2) symbolically when it is
supposed to express divine meaning. After the conversion to Christianity it is easy to
observe the co-existence of the Christian attitude to nature {when nature was taken
just as a background for divine and human events) with the pagan veneration of
physical forces. Fedotov confronts the indisputably Christian Cyril of Turov’s Words
with the basically pagan Igor’s Tale. Whereas the latter presents the picture of
permanent interrelations between people and nature, Cyril’s Words present us with no
more than adaptations of Gregory of Nazianzus’ paschal homilies. The symbolic
character of this secondary presentation of natural events is emphasized by the fact
that the description of spring lacks any local Russian features.'®* When physical and
animal life is supposed to supply people with models of Christian behaviour authors
again are not concerned with the plausibility of the described examples and mix the
correct ones with the mythical: the sea is limited by the sand shores; the female-lion
gives birth to the dead cub, and only after three days does the male-lion resurrect the
cub with his breath, and so on.'®® The Igor’s Tale, on the contrary, is full of
landscapes and descriptions of natural events which are easily recognizable to Russian
eyes. Modern scholars are in agreement by common consent in regard to the pagan
background of this masterpiece.'®® Taking into account the difference in approaches

we can formulate the hidden goal of the formative period as being to unite the abstract

Christian understanding of beauty with the specific feeling of beauty. characteristic of

the pagan consciousness. Christianity forced the converted people to feel the sole

divine power beyond the appearance of things,
Russia accepted Christianity from Byzantium when the fighting aga.nst the so-
called “Iconoclasts”, who considered the worship of icons (images) as idolatry,

finished victoriously for the “Iconodules™, those who assumed it to be possible and

' Fedotov, The Russian Religious.. ., p. 369-370.
' Ihid. ‘
::; Smirmov QO drevnerusskoi, Pp. 35-36. ~
See, for instance: Gasparov B. “Poetika “Slova o polku Igoreve” (Poetics of The

Lay of Igor's Campaign). I/ Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, Sonderband 12, Wien,
1984,
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even necessary that art should express the world of the divine.'®’ The echo of these
discussions was sounded in different spiritual fields long after the iconoclasts had
been defeated. However, Russia was never inclined to accept this iconoclastic attitude
to art'®® even though - significantly - it accepted extreme forms of monasticism. The
Byzantine religious thinker, St. John of Damascus, an ardent fighter against
iconoclasts, was one of the most respectable saints in Russia, and, moreover, his

writings were perhaps the most important source of philosophical thought for ancient

*

Rus’.

There is 2 well known legendary story about the conversion of the Kievan
Slavs to Christianity, persuaded by the beauty of the Byzantine church service at St.
Sophia cathedral. Viadimir’s envoys who visited different sorts of services reported to
him that they did not observe happiness during Bulgar [Muslim] worship; they did not ]
see glory in German churches. Then they visited Greek churches, and they knew not ¥
whether they “were in heaven or on earth. For on earth there is no such splendour or
such beauty,” ... And they continued: “We only know that God dwells there among
men, and their service is fairer than the ceremonigs of other nations. For we cannot
forget their beauty.”'® Though legendary, this story emphasizes the most valuable

features which were expected from the church service, revealed during the

communication with God, namely happiness, glory, and beauty. One of the most

popular images uniting these three concepts is, probably, the Sun of Truth, which is

applied to Christ. '™ This shining beauty reflects ancient pagan attitude to the sun and !
a unites it with the new image, that of Christ. The ancient veneration of fire, lightning,
] . s 3
and sun itself was extremely popular ameng the Slavs: it is known that only two gods, e

both connected with fire, were venerated by all Slavic tribes. These were Perun, who

" For Islamic art such a possibility is strictly forbidden, partly as a result of the
influence of the Byzantine iconoclast movement. Some modern scholars argue against
the possibility of such influence but the problem remains — See, for instance: Oleg
Grabar “Islam and Iconoclasm” // Iconoclasm. Papers given at the Ninth Spring

Symposium of Byzantine Studies. March 1975, Umver51ty of Birmingham 1975. Pp.

45-52,
e W1th the few exceptions of sectarians.

® “The Russian Primary Chronicle” // Readings in Russian Civilization. Ed. By
Thomas Riha. V. 1. Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press, 1964. P.
28. -
" See: Boris Uspenskii “Solyarno-lunarnaya simvolika v oblike russkogo khrama”

(Solar and moon symbolism in the appearance of Russian church). // Christianity and
the Eastern Slavs, v, 1., Berkeley etc., 1993. P. 243.
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was equal to Jupiter and Zeus, being the storm god of 'ghunder and lightning, and
Svarog, who was identified with the Greek Hephaistos, the drying-house fire. There
are some indications that “among the multiform divine powers worshipped by Slavs,
one is believed to rule over the others in heaven and to care for celestial things,”'”’
which probably facilitated the process of transition from paganism to Christianity.

The first, Kievan, period was strongly marked by the so-called “dual faith”
(‘dvoeveriye’) that represented the co-existence of Christianity with ancient
paganism. What happened during this formative period can be described as a
transformation to unifying system. The ancient dualism of good and bad, light and
k'™ and eclecticism was gradually replaced by a system based upon the more or
less clear principle of the only God — Creator, who presented Himself as Trinity. The

most important point for our research is that the existential meaning of this transition

dar

coincides with its aesthetic meaning. Moreover, the existential meaning is developing
itself through the aesthetic one. God as the essence of being is found through the
splendours and wonders of nature, such as the sun, the moon, the stars, light, and
darkness, animals, and birds.'”> He is also discovered through beauty. It was noted
earlier that the social consciousness of that time did not discriminate between
different spheres of social life.!”* If we correlate this with the non-discrimination
between cultural and natural life, the spiritual world, if presented ontologically, was at
the very same time presented aesthetically and ethically. The reasons for this are the
following: ‘
* The very vocabulary did not supply the speaker with the words to express the pure
concepts deprived of any sensual associations ' and so the images from the very

beginning were presented in forms which involved aesthetic and moral

assoctations and evaluations.

' Roman Jakobson “Slavic Gods and Demons” // Selected Writings, v. VII, Berlm
etc Mouton Publishers, 1985. P, 5.
2 Ihid.

”’v Monomakh Poucheniye... !/ Izbornik. P. 150-152.

™ This discrimination comes with the clear division of power and responsibilities
between different social institutions.

" It is known from the history of philosophy that this process of clarification of
concepts takes centuries,
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» There should have been an established social institution which could teach and
support not only literacy but also abstract thinking in particular, but this was not
the case at that time.

Consequently, there should appear and should be df:vcloping a special social and
linguistic frame for systematic thinking prior to any clear differentiation could be
made.

Thus, there were neither tools nor people with the corresponding culture of
thinking which would help to eliminate ontology, the understanding of being as such,
from the culture as a totality. There were no prerequisites, and so any story or image
along with its ontological meaning bore aesthetic and ethical constituents: ‘being’ was
instantly understood as the ‘good’ and as ‘beauty’. At this stage we will put aside the
ethical component, and concentrate on the aesthetic one.

The Christian understanding of Being offers us the following picture; the
whole world is divided into two unequal parts, created and uncreated. The uncreated
part includes God, the Trinity. The created part in its turn is divided into visible,
sensual, and invisible parts.'’® The created world by definition is not self-sufficient
and bears the form anc power given by its creator. In order to recognize the beauty of
the world, man has to recognize God, in the same way as he has to find God’s image
in himself and in others. Therefore, this approach to aesthetics is by its nature
concerned with the manifestation of divinity rather than with harmony.

This is the general course of development, from the veneration of the forces
dissolved in nature and manifested by natural forces to the veneration of a personal

God, which can be discovered in any developed pagan society converted to

Christianity. The peculiarity of the Russian aesthetic approach is found, first, in the

specific emphasis on light; and, second, in the wholeness of presentation and
perception. This does not mean that other countries were deprived of these features,
however with Russian culture they became crucial. It is no mere coincidence that
‘world” and ‘light’ are denoted by one Slavic word ‘svet.” Along with this, ‘world’ is

denoted as ‘mir’. It has been demonstrated recently that the word ‘mir’ came from

-

176 .
See: Averintsev Predvaritel 'nyye zametki. The scheme presented above does not

coincide completely with Averin:sev’s, but the differences can be disregarded for our
purposes.
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Iranian Mithra, the sunny god of light and the god of social agreement.!”” Therefore,
the very concept of world is represented by the words which stand in relation to light,
to Sun directly or indirectly, as the following examples show: “There are two existing
worlds, rational and sensual, and there are two who light them up, God and Sun”'’8;

“Until sun is shining the whole world exists now and forever”'””; “Shining as the sun
in the world providing the blind with light”'*®, (At the same time in its meaning of
‘peace’ mir is often found in connection with ‘love’, emphasizing the unity of nature.)
This visible, sensual light gradually became secondary in relation to the divine light,
and in this respect the Russian culture as well as the Bizentine culture in the course of
time came to be in contrast with the ancient Greek attitude to reality with its
domination of visible, tangible forms.'®’

The art in its literary and visual forms was the first form of religious and
national self-reflection in Rus’-Russia. Russian icons from the XV*" century clearly
demonstrate the predominance of light colours in comparison with Byzantine icons of
the same period. The special role of gold and light blue colours should also be noted.

Russian iconographers painted icons literatly ‘on light’: “Theicon is pain
ted on light... Light when it corresponds to tradition, is golding, ie. itis
light, pure light, and not a colour. In other words all the images appear in the sea of

the gold grace, washed by the currents of Divine light. It is the space of genuine

177 Roman Jakobson “Slavic Gods and Demons” // Selected Writings, v. VII, Berlin,
etc.. Mouton Publishers, 1985. P. 56, and especially in: Toporov V. “Ob iranskom
elemente v russkoi dukhovnoi kul'ture (On the Iranian element in the Russian spiritual
culture) // Slavyanskii i balkanskii fol'klor. Rekonstruktsiva drevnei slavyanskoi
dukhovnoi kul'tury: istochniki i metody. (Slavic and Balcan folklore. Reconstruction
of the ancient Slavic spiritual cuiture: sources and methods). Moscow, 1989, Pp. 43-
49,

' Slovar’ drevnerusskogo yazyka (XI-XIV wv} (Dictionary of the Old Russian
Language (the XI-XIV centunes), v. IV. Moscow, 1991. P. 541.
? Tbid. Similar expressions in: 1I.Sreznevskii Materialy ... (The Preparatory

Materials or the Dictionary of the Ancient Russian Language) ... V. II. Moscow,
1955. P. 147.

1% Ibid.

it O.Spengler strongly emphasizes the fact that the spetifics of the ancient Greek
attitude to reality lies in its visibility and tangibility. It relates to Byzantine culture as
geometry with its emphasis on form relates to algebra with its emphasis on numbers.
A.Losev always highlighted the significance of this statement of Spengler.
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reality.”'®? Light is assumed to be the universal substance. Fprming the background of
the image, the light penetrates all images from behind representing the uncreated
world and so depriving images of the earthly life and of bodily seif-sufficiency. Light
plays the same role in Russian churches — the onion-like cupolas are reminniscent of
the candle fire, permanently burning toward the sky. This concept is exposed very
clearly, especially when compared with the Byzantine cupola, which symbolizes the
sky itself. It is also different from the Gothic cathedral with its spire directed into the
sk, expressing the reaching toward the divine heights and overcoming the limits of
this world."®® The golden cupolas of the Russian churches, being the images of divine
light, seem to the observer to be ‘burning with heat.’'® The light is both the
intermediate between the divine and human worlds and at the same time the
expression of the divinity on the earth. It is also worth noting that in literary works,
for instance in the poem Word about the Downfall of the Russian Land'® . the epithets
for the Russian land are ‘bright'®,’ and ‘illuminated’'”’, and the author is delighted
with the beauty of the Russian land. This emphasis on light is even more striking if
we take into account the fact that the old Russian literature was almost complete
devoid of colours. A specialist in Russian medieval literature, A.Panchenko,
demonstrated that “the absolute majority of the texts, which are traditionally believed
to be produced by the old Russian artists, demonstrate a complete or almost complete
lack of colours.”"®® In his effort to explain this fact A Levitskii proves that the intense

feeling of light as opposite to darkness a} is shared by lay and church literature, b)

' Florenskii, Pavel “Ikonostas” (Iconostasis) // Filnsofiya russkogo rehg:oznogo
iskusstva XVI-XX vv. (Philosophy of the Russian religious art of the 16-20" centuries).
Moscow Progress, 1993. P. 272.

® Trubetskoi EV. “Umozreniye v kraskakh” (Philosophy in colours). // Izbrannoye

(Collectlon of chosen works). Moscow, 1997. Pp. 327 - 329.
" Thid.

s “Word on Collapse”.

Even ‘svetlo-svetlaya’ (bright and bright) // Izbornik, P. 326.

¥ See: Michael Chemiavsky Tsar and People. Studies in Russian Myths. New Haven
& London, 1961. Pp. 104-105.

" A.M. Panchenko “O tsvete v drevnei literature vostochnykh i yuzhnykh slavyan
(About the colour in the old literature of the Eastern and South Slavs) // Trudy Ordela

Drevnerusskoi Literatury (Proceedings of the Department of Old Russian Literature),
v. XXIII. Leningrad, 1968. P. 3.
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emphasizes the wholeness of the world being an expression of its divine unity. In this
case there is neither place for halftints, nor for rainbow colours.'*®

| The Russian icons forcefully demonstrate the essence of Russian spirituality:
deep mystical tranquillity, divine mercy, and intercession. Characteristically the most
famous masterpiece of that period was Rublev’s “Trinity”, which represented the
divine unity of the Universe. With this unity we approach the feature of the Russian
art which was earlier called wholeness of presentation. The very symbol of the
Trinity, which means the unity and the wholeness of God Who is Three in One,
acquired an enormous popularity in Rus’-Russia, and there is nothing comparable in
Byzantine art. In the Life of St. Sergius of Radonezh the biographer stated that St.
Sergius founded the church dedicated to St. Trinity because “the constant observation
of this church could overcome the fear of the hateful disunion in the world”'* It is a
fact of exireme importance that, even though this church was not the first dedicated to
the Trinity (there were a few churches of the Trinity in Byzantium and in the West),
the popularity of these churches in Russia appears to have been unprecedented: there
were up to thirty-four such churches in XVI® century Russis.'”’ The differences
between the earlier images of the Trinity and Rublev’s are of particular importance.
Rublev implemented a new composition of Trinity, he equated the angels in their
dignity and significance. While the old compositions emphasized the predominance of
the middle angel, Rublev, though he painted this angel higher than others, arranged
this in such a way that he did not suppress the bilateral ones but rather united them.
His nimbus is also similar to those of the others, and not cross-like as was usual in the
older tradition.!? Thus, the idea of the unity of three in one and vice versa is

emphasized and expressed more clearly, and more compassionately than anywhere

else.

"% A. Levitskii “Elementy poetiki “sveta” v drevne-trusskoi literature” // Russkoye
Iqo:ro:hdemye (La Renaissance Russe) Paris et. al. No 5, 1979. Pp. 127-145.

Quote from: Floreaskii, Pavel “Troitse-Sergiyeva lavra i Rossiya™ (Holy Trinity
and St.Sergius Monastery and Russia). / Opravdaniye Kosmosa (Justification of
Cosmos) St. Petersburg, 1994, Pp. 171-172.

See: Konzad Onasch “Identity models of old Russian sacred art” // Medieval
Russian Culture. California Slavic Studies XII. Berkeley, etc.: University of
(;gileomxa Press, 1984. P. 188.

"IN, Pokrovsky Ocherki pamyatnikov khristianskoi ikonografii i iskusstva (Sketches
on the works of Christian Iconography and Art), St. Petersburg, 1900. P. 359.
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The striving for the wholeness of image found its exceptional expression in the
invention of the so-called High Iconostasis. The unity of the created and uncreated
" worlds is emphasized by the composition of the High Iconostasis which unifies
Christ, Mother of God, saints and angels in one comfortably visible picture. Serving
earlier as a simple partition between the altar and the congregation, iconostasis during
the formative period was transformed into the screen formed usually by five rows of
icons strictly arranged vertically and horizontally, which separated the sanctuary from
the nave. As Pokrovsky observes, “The iconostasis ... is no less than a pictorial
“Summa Theologiae” of the Eastern Church, an iconic representation of the
conceptual-imperceptible cosmos.!”™ Iconostasis presents to the observer the whole
picture of the invisible part of the created world, This picture unites history and
cosmos: its point of departure is the Annunciation and it is completed by the image of
Christ in Judgement. The image of the invisible world is arranged in rows presenting
the layers of celestial powers. Therefore, the general idea of iconostasis (the wall, the
boundary between the visible and invisible worlds) is the unity of God and the people
sceking for salvation through the concept of intercession. The idea of wholeness is
also emphasized by the church itself, which unites the uncreated and created we.lds in
an inseparable totality. It should be noted that with this arrangement each particular
icon is participating in the wholeness of the overall concept of the world.

Another important side of Russian iconography is its tendency to implement
and elaborate different theological concepts. With the absence of anything similar to
Western scholasticism, Russian thought found its expression in paintings. It was
demonstrated that Pskovian iconography experienced strong Western influences;
some of the compositions were partly taken from prototypes printed in the West, for
instance from German engravings."” Testimonies of eminent specialists in
iconography, such as Misyur’-Munekhin and Maxim the Greek, mention the specifics
and originality of the Pskovian icons.”®® And so it is of particular interest that though
Westera heresies, which were predominantly spreading from Novgorod and Pskov,
had been exterminated, the Pskovian painters were later invited to Moscow. Their task

was to decorate the new chambers of the Moscovite tsar palace of the nevi:ly

'3 bid. P. 186.
' Kartashev Ocherki...,v. 1. P. 515.
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established tsardom straight after the coronation. The main topics of the compositions
chosen for these decorations included: 1) the link between the new kingdom and the
old Israelite kingdom, 2) the image of an ideal Christian ruler, fulfilling his religious
and moral responsibilities; 3) the subordination of the ruler to the Christian church
and its ideals. They express the grandeur of the tsar in such bright colours that one of
the best known historians of Russian medieval culture Zabelin connected the
decoration with the defeat of the Kazan and Astrakhan kingdoms. However, ancther
historian, N.Andreiev, demonstrated that the whole plan and topics were arranged
prior to these eveats,'®® being an expression of pure theological thought rather than
any reflection of the r=al events.

Russian iconography, oveing a “theology in colours™ 197 reveals, first, its
dependence on the iiterary sources, second, its continuing efforts not only to retain the
traditional images but also to answer new questions. Russian iconography shows the
signs of freedom which are difficult to find in the doctrinal sphere of the Orthodox
church. One of the best specialists in iconography N.Kondakov, in his general work
The Russian Iccon, draws attention to the creative freedom of the Russian
iconographers, who invented their cwn compositions, uniting traditional scenes with
new ones based upon apocrypha, and who were not afraid of incorporating popular
topics taken from peasant life, and so on.'®® With the defeat of the non-possessors the
Russian Orthodox church initiated a great movement in order to honour the unity
between church and kingdom. It has been stated earlier that the theory “Moscow - the
Third Rome” did not base its expression in political life and in dogmatic literature,
and remained predominantly a part of popular consciousness. More indicative,
therefore, is the fact that iconography expreséed this idea in the clearest possible way.
For instance, in order to understand the icon The Military Church (Tserkov’
voinstvuyushchaya), painted in 1552, it is necessary to be aware of this theory: along
with the traditional figures presenting the Heavenly Jerusalem, the Russian princes,

including St. Vladimir, Stt. Boris and Gleb, St. Alexander Nevskii, and Vladimir

“* N. E. Andreiev “Ioann Groznyi i ikonopis’ XVI veka” (Ivan the Terrible and
Iconography in the 16™ century) // Studies in Muscovy. Western Influence and
{Eggzanrine Inheritage, London, 1970. P. 196, -
" Ioid. Pp. 183-191.
os The brilliant expression of E. Trubetskoi is used here.
N. Kondakov Russkaya Ikona (Russian Icon). Prague, 1931,
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Monomakh appear.'®® The specifics of Russian iconography by no means undermines
the fact that it has formed a significant part of Russian spiritual development,
connected with literature, Church and everyday life, political tendencies, and so on.
During the Muscovite period it expressed itself to such a degree that Kondakov
compared its development with the Renaissance in the West.?

The high aesthetic value of the Old Russian literature does not require any
specific demonstration. Russian chronicles are unanimously recognized as among the
chef d'oeuvres of the genre for their eloquent and psychologically correct presentation
of events, colourful descriptic.s, and legends. All this transforms them from a plain
list of annual events into interesting and instructive reading. A high literary taste can
easily be observed through the centuries, and one can find it in the lives of the saints,
in the descriptions of travel, in spiritual verses, in homilies, and so on. For our thesis it
is significant that they are marked by the striving for wholeness which can be found,
first, in the very method with which these works were arranged by the ancient authors,
and, second, in the structure of particular works.

The eminent historian of the medieval Russian culture, Dmitrii Likhachev,
emphasizes that one of the most striking features of ancient works, translated or
original, is their permanent relation to history as totality. Any work either mentioned
the principal events of world history (e.g. the Creation of the world, the Tower of
Babel) or was included into a larger collection of works where these events were
presented. “A constant cycle-formation is taking place. Even the notes of the
merchant from Tver Afanasii Nikitin about his Travelling across Three Seas were
included in the chronicle.” Through this the Travelling was transformed from a
geographical work to a historical one.””’ Any and each work was included in the
collections and the collection of collections, and because of this inclusion it became a
part of the whole,

As it was noted earlier, the expression of necessary general reference to the
whole in particular works can be observed in the fact that the content of any work was
recognised through the reference to the events of world history. In some cases it was

manifested by the prologue starting from the Creation, as, for example, in Reading

" N. E. Andreiev “Literatura i ikonopis®” // Studies in Muscovy. Western Influence
and Byzantine Inheritage, London, 1970. Pp. 75-76.

Kondakov Russkaya lkona, V. 1. Pp. 8-9.

“'Ibid. Pp. 11-12
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about the Lives and Murder of Boris and Gleb, or The Story about Sorrow-
Misfortune. The latter opens with the words: “At the beginning of these Ages, liable
to decay, God created Sky and Earth...” Sometimes the same allusion was made
through hints, like, for example, in Zadonshchina, where the author started from the
proposal to look from the Kievan hills to the North where was the land of Japheth, the
son of Noah, and then to the East, where was the land of Shem, and so on.2”? Such
events as the batile between the Russians and the Tatars were in this way transformed
into the clash between the descendants of Noah, forming a significant event of overall
world history. Thus, any literary work directly or indirectly presented us with the
wholeness of human history from the Creation up to the Last Judgement, as well as
did the High lconostasis and the Church building itself. Typologically the wholeness
observed in literary works is based on the same principle as in iconography: the
seemingly accidental events of the earthly life exposed on the backeround of general
Christian history acquired their value and right location on the iconostasis of world

history.

The same can be observed with music. It is known that Church music is
arranged in daily and yearly cycles, and every piece of music forms a part of the
whole liturgy. During the Kievan period the Russian church accepted the Greek
liturgy and was very cautious not to implement any innovation®®. Later, during the
formative pertod the so-called ‘Homoniya’ and ‘Razglasiye’ were developed. The
first term denotes the mode of singing when additional vowels were inserted between
consonants instead of the lost sounds which related to the letters ‘00’ and ‘0O’.
‘Razglasiye’ stands for the simultaneous singing and reading of different texts in
order to shorten the very long service, which otherwise could last up from 5 to 6
hours.*™ These two characteristics of church singing caused the great problem for the
church because rthey deprived the service of clarity and understanding. The singing
became a self-sufficient musical event with no awareness of the content, (This kind of
service is in some cases still preserved by the Old-Believers.) In short, the singing was
taken by the majority of population as an aesthetic rather than religiously meaningful

event. Paradoxically, this did not mean that singing became estranged from the

22 See: “Zadonshchina”, P. 389.

> N. N. Trubetskoi “Pravoslavnoye tserkovnoye peniye v yego istoricheskom

razvitit” (Orthodox Church Singing in its Historical Development). // Le Messager,
126, 1978. P. 140.
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totality of the church service; on the contrary, it was perceived as a necessary part of
the whole event of liturgy. However, later, during the XVII™ and XVII® centuries the
lack of understanding facilitated the penetration of foreign influences into the
Orthodox incantation, especially from Italy, Poland, and Germany.

Along with the emphasis on the light and the wholeness of being one more
feature of the medieval aesthetic approach to reality should be mentioned, though it is
by no means peculiarly Slavic or Orthodox: the symbolic character of any particular
thing or event. This relates to the specific attitude to reality when it is assumed that
everything gained its being, its very existence from the Creator. St. Augustine, being
in this respect greatly influenced by Neo-Piatonic philosophy, insisted that everything
existed exclusively because the existence possessed Good. Everything was created by

God, who was by Himself an Absolute Good (because of this, evil is non-existence

rather than a form of existence). There are at least three consequences of this attitude:
first, the objectivity of any particular being depends on the divine umity; second,
siretching this attitude to the limit we have to state that there are no particulars as
such, everything is a necessary part of the whole being; third, the visible wosld could
be and should be taken only as a manifestation of God’s omni-presence.

This attitude found its full expression in the semantic syntax of Russian
iconography. The very language used by the painters was different from ours,
revealing itself in inverted perspective instead of the direct perspective which became
standard in the West after the Renaissance. In contrast to the linear viston which
depicted a particular moment in time and a given location in space, the medieval
painter arranged the objects according to their significance, which in its turn was
based upon the closeness to God, and, therefore, to the source of Being itself. “...The
representation of an object in the system of inverted perspective is presented not
through individual consciousness, but in its GIVENNESS.”?% The question was
discussed at the Stoglav Council of the Russian Church in 1551 whether or not it was
possible to represent on icons people who were not holy (e.g. Roman soldiers in the
depiction of the Crucifiction). The necessity to differentiate between holy and non-
holy corresponded to the worshipping goal of the painting: to arrange an image ina

way that would retain the contact of the praying person with the icon.”* In addition, it

-

% Thid. P. 141.

" Boris Uspensky The Semiotics of the Russian Icon, Lisse, 1976. P. 71.
“ Tbid. P. 69.
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should be noted that the inverted perspective allowed the artist to arrange the items of
composition in such a way that the observer was inclu;led. Instead of being an
outsider he discovered himself as part of the interior content. Thus, the icons united
and expressed all three features mentioned earlier: first, they emphasized the
objectivity of things through their closeness to the divine source of existence; second,
any object (or figure) was supposed to have its own place in accordance with the
meaning (value) of this object and not in accordance with its visual image; third, all
the elements of picture and the picture itself, including the observer, had a symbolic
meaning, which expressed the divine wholeness of the world.

This symbolism of the medieval approach to reality found its complete
expression not only in Russian iconography, but also in Russian literature, and in the
Russian attitude to Nature. If everything possesses its being from God, it participates
in the wholeness of life, and, therefore, it possesses a meaning which can be found not
only in any particular thing but also in its relation to the wholeness of the world, being
its symbolic manifestation. However, we must remember that these features can easily
be found in Western as well as in Russian culture.- Averintsev mentions that by 1500
the Russian icon provides an example of art where the represented reality is depicted
not as some sort of aesthetic ideal or nature as such, but just as being.*”’ Yet the same
can be «~d, for instance, of the works of Jan van Eyck.

The specifics of the Russian Orthodox attitude in this respect can be discovered
in the direct continuation of the old Christian tradition linked with the name of
Dionysius the Areopagite and known as ‘apophatic (negative) theology’. 1t has
already been nientioned that Kussian culture was influenced by Hesychast movement
- the last great flight of the Byzantine spiritual life, and this movement was the proper
confirmation of the ancient apophatic doctrine. The historian and theolcgian, Viadimir
Lossky, considered apophatism to be the péculiar characteristic of Ortiiodoxy as
opposed to the Western Catholic tradition”® St. Gregory Palamas was eager to
provide a dogmatic foundation for the mystical experience which allowed deification.
In its tun deification is the possibility for the human being to be united with God
through direct participation in His energies. This theory is based on the distinction

between the divine essence and divine energies.

LS

7 Averintsev “Predvaritel'nyye”, P. 395.

*® Viadimir Lossky, “Theology and Mysticism in the Tradition of the Eastern
Church”, Understanding Mysticism, London, 1981. Pp. 169 - 178.
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The energies are not effects foreign to the divine essence; they are not acts
exterior to God, depending on His will, like creation of the world or acts of
providence. They are the natural processions of God Himself, a mode of
existence which is proper to Him and according to which God exists not
only in His essence, but also outside His essence.”®

This means that the whole world is filled with these energies, and through the
upholding of the particular state of mind and body it is possible for the human being
to participate in them. With this the apophatic theology 1s transformed into the
theology of light.*'® The most striking example, which demonstrates that this idea has
remained within the Orthodox Church, can be found in the life of St. Seraphim of
Sarov (1759 — 1833.) One of his admirers N.Motovilov left a description of his own
experience. He asked St. Seraphim, how could he be firmly assured that he was “in
the Spirit of God?” How could he by himself recognize His true manifestation? In
answering this, St. Seraphim asked Motovilov to look in his face.

Encouraged by these words, I looked in his face ... Imagine in the centre of
the sun, in the dazzling brilliance of his midday rays, the face of the man
who talks with you. You see the movement of his lips and the changing
expression of his eyes, you hear his voice, you feel someone grasps your
shoulders; yet you do not see hands, you do not even see yourself or his
figure, but rather a blinding hight spreading several yards around and
throwing a sparkling radiance across the snow blanket on the glade and into
the snowflakes which do not stop falling. ..2"!

Thus, one of the peculiarities of the medieval aesthetics in Russia was the
feeling of the direct presence of God's energies in the visible world, the energies
which could be seen by human beings as the uncreated light. At the same time this
attitude by definition negates the possibility of approaching God through reasoning,
because it emphasizes rather the role of the mystical union with God. This idea
coloured the Russian aesthetic attitude to reality: the integrated wholeness of reality
being defined by the divine light is obviously very attractive to the Russian mind, and
the idea of the divine energies present in the world not only strengthens the super-
natural meaning of light but also explains the divine unity of the world.

It is still unclear to what extent Russian iconography was influenced by the

Hesychast movement. However, it is obvious that the people who transfered

09 V Lossky /n the Image and Likeness of God, New York 1974. P. 54.

0y Lossky’s expression to designate this pamcuhr side of Orthodox theology.
Quote from: Lossky n the Image..., P. 67.
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Byzantine cultural achievements during the period of South-Slavic influence, like for
example Metropolitan Kiprian, first, shared Hesychast idea-s and, second, were linked
with the Northern Russian monasticism. This relates to such painters as Theophanes
the Greek and Andrei Rublev. It is known that Hesychasm prevented Byzantine
culture from following the path of secularization which had begun in the West and
resulted from the Renaissance with its cult of Man replacing God. In Russia this
spiritual movement of Hesychasm initiated the rise of culture, which remained
predominantly sacral up to the XVIII™ century.?"?

It is sufficient for our purposes to state that there existed a spiritual movement
in Rus’ connected with the name of St. Sergius of Radonezh which was similar to
Hesychasm in Byzantium. St. Sergius was known for his visions. These visions, as
well as some observations of his pupils, were marked by their direct relation to fire
and light. This is of specific importance if we take into account that visions known
from earlier times were connected predominantly with dark forces.*" The peculiar
role of light and radiance can be found in the works related to other saints.2!* This
emphasized connection with light found its expression in painting. V.Lazarev noted
this influence in the icon of “The Transfiguration” from Pereyaslavl’-Zalesskii, where
Christ was depicted as radiating silver and blue light*'> However the most striking
thing in relation to the works of the painters associated with the Hesychast movement
was that the actual development of Russian iconography was linked with the name of
Andrei Rublev, who began to depict moderately shining beautiful light rather than the
bright blinding light of the Transfiguration. The colours of Rublev’s “Trinity” were
closer to nature than to divinity, and at the same time they expressed the nature of the
heavenly world in the clearest way possible. 1a this moderation we can observe one
more specific characteristic of Russian monasticism manifested by Russian art and
connected particularly with such names as St. Sergius and Nilus of Sora. Instead of
suppression of the worshipper by the severity of the Deity (which can be observed in
the Byzantine art) or by burning divine light, the Russian painters tried to avoid any

%2 John Meyendorf “Sv. Grigorii Palama”, ... Le Messager. V. IV. No. 128, Pp. 64-
65.

2”Ibld P. 136.

! See: A. Klibanov “K kharakteristike mzrovozzremya Andreia Rubleva” (In

Relation to Andrei Rublev’s Weltanschauung) I/ Andrei Riblev i yego epokha {Andrei
Rublev and his Epoch) Moscow, 1971, P. 79,

-

I SR




93

exaggeration. In the best works they presented the loving unity of the eternal world
which was so close to the surrounding nature and at me-sa.me time so far from the
quarrels and worries ¢f éveryday life. This feeling of temperance and moderation also
penetrated the compositions of Russian icons where, inspite of the depiction of light
and the attraction to bright colours like heavenly ‘blue and gold, this moderation is
especially indicative. The moderation also found its expression in literary works, and
we will return to this when discussing the specifics of Russian mysticism.

Thus, in addition to the features of wholeness and the specific attitude to light
we can note symbolism, characteristic for Christian art as such, and moderation.

It should be said in advance that the direct appeal to aesthetical tradition
outlined in this section can be observed since the beginning of the XIX™ century. For
instance, the evolution of the Muscovite artistic tradition found its bright expression
in folk art and in different handicraft industries, especially in those linked with the
Old Believers. It is known that the ordinary course of progress usually causes the
gradual destruction of the ancient traditions under the influence of urban industrial
development. An expert in the history of the Old Believer, V.Teteryatnikov, noticed
that in contrast to this general picture Russian cultural life is marked by two peculiar
features. First, if we take into account Peter the Great's activity at the beginning of the
XVIII® century designed to implement foreign patterns and models we would
definitely expect the gradual disappearance of the ancient art. Inspite of this, almost
all industrialized branches of folk art, stylistically linked with the ancient tradition,
emerged and flourished almost simultaneously from the end of the XV century.
Second, some branches of the folk art industries, which had previously been
established under Westem European influence, began to acquire archaic features from
the end of the XVII™ century, and this process considerably increased in the middle
of the XIX™ century.?'® Teteryatnikov demonstrated that this reanimation of the
ancient tradition was the involuntary result of Old Believers activity. Since the time of
Ivan the Terrible a split appeared between upper and lower layers, between the
Russian folk and the westernized part of society. During and after the time of Peter

the Great the Old Believers were the only people who were not touched by
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V.N. Lazarev Feofan Grek i yego shkola (Theophanes the Greek and His School).
Moscow, 1961, P. 102. )
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contemporary decrees which were intended to eradicate the very basis of the previous
artistic life. They kept the traditional handicrafts, the ancier;t design of books, the folk
and church songs (with the elaborate system of notation), and so on. During the reign
of Catherine II (in the second half of the XVII™ century) they were granted some
economic rights which allowed them to settle near important industrial centres such as
Moscow and Nizhnii Novgorod. Under their influence some branches of industry,

borrowed earlier from the West, acquired traditional Russian themes, motifs, and

patterns.*!’

The search for genuine Russian Orthodox music began in the 1860-s with the
famous writer and music critic Prince Odoye;zskym and such great Russian
composers as Glinka, Rimskii-Korsakov, and Tchaikovsky. It should be noted that the
unity of music in Old Russia was based on liturgy, which formed the centre of
musical performance, similar to the role played by iconostasis, and church as a whole,
in relation to painting. The music was a part of the e.ent which had to be experienced
from the beginning to the end. For composers of the time it was, along with the search
for folk-tales and songs, a pursuit of the old Muscovite tradition. Tchaikovsky
expressed the main task as “the reposession for the Orthodox church of its property,
which was violently taken away, through the harmonization of the ancient melodies
by the intermediacy of the strict style.””'” Once again we can obseive that a reflection
on a particular sphere of art, in this case music, in order to discover the rootstock,
began in the XIX™ century looking not to the immediate previous stage of
development but to the Muscovite Rus’ of the XVI™ century and earlier.

My M. Teteryatnikov “Staroobryadtsy — sozdateli russkogo narodnogo iskusstva”
(Old-believers - creators of Russian folk art). // The New Review New York, 1977. V.
126.
- fl‘ :se patterns later influenced the Russian avant-garde of the XX™ century.

® See: N. Comwell The Life, Times and Milieu of V. F. Odoyevski 1804-1869,
%ondon 1986. Pp. 134-142.

Quote from: Trubetskoi “Pravoslavnoye tserkovnoye peniye...” P. 147.
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Section 3. Mysticism

‘Mysticiém’ is a word which is commonly misunderstood. The Western
tradition draws a rigorous distinction between the scientific and the religious, or
mystical, approach to understanding. For instance, Russell, in his article on the
subject, shows that the greatest philosophers, such as Heraclitus, Parmenides, Plato,
Spinoza, were mystics.*® If we take this for granted, we would have no option but to
rewrite the history of Western philosophy.Would it then be a true history? Stace in his
book indicates that

It would be better if we could use the words “enlightenment” or
“illumination”, which are commonly used in India... But it scems that for
historical reasons we in the West must settle for “mysticism.” All that we

can do is to try gradually to overcome the prejudices which it tends to
arouse.’?!

At this point we have to clarify the parameters of the word ‘mystics’ in order
to outline the specifics of Russian mysticism. It is, of course, impossible to provide a
correct and exhaustive definition of ‘mysticism,” and we do not wish to pretend to
form such a definition. It seems that the best way to approach the phenomenon of
mysticism is trying to avoid unnecessary associations and restrict ourselves to the
sources of indubitable knowledge; and to its principal goal. On the one hand the
problem is whether genuine knowledge comes from reason or from other sources,
such as intuition and revelation. On the other hand the criterion can be found in the
goal of cognition: either knowledge, which can help with the difficuities of our earthly
life (utilitarian goal), or that knowledge which stands ir relation to the ultimate
spiritual reality in order to save the soul. In this work we will predominantly use the
word ‘mysticism’ in relation to the sources of kriowledge, although in some cases, we
will turn to the second meaning as well.

The ultimate intention of empiricists is to derive all human knowledge from
the primary empirical experience on the basis of reason. This is an extremely
important and useful intention, not the least due to its strong restrictions, and it dpes
in fact create the core of the scientific approach to reality.

':;;0_ -

Bertrand Russell, “Mysticism and Logic” // Mysticism and Logic and Other
Essays London, 1949.

"W.T. Stace, Mysticism and Philosophy, London, 1961. Pp. 15-16.
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However, although empirically we can recognize the great cultural value of
revelations in the history of humanity, it is impossible to deny the existence of a
certain vagueness and imrationality inherent in human personal experience. It would
seem reasonable to pay atiention to this side of human actuality and to characterize
mysticism as the endeavour to accept data from non-empirical sources of thought. It
does not necessarily require that we accept theism or pantheism. (Stace shows the
possibility for even the atheistic approach to some trends of mysticism.?*%)

Much more problematic is the question about the relationship between
mysticism and rationality, The cliché is to understand ‘mystical’ as a synonym for
‘irrational,” on the basis that it is impossible to examine and strictly formalize
mystical experience. However we cannot be certain that there arc not ambiguities in
our rational representations of the empirical data. Besides, we recognize Neo-Platonic
or St. Thomas Aquinas’ views to be presented in purely and highly logical and
rational form even though the subject of their investigations is obviously mystical
from the empirical point of view. Therefore, we recognize the possibility of rational
thinking about such concepts as God, ecstasy, angels, and so on. In addition, if we
consider that Neo-Platonism is a school of philosophy, we are forced to conclude that
in the history of Western philosophy there is a great school whose founder had an
important mystical experience (it is well known from Porphyry) which he attempted
to rationalize. The very terminology of the Neo-Platonic epistemology was taken from
the mysteries - thie word ‘Theoria’ in mysteries designated the passionate
contemplation of the deity, ard ‘Extasis’, for example, signified the state of unity with
the divine essence, and so on. It is also useful to remember that the word
‘mathematikos’ referred to the second stage of the initiation to the Pythagorean
mysteries. Thus, there vrere no impassable boundaries between the rational and the
irrational in Greek spirituality.

Therefore, in relation to the sources of knowledge we can have both
experimental and observational data on the one hand, and personal experience of
intuition and revelation on the other. However,. at the next stage, the spiritual
experience and reflected revelations can be rationally refined into the system, and so

there is no contradiction between the source of knowledge and the way it is

* Ibid., Pp. 123-124.
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developed. The problem arises when we try to choose between those different sources
of knowledge.

When we are talking about a particular approach to knowledge we have to
start from the time when the difference between distinct approaches has been
acknowledged by a culture itself. This did not happen in Rus’ prior to the formative
period, though there was widely known translated works which discussed this
difference. The statements of belief was taken dogmatically, and there were no signs
of rational critical work in relation to the accepted doctrines. Moreover, one of the
greatest puzzles of the history of Russian cultural progress is the almost complete
absence of intellectual development in the forms known in the West. The well known

historian of Russian culture, Florovsky, stated:

The most disquieting question in the history of Old Russian culture is this:
What was the reason for what can be described as its intellectual silence?
There was a great art, and there was also an intensive creative activity in the
political and social field, including ideological speculations But surely
nothing original and outstandmg has been produced in the realm of ideas,
theological or secular.’?

The situation seems even more puzzling if we take into account that Rus’
“never knew any ascetic denial of culture, ... as was familiar to the monks of Cluny in
an acute form, as well as to some currents of Byzantine monasticism.”>"* Though,
after these statements had been made the new translations into Church Slavonic
language were discovered they nevertheless remain true. This means that before the
end of the XV™ century with the appearance of the theological works of St. Nilus of
Sora and other authors, it is impossible to discuss any particular approach to
cognition, whether mystical or scientific. The Old Russia for about five centuries after
the conversion to Christianity did not see any contradiction between Reason and

Revelation, which became around the same time so characteristic for the Westem

tradition.”® However the foundations of a specific attitude to the problem had been

B G. Florovsky “The problem of Old Russian culture” // Readings in Russian
Civilization. V. 1. P. 220. The problem is discussed by Francis J. Thomas “The corpus
of Slavonic Translation available in Muscovy. The cause of Old Russia intellectual
silence and a conmbutory factor to Muscovite Cultural autarky” // Christianity and
!he Eastern Slavs. Culifornia Slavic Studies XV1, v. 1, Berkeley, etc., 1993.
2 ~_Fedotov, The Russian Religious Mind, P. 377. ~

® Different approaches to the problem and the interrelations between the scholars are

bnlhantly characterized by Etienne Gilson Reason and Revelation in the Middle
Ages. N.Y., 1969.X
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prepared earlier, when the Second South Stavic influence in the XIV™ century brought
into Rus’ numerous new translations including the works of the Hesychasts. The
discussion between scholars influenced by Western thought, especially by the
teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas, lead by Barlaam the Calabrian and rigorous
Byzantine monks under the guidence of St. Gregory Palamas turned out to be the last
great current in Byzantine theology. The impact of this discussion on educated
Russian monks can be seen by the kinds of translations which were available in
Muscovy: not only the Hesychasts themselves were translated (though with some

strange gaps) but also the Fathers who had influenced them, and some re-translations

of the important theological works.?

From the “Life” of St. Sergius of Radonezh it is known that he was greatly
interested in this discussion and one of his pupils probably visited Mount Athos in
order to obtain accurate information about it.**’ St. Sergius established a spiritual
tradition, which on the one hand continued the old Kievan tradition of St. Theodostus,
and on the other acquired some important new features. From the point of view of our
research the most significant innovation was his mystical experience. St. Sergius was
granted at least two vistons of the divine world: the vision of the bright celestial light
and many birds, and the vision of Our Lady. (As has been mentioned previously, from
the “lives” of saints who used to live prior to St. Sergius, they had sometimes
experienced dark visions, but there were never any signs of bright celestial visions.)
Taking into account these visions and the dedication of the newly established church
to the Trinity Fedotov calls St. Sergius the first Russian mystic in strict sense of the
word.?*® This point is of great importance because Russian religious life did not focus
on mysticism during the first three centuries of its existence, and this, along with the
dedication of life to the Trinity, separates St. Sergius from St. Theodosius (one of the
most venerated saints from the Kievan period). St. Sergius’ visions should be viewed
in the context a) of the aesthetics of light examined in the previous chapter; b) of the

teaching of the Hesychasts, which was also touched on in the previous chapter.

#® See: Thomas “The corpus of Slavonic Translation”, Pp. 184-185. Also:
Sobolevskii A. 1. Perevodnaya literatura Moskovskoi Rusi XIV — XV vekov. (The
translated literature of Muscovite Rus’ from the XIV to the XV centuries.) St.
Petersburg, 1903.

#7 Fedotov G.P. Svyatyye Drevnei Rusi (Saits of Old Rus’). 3" edition, Paris:
MCA PRESS, 1985.P. 139.

¥ Ibid. P. 138. See also: G. Fedotov The Russian Religious Mind, N. Y 1946. P. 388.




9%

The light of St. Sergius’ visions can be compared with the light which was
scen by the apostles at Mount Tabor during the Transfiguration of Jesus, the so-called
‘uncreated light’. This light along with the silence (it is known from St. Sergius “Life”
that he tasted ‘delightful silence’ as well) plays a éingular role in the doctrine of the
Hesychasts. John Meyendorff mentions four meanings of the word ‘Hesychasm’
(from the Greek hesychia — ‘silence’): a) the specific form of asceticism known from
the very beginning of historical monasticism; b) in the XIII - XIV™ centuries the
monastic practice of the concentration and praying with constant repetition of the
name of Jesus, the so-called psycho-somatic technique of praying; ¢) the teaching of
St. Gregory Palamas; d) the movement of the proponents of the Orthodoxy of the
XIV" century.”® Though the question of the influence of Hesychasm (in its different
meanings) on Russian culture has not been satisfactorily resolved in detail, it can be
said that the intentions of the Hesychasts gained sympathy among Russian monks.
Their principal intention, to possess unity with God through His uncreated energies,
had being practiced by monks for a long time prior to the XIV® century controversy.
St. Gregory Palamas defended the very nawre of their intentions from the attacks of
Barlaam the Calabrian in the spirit of the greatest Eastern intellectual authorities
including Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, St. Basil the Great, St. John of
Damascus, and Symeon the New Theologian.

The principal question can be formulated as to whether it is possible to man to
reach deification through the mystical light which unites him with God in the depths
of his spirit, or whether there is an insurmountable gap between the human and the
divine. St. Gregory gave a positive answer to this question. It is not necessary to go
into the details of his approach. However, in view of the significance of the
Fesychasts movement for Russian spirituality, we do have to outline the principal
points. The answer is found in the so-called “apophatic” (negative) way of
comprehending God, characterized by the negation of all the possible definitions of
God, as He is beyond any of them. He is beyond Discourse, Intuition and Being ™
"By the ... law of truth the boundless Super-Essence surpasses Essences, the Super-
Intellectual Unity surpasses Inielligences, the One which is beyond thought surpasées

:”’29 Meyendorf loann, Archpriest, “Sv. Grigorii Palama, yego mesto v predanii tserkvi
| sovremennom bogoslovii” (St. Gregory Palamas, his place in the Church tradition
and in the modern theology // Le Messager No 127-128, 1V, 1978. P. 63.
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apprehension of thought, and the Good which is beyond utierance surpasses the
» 231

This apophatic way is not just a complementary way to the kataphatic (positive)
way (as it was taken, for instance, by St. Tomas Aquinas), or just as an opposition

(Nicholas of Cusa), but is the highest and the only true way to reach unity with
God, which is in turn the only goal of Christian life. This is a_specific_state of

human_beings, rather than one of the possible ways to rationally approach the

divine essence. In addition, positive (kataphatic) theology wishes to see in God the
simplest object which can be considered through the analogies. This approach

leads to the point that the simplest thing is identical to its attributes, and this

conclusion is contradictio in objecto. “On the contrary, using unknowability as a
point of departure, one would sooner affirm that God cannot be termed a simple
essence than allow His absolute unknowability to be weakened. Nonetheless, the
same theology affirms with no less force the possibility of knowing God.»**?

The obvious contradiction between the absolute impossibility of approaching God,
Who is beyond everything, and the possibility of obtaining knowledge of Him is
resolved by the doctrine of the divine energies. St. Gregory Palamas discriminates
between the essence of God (which is unapproachable) and the energies of God,
which are “the natural processions of God Himself, a mode of existence which is
proper to Him and according to which God exists not only in His essence, but also
outside His essence.””> At the same time God obviously remains identical in both
modes of existence whether in essence or in en;ergies. The energies are uncreated,
and this differs them from all the creation including man. Moreover, “each energy
is God Himself ¥ It follows from this discrimination between essence and
energtes that a) through these energies we can somehow participate in God’s
essence (without becoming God, becauselothemrise Trinity would be transformed
into Multiplicity); b) the energies, being living and personal forces rather than

abstract notions, confer their dynamic character on the corresponding mystical

--

* See: Dionysius the Areopagite on the Divine Names and the Mystical Theolo?y.
Trans By C. Rolt. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1920. P.52.
1 Tbid, Pp. 52-53.

Vladumr N. Lossky In the Image and Likeness of God,P. 51.
Ibld P. 54.

* Quote from: loann Meyendorf “Sv. Grigorii Palama, yego mesto...” Le Messager,
N127. V.1V, 1978. P. 61.
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experience. They can be approachable in the form of ‘divine light,” for instance,
the light which was seen by the apostles at Mount Tabor. it is because of this the
notion of light and the related imcges were so important for the i{esychasts.
Moreover, this light is grace. As St. Gregory states “Illumination or divine and
deifying grace is not essence, but the energy of God”. By grace “God totally
embraces those who are worthy, and the saints embrace God in His fullness.”?** In
order to obtain the light and the grace the monk has to keep silence and to learn
the special technique of praying. Thus, St. Gregory unites the doctrine of the
divine energies with the old monastic tradition.

o The possibility of achieving deification through participation in the divine
energies is based on the unity of mind and body, because this state cannot be
gained through spiritual activity alone. (It is known that St. Thomas Aquinas
taught that possessing corporeal as well as spiritual life, man became higher than
angels deprived of bodies. The difference with Palamism could be found in the
role played by the body in the whole process of deification. However, this
problem is definitely outside the goal and competence of our research.)

It is indicative that even recently differences in attitude to apophatic theology
can be clearly observed in the works of Russian and Western scholars. While Lossky
and Meyendorf emphasize the principal difference between kataphatic and apophatic
ways by demonstrating that apophatism is by no means merely complementary to
positive knowledge, Western experts take it exactly with this complementary
meaning. It is now a commonplace that the ground for negative theology was
claborated first by Plato and Aristotle and then by Plotinus. These ideas were then
borrowed by Christian theologians, like Clement of Alexandria. In all these cases we
definitely observe different understandings of ‘negative theology’ 26 However the
general attitude can be discribed as follows: negative theology was deveioped by the
Greek philosophers and then enriched by apologetics and the Church Fathers “in the
light of revelation.*”” A specialist in the history of European thought, R.Mortley, for
instance, brings together the views of philosophers and those of Christian theologians

discriminating between negation as such and negation taken as an abstraction. He

Quote from: Lossky In the Image, p. 59. .

* See: Prudentia, Supp. Number 1981 The Via Negativa, especially articles by R.
Morlley,[: Osborn, G. Ardley.

G, Ardley “From Greek philosophy to apophatic theology” // Prudentia. P. 142.
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describes the negative theology of Plotinus (justly confirming the closeness between

his attitude and that of Clement) in the following words:

...We begin by seeing things in a totality of parts, as encased in a sphere.
This in fact corresponds to Plotinus’ view of the spherical encasement of the
real: he is concerned here that we see things rightly to begin with, that is
holistically, Then the method of aphairesis takes over, and we remove
various elements of this familiar and composite picture. But then there
comes a halt to the abstraction process, and to the thought process in
general: we must ‘invoke the god’. ... Clement uses the word analysis, but
he means abstraction, and says that contemplation involves abstracting
depth from bodies, then breadth and length. Arriving at this point, we
abstract its position and so are left with unity itself. This is said to be
equivalent to ‘casting ourselves into greatness of Christ’, but there remains a
further stage, that of moving up to the unknowable First Cause. This takes

place after the abstraction Erocess has been exhausted, and constitutes
another, extra-rational step.’

Though the idea of an extra-rational step appears here, the whole
understanding of the process is a proper continuation of Plato’s and Aristotle’s
dialectics. Moreover, this is more or less correct only in regard to the Alexandrian
theology of Clement and Origen. The insurmountable gap between philosophy and
theology in this respect appeared later in the -works of Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite and Cappadocian fathers. They emphasized the difference between the
God of revelation and the God of philosophers. Lossky stated that for a philosopher,
even if he was talking about the ecstatic unity with the One, the very nature of God
remains some kind of object, something which is positively defined. For Dionysius,
on the contrary, deification means a break out from the sphere of the created”. Here
we approach another concept, that of grace, which separates the Christian approach
from the philosophical one. Though man should strive towards deification, it is
impossible to reach it without divine grace. However this is always a gift. A man
himself is too weak and, being a part of the created world, is too estranged from the
essence of God, and so he obtains communication with this essence exclusively
through grace,

The attitude to grace is another point which distinguishes Western from

Eastern tradition. According to St. Augustine there.is a crucial coniradiction between

B3 R Mortley What is negative theology? The Western origins // Prudentia. P. 12.
Y Lossky “Ocherk misticheskogo bogosloviya Vostochnoi tserkvi” (Sketches on

the mystical theology of the Eastern Church). // Misticheskoye hogosioviye, Kiev,
1991. P. 114.
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grace and freedom. The main issue discussed by St. Augustine in his rejection of the
Pelagius doctrine was the interrelation between the human ability to reach salvation
through fulfilling the commands of God and God’s grace. St. Augustine, in contrast to
Pelagius, insisted that human efforts alone, due to sinful human nature, are nothing,
and God’s gift of grace is the only hope for salvation. On the ground of rationalistic
reasoning this problem cannot be resolved, as either the human freedom of wili or
God’'s omnipotence must be rejected. The solution given by the Eastern Church
Fathers and accepted by the leading Russian saints, including Sergius, Nilus, and
Seraphim, can be expressed in the following way: God’s grace by itself as well as
virtue by itself are insufficient in regard to salvation; only the ceaseless human
striving towards good along with grace can raise the soul to perfection. The crucial
point here is that the human striving itself is not a waste of time, and the grace is not
given to honour these empty efforts. It is a confirmation that there is neither salvation
without efforts nor without grace.**® St. Augustine’s mistake from this point of view
is that he remained on the purely rationalistic level. Thus, both grace and freedom in
their open communication rather than opposition lead to deification. In contrast to the
Neo-Platonic doctrine, this is not a step-by-step process but a gradual one. We cannot
go into further detail including the relations between spirit and heart, reason and
feeling, and so on. 1t is enough at this stage for our purposes to underline the absence
of contradiction in relation to a matter which raised enormous discussion in the West.
Thus, the first manifestation of a peculiar Russian mysticism we can find with
St. Sergius of Radonezh, However it did not reveal itself in any kind of theological
doctrine. St. Sergius’ mysticism is expressed exclusively in the way of everyday life.
His life was dedicated to the Trinity, which served as symbol of unity, and St. Sergius
himself was understood as one of the most significant and popular images in Russian
religious life. The unity of human and divine can also be found in the fact that, during
the liturgy, an angel prayed with St. Sergius, as was once discovered by three of his
closest pupils. His famous visions again related not to his individual salvation but
confirmed the everlasting divine support for his efforts. St. Sergius naturally
combined in himself a depth of mystical experience with successful political activity.
Though he rejected the proposal to become Metropolitan of Moscow, he remained the

religi sus leader of the Russian people and inspired Prince. Dimitry to fight against the
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Ibid. P. 225-226.
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Tatars. Yet later, along with the rise of Moscow to the level of a mighty state with one
autocratic ruler, these two sides of St. Sergius’ activity split inio two religious
movements of the Non-possessors and the Josephites. The mystical side remsined
with the former, and the leader of the Non-possessors St. Nilus of Sora becas 2 the
first theologian in the proper sense of the word. (The intelligentsia of the XIX™
century unanimousl_x} contrasted St. Nilus to St. Joseph in favour of the former.
However the authors of the XX™ century, Fedotov and Kartashev, re-estimated this
approach. Taking into account their arguments and the whole course of historical and
religious development it seems methodologicaily correct to look at these spiritual
leaders of the beginning of the XVI™ century as expressing two sides of one tradition
which were so complementarily in the life and activity of St. Sergius.)

St. Nilus emphasized the psychological side of religious experience, almost
completely ignoring the practical one. In his writings we can find an elaborated
expression of the spiritual experience closely conriected to that of the Mount Athos’
monasticism (St. Nilus visited Greece together with his friend Ivan Okhlebinin) and
obtained through his life at Sora. St. Nilus’ works show his acquaintance with the
Church Fathers as well as with Scripture, and many pages consist of a series of

quotations. The principal ideas of St. Nilus could be summed up in the following

slatementsz" : :

e this life serves exclusively as a preparation for eternal life; the best thing in the
world is suffering because it clears up the soul;

» the best way of life is monasticism which should, however, be spiritual rather
than corporeal; its main goal is to obtain a spiritual perfection. Because of this
the principal object of the monk’s labours is his heart and thought rather than
the body. St. Nilus vigorously rejects excessiveness in this sphere, advocating
tolerance and moderation; ‘

o the spiritual should predominate over the ceremonial, and in accordance with
this he estranged himself from any sort of institutionalized economic life;

¢ the church should not be embellished with expensive decoration and should

not possess golden vessels, and so on. It is much better to distribute everylhing

but the most necessary to the beggars;
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o the highest state which can be gained by a monk is the state of pure
contemplation and meditation. In order to reach this state the monk should
practice the so-calied “clever praying’ (the Hesychast term);

« the striving toward spiritual perfection should be conscious and rational.
St. Nilus, and this is probably the most striking feature of his attitude, thought
that the monk should nat be deprived of his freedom of will, which was the
common view of the time, Because of this he fought against the severe
persecution of heretics, insisting on persuasion and discussions rather than
physical punishment;

s at the same time he insisted on the unity of Christian doctrine and life. St.
Nilus strove for greater knowledge, because he thought that without genuine
knowledge the true goal could not be recognised. St. Nilus reproached monks
who prefered to live “according to their passionate wills***” and not according
to the holy writings;

e A critical approach to religious writings was advised. He expressed this in his

famous words that “there are many writings however not all of them are of

divine nature”.*#

Summing up St. Nilus’ attitude in the light of the Hesychast and St. Sergius
traditton we have to emphasize both the unity of mind and body, rather than a
preference for the spiritual, and the learned way to God, based on human free will and
understanding. According to St. Nilus’ views the monk is completely estranged from
everyday life, providing spiritual and verbal rather than any form of economic help to
the rest of society. That is why neither individual monks nor monasteries shoula
possess anything. |

This problem led to a struggle which ended with the total defeat of the Non-
Possessors. Their opponents, the Josephites, linked themselves with the central power,
and in contrast to St. Nilus’ teaching they insisted on strict measures in relation to
heretics (under the Spanish influence even up to executing them through auto-da-fe,

which had not been customary in the previous tradition). The Josephites were very

*! Here we present them after A. S. Arkhangel’skii’ Nil Sorskii i Vassian Patrikeyev.
Ikh literaturnyye trudy i idei v Drevnei Rusi (Nilus of Sora and Vassian Patrikeyev.
Their literary writings and ideas in Ancient Rus’). St. -Petersburg, 1882. Pp. 128-136.
Quote from ibid. P. 136. (“Po svoim strastnym volyam zhiti,”)
Quote from ibid. P. 134.
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suspicious in relation to any individual strove for kngwledge, and, therefore,
accentuated the role of established ritual. They also firmly declared the necessity for
the monasteries to possess lands and people cultivating these lands.

Though the very goals for St. Nilus and St. Joseph were the same, and St.
Joseph was no less Christian than St. Nilus, they could not agree on the ways which
would lead the country toward these goals. The illuminated ascetic mysticism of St.
Nilus after two generations of fighting succumbed to the opponents, who transformed
the church into a state institution, factlitating later the work of Peter 1. In this way
mysticism was relegated to the periphery of ecclesiastical life. The fateful point
occurred in the middle of the XVI™ century: the Council of 1551 (the so-called
“Counci! of One-Hundred Chapters”) demonstated the victory of the Josephites,
Trans-Volga monasteries were destroyed, and with them mysticism in Russian
monastic life. With the triumphant Josephites outward piety and a foo close
relationship with the secular authority marked the life of the Russian Church. Fedotov
noted the decay of sanctity measured by the number of saints canonized afier the
period since the second half of the XVI™ century. 2

One problem arises in relation to the Old-Believers. Being in opposition to
secular power they, notwithstanding, turned to the Josephites rather than to the Non-
Possessors. This is even more striking if we recall that one of the most important
centres of this movement was the Trans-Volga forests and marshes. In order to
explain this we have to take into account that the main issue which prompted the
Schism was the attitude to outward forms of religious life (the sign of the cross with
two fingers instead of three.) It was mentioned earlier that the Old-Believers retained
the idea of ‘Moscow - the Third Rome’ and along with this, being severely
persecuted, had to mould their attitude to secular power. They also supported the idea
of the pious and righteous Orthodox ruler (they regarded Peter [ as the Anti-Christ).
Anideal expression of all these issues was found in the proceedings of the Council of
1551, which linked the Old-Believers with the Josephites. However, in contrast to the
Josephites the Old Believers never put this attitude to a pious ruler into practice,
keeping it exclusively as an ideal. If we also consider the fact that St. Nilus was
indifferent to secular power and to any forms of economic life, and this attitude was

impossible for a people under oppression, it is understandable why the Old-Believers

! Fedotov, Svyatyye..., P. 188.
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were able to keep many forms of ancient life, but especially this pure mystical side of

it. Contrary to Protestant tradition, which greatly emphasized an individual’s struggle

for salvation (as we find, for instance, in John Bunyan’s allegorical work Pilgrim's

Progress which depicts Christian's abandoning wife and family in order to start a
pilgrimage from the City of Destruction to the Celestial City) the Old Believers
anthropocentric view stated that individual personality was by no means a goal in
itself. In their understanding of a man’s goal was his relationship with God which
could be established exclusively through the Church, whether it possessed a
hierarchical priesthood or not. At the same time a mystical attitude toward tsardom
manifested itself in a belief that the fal! of the Anti-Christ could not be the result of
human efforts but of Christ’s.2** That is why the Old Believers did not support any
social movements which were supposed to change the existing social order. Their
attitude was always purely mystical and based on the idea that all troubles were sent
as a punishment for the betrayal of the old piety. Shakhov offers some striking
examples which demonstrate the Cld Believers’ indifference to a state as such.**

The resurrection of this mystical side of church life reiates to the turn of the

Xix® century and, therefore, coincides with the period of formation of the means of

reflection on national consciousness.

Thus, a strong conviction in the existence of a historical chain which united all
the principal events of human development was formed in Russian consciousness.
This quasi-historical consciousness clearly distinguished between sacral and secular
gvents; and the events of the sacred and church history were regarded as sense-
formative. The recorded history of earthly events was of secondary value: the only
true state is a Christian state, and the Christian state lasts as long as its population =
expresses Christianity and does not fall into sin. All the explanations were readily
found in human nature: degree of piety and obedience to God’s will. At the same time
because of the sense of historical chain an idea of Holy Rus’, Christian Rus’ was
related to the land and not to any ethnic group. The historicism as it was connected
with the meaning of the phrase ‘Russian land’ always related to the power as ﬂ{e most

notable factor of Russian social life. This chain also manifested itself in the theory

*'M. O. Shakhov F ilisofskiye aspekty staroveriya (Philosophical Aspects of the Old
Belief). Moscow, 1998. P. 102.

¥ 1bid. Pp. 102-103.
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~Moscow — the Third Rome”, With this theory we approach Russian messianism and
eschatology. The specifics of Russian messianism is found in the fact that the Holy
land cannot be spread as such, and so it is seen rather through the righteousness of
belief. It is intimately iinked with the eschatology which stands in contrast to the
concept of infinite progress. This eschatology is based on idea that we have to live as
if history and human cuiture in total are justified by special super-meaning and every
member of humankind has to fulfil its particular aim and the emphasis is made on
salvation and transfiguration of the Earth rather than on punishment.

The specifics of Russian aestheticism as it was expressed in literature and
painting is found 1) in the striving for divine wholeness where the uniting force was
found in the light; 2) in moderation, which did not allow anything to become self-
sufficient and through this to destroy or disturb this wholeness. This approach
intimately unites both the concept of beauty as the manifestation of the divine and the
concept of beauty as harmony.

The attitude to reality is based on the conviction that it is possible to establish
a proper relationship between the human being and the Absolute, and this relationship
is the sole source of indubitable knowledge. This possibility was theoretically
demonstrated by the Hesychasts in their doctrine of the Divine energies. However, in
contrast to the Western scholastics, in which the kataphatic (positive) approach
equaled in the end intuition and reason, the Russian saints favoured the apophatic

(negative) approach. They thought that only the apophatic approach united both

intuition and reason in the striving for salvation.
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Chapter 4

THE KEY CONCEPTS OF THE RUSSIAN MIND:
PRAVDA AND VOILYA

Nicholas Zemov in his book Three Russian Prophets: Khomiakov,
Dostoevsky, Soloviev stated that “The birth of Russian culture dates from 988, the
year when missionaries from Constantinople brought the message of the Eastern
Orthodox Church to the people of Kiev and Novgorod. The Orthodox Church became
the centre round which the various tribes and races inhabiting the Russian plain were
to find their spiritual unity and that distinctive outlook which is what we really mean
when we speak of “Russia”**’. This statement, though being highly plausible, is at the
same time inaccurate for at least two reasons: 1) Zemov oversimplifies the picture by
ignoring that a) political unity of the land preceded Christian unity, and it is
impossible to imagine a politically united country without cross-cultural contacts;
b) the previous pagan culture of the people who were gradually being Christianized
was exactly what generated the specifics of Russian Christianity. 2) The peculiar
Russian culture as an organic wholeness rather than a conglomerate consisting of the
elements of different cultures, was formed much later over at east three to four
centuries after the formal Baptism. The development of such concepts as pravda,
volya and zakon, as well as of some others closely related to them, can be specifically
taken as a demonstration of this statement. The goal of this chapter is to outline the
content of the national ideal as it appears through these concepts.

Christianity was so important for Russian - consciousness that the
corresponding expression appeared in fcspect to the national ideal - Holy Rus’; which
meant that Russian consciousness was primarily submitted to the idea of God.
However, the concept of the One Almighty God was formed in relation to concepts
which had been existed prior to the baptism: pravda and volya. In this thesis, these
concepts have been chosen for the following reasons: a) they are closely conriected
with political thought and practice because they express the highest ideals of political
and social life, they also express both collective and individual ideals; b) they at the

7 Nicholas Zemmov Three Russian Prophets: Khomiakov, Dostoevsky, Soloviev,
London, 1944. P, 13,
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same time do not belong exclusively to the sphere of polit.ical thinking, penetrating
different areas of spiritual activity. The second statemeni, if applied to the
circumstances when different spheres are not developed and, therefore, not separated
from each other, seems to be anticipating a later stage, However, two easily
recognizable meanings of both these words, being definitely inherited from the past,
show that their application goes beyond political and social issues. The word pravda
bears the meanings of ‘truth’ and ‘justice’, and the word volya - the meanings of ‘will’
and ‘freedom’, (It is interesting that in the Russian word spravedlivost’ (‘justice’) we
can find the same root as in pravda (as in ‘pravyi’ (‘right’ in two meanings: ‘correct’
and ‘just’), while in the English word justice we can see the root ‘jus’ (from Latin
‘law’) which connects it with the state and legal system. When it is necessary to
translate the word pravda in its primary meaning, it can, for instance, be done through
the word ‘righteousness’, uniting to some extent meanings of ‘truth’ and ‘justice’
(see: St. James version of Matthew 5, 6).

It is not the purpose of this research o provide an exhaustive list of contexts,
and it is sufficient to demonstrate the most apposite ones. It is also necessary to
remember that the linguistic meanings of the words of natural languages are not
concepts, and, therefore, they can be taken exclusively as indications to general and
somctimes vague ideas and cultural values. They form specific semantic fields where
the meanings overlap each other and different words can express similar concepts
emphasizing differences in nuance or different aspects. Vice versa: one word can

express different meanings in different contexts.

We will start with an analysis of the concept of pravda. It appears reasonable
to investigate it in relation to the concept of law, especially taking into account that
very often pravda appears in the same context as zakon (‘law’).

The famous historian of Russia, G. Vemadsky, stated that

... As it was the case with other peoples, the Slavs had developed some
general ideas on law and justice long before the appearance of written codes
among them. The words pravda (law, justice, truth) and zakon (law,
religion) are among the oldest words in the Slavic languages.**® '

The first code of laws was compiled in the XI™ century and is known as

Pravda Russkaia ( Russian Law’), There is a resemblance between this document and

% Medieval Russian Laws, trans. by George Vernadsky, New York, Inc., 1965, p. 3.
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King Alfred’s Wessex laws and also the earliest Norwegian laws.2* In this case the
word pravda is taken as the ‘code of laws.” However at least from the X" century, the
word zakon was used in the same meaning. It is necessary to mention in this respect
the Byzantine law, including the Church one. The Bulgarian compilation of the
Byzantine law, the so-called Zakon Sudnyi Liudem (“Court Law for the People™),
which appeared no later than the X™ century, was extremely popular in Russia®’
since the acceptance of Christianity, along with the Nomokanon by loann Scholastic.
According to a historian of Old and Medieval Russia, M. Tikhomirov, the oldest
version of Russkaia Pravda appeared as the legislation of Novgorod under the
influence of Zakon Sudnyi Liudem.®™' However, it should be noted that it was
influence and not a mere translation and compilation. In order to understand the
interrelations between the Byzantine and Russian law codifications, we have to take
into account an amazing fact discovered by a specialist in the history of Russian
language, Boris Unbegaun. This is a gap between the old legal vocabulary, which is
predominantly of Russian origin, and the rest of the literary vocabulary, including the
most abstract words, which is predominantly a Church-Slavonic one. Unbegaun
explains this fact by presuming the existence of an elaborated customary law prior to
the establishment of the state.*? The appearance of the word zakon in the Treaties
with the Greeks in the X™ century bears the meaning of “written law’ along with the
meaning of ‘religious law, rite’: “... Will be punished in accordance to the Greek law
[zakon}, and in accordance to the Russian statute [oustav] and law [zakon].”*>® There
is no word pravda in this Treaty of the year 945 or in Oleg’s Treaty of 911. In the
latter we can find expressions like ‘according to law [zakon] and to custom

{pokon}’ »* This is a well established understanding of the term pravda as of law

9 1bid. p. 4.

20 Toid. p. 5-6. :

51 M. N. Tikhomirov Issledovaniie o "russkoi pravde” (Study on 'Russian Pravda’).
Moscow, Leningrad, 1941, p. 48-61, an idea of Novgorodian origin of Russkaia
Pravda was elaborated earlier by N. A. Maksimeiko in Opyt kriticheskogo
issledovaniia Russkoi Pravdy, Kharkov, 1914, .
2B, 0. Unbegaun “Yazyk russkogo prava” (Language of Russian Legislation). //
Selected Papers on Russian and Slavonic Philology, Oxford, 1969, P. 313.

3 «pokaznen budet po zakonu Grecheskomu, po oustavu i po zakonu Ruskomou”.
Quote from The Treaty of 945 — I. 1. Sreznevskii Materialy dlya slovarya drevne-

russkogo yazyka (Data for the dictionary of the Old-Russian language). V. 1. 1955.
Column 922,

4 hid. Col. 921.




(zakon) in the context of Pravda Russkaia (middle XI™ century), although it is

interesting that there was probably a difference between the words zakon (oral law,

tite) and pokon (written law).2>® This difference appeared already at the beginning of

the X® century in the Treaty of 911 between Rus' and Byzantium. In the X" century
the word zakon was also understood as ‘law approved by tradition and religion’, in
such contexts as ‘according to the ... Christian (or Jewish, or pagan law’): “Our
Christians of Rus’ would bring an oath according to their belief, and the non-
Christians according to their law {zakon]”.>*® In this meaning zakon partly intersects
with pravda which appears as a title for the first Russian code of laws. Pravda
[‘juridical rights’] can be found with similar meaning in the following words of the
Novgorodian Chronicle: “And the juniors have sworn to stand together for life or
death, for the pravda of Novgorod”.® Pravda could also be found with the more
narrow meaning of ‘agreement’; “An agreement (pravda) was written in relation to
the rights of the Russians in Riga...>®” At the same time it should be noted that
pravda often appears in one context with such words as ‘love’, ‘truth’, ‘courage’,
however the same is not the case with zakon.

It is no later than the XI™ century when the word zakon was opposed to higher
divine law, that was the law of Grace. In one of the most famous works of Old Rus’
The Sermon on Law and Grace Metropolitan Hilarion presentied the Law given to
Moses and through him to the Jewish people as a necessary and at the same time
preparatory stage for Grace, which came later with Christ. “Law [zakon] is the
predecessor and the servant of grace and truth; in their turn truth and grace are the
servants of the future era, that is of eternal life”.*° Hilarion presented the triumphant
victory of Rus’ over the Khazar khanate as the victory of Grace over Law: when the
beneficial belief expanded all over the earth and reached the Russian people, “and the
lake of law [zaken] dried up, and the evangelical spring became full and covered the

25 A. A. Zimin in: Pamiatniki prava kievskogo gosudarstva, Moscow: Gosjurizdat,
1952 p.105.

* Sreznevskii Materialy..., Ibid. Col. 922. “Da na rotu idut nashi khristiane Rusi po
vere ikh, a ne khristiane po zakonu svoyemu”.

7 Quote from the Novgorodian Chronicle of Older and Junior Texts in: M. N,
Tikhomirov in “Filosofiya v Drevnei Rusi” (Philosophy in old Rus") / Russkaya

kul'tura X-X VI vekov (Russian cutture of the X-XVIII centuries). Moscow, 1968. P,
152

238 Sreznevskn Materialy..., V. 2. Col. 1358.
¥ In: Krasnorechiye Drevnet Rusi (XI-XVII) Moscow, 1987. P. 42.
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whole earth, and spilled upon us”. 260 (The interpretation of Hilarion’s words as

relating not only to Israel but also to the Khazar khanate was provided by
Tikhemirov?®") Thus, zakon is presented as yielding to grace and truth in time (being
the first stage of human development) as well as in space. Although Hilarion does not
use the word pravda in his Sermon in the wide sense of grace, belief, and truth, the
concept is expressed very clearly. The word pravda is definitely used only with the
meaning of ‘justice’: Hilarion stated that Vladimir “shepherded his land by justice
[pravdal, courage, and reason”. ' 2 Pravda is used along with truth {istina} in the same
context: you are dressed in justice [pravdal, shod in truth {istina], crowned with
reason.”*®> Pravda is something elevated, and because of this Vladimir is called “a
friend of Pravda.”** However it is still ‘justice’, found at the same level as courage,
reason, and belief. 1t seems plausible that, before the Baptism and in the first centuries
after it, both words zakon and pravda were very close to each other denoting law,
belief, statute, tradition. However the word zakon was predominantly applicable to the
law which was created in order to control people’s behaviour from outside, while
pravda was increasingly acquiring the meaning of control from inside. It is also
important to mention that for Hilarion, for instance, grace in contrast to law was
intimately linked with freedom: when he compared law and grace with Agar - slave
and Sarah - free woman and then developed this comparison.”®® In this case zakon was
opposed not only to grace but also to freedom.

It has already been noted that the words cannot be taken strictly as having well
defined and refined meanings. In relation to the words zakon and pravda it seems
plausible to separate them according to the criterion of an inner-outer distinction.

Zakon is a right given to someone, pravda is a right accepted and agreed to by this

someone. Zakon is a condition of social justice while pravda is a source of social .+

justice and, moreover, this very justice itself. Therefore, the word zakon remains more
or less in the same meaning which is ‘an established order’ and the expression,

“God’s zakon”, means ‘the established rules of Christian belief” (“The Suzdalian

* Ibid. P. 44. “... i zakonnoye ezero presshe, evangel'skyi zhe istochnik navodnivsya
i 1 vsyu zemlyu pokryv 1 do nas pazliasya”.
1T1k1'10m1rov “Filosofiya ...” P. 132.
Krasnorechzye Drevnei Rusz P. 45.
Ibld P. 49,
s * Ibid. P. 47.
Ibid. P. 43,
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bishop Dionisii came tc Novgorod teaching God’s law [zakon], and implementing the
Orthodox belief and true Christianity” 2%%) In this context it is clear that zakon appears
to be a condition or a frame, while true Christian belief is a content. Thus pravda
began to oppose zakon as inner versus outer, and pravda through the concept of
Divine was understood as an established direct inner link between God and Man,
while zakon became secondary in relation to pravda.

From the XII™ century the word pravda was used in the expression “God’s
": ¢...Send to us, and we will give you rights [pravda] in accordance to God’s
justice [pravda)”2®’ We meet here the word pravda in two quite different meanings

simultaneously: a) ‘rights, acquired through agreement’ and b) ‘justice’. It can be seen

pravda”:

that the word pravda bore a more general meaning, embracing both a customary law
and the law established by princes. In this case pravda relating to the balance between
customary law (ancient laws and rites, uniting all people who constitute the
community (mir) and the external yet necessary law of the ruling clique, forms a
general meaning, which can be presented as ‘an established law’. In its turn the
expression ‘God’s pravda’ embracing both ‘truth’ and ‘justice,” but in contrast to
other truths and justices (which form the basis of agreements) is absolute: “Prior to
any pravda (agreement) it is necessary to talk about God’s pravda (iustice).”268

The passionate dispute between the Non-Possessors and the Josephites forced
its participants to define their attitude to authority .and power through the concept of
pravda. Tosif of Volotsk wrote about the necessity to rule according to the ideal of
pravda in his Epistle to the Grand Prince. According to him, a monarch was provided
with the sceptre of power in the earthly kingdom in order to teach people to keep
pravda in the likeness of the heavenly kingdom.m Here the striking contrast between

power and pravda can easily be recognized. This opposition found its pure

266 Sreznevskn Materialy... V. 1. Col. 922.

* Sreznevskii Materialy..., V. 2. Col. 1356. («... BbILAUTE K HaMb, @ Mbl NPaBAOY
ﬂaMbl no Soxbu Npasae.»

¥ Ibid. Col. 135. «Mpexe BCAKOS nNpaegbl NOAOGHO ecTb O boxwus npaane
rnaronam»

° Poslaniia Iosifa Volotskogo Moscow, Leningrad, 1959. P. 183 <<3aHe>Ke,
rocyaapb, NO rioacbuio HebecHbia BNACTH Jan ™M ectb HeBecHbIM Uapb CKUneTp
3EMHOrO LapcTsia cvnbl A3 4eNoBEKb Haydyulun Npaeay xpaHuti» W aanee: «Skoxe
KopMbumit BAUT BCEFAa, Tako W L@PCKYM MHOrOOYMTHI TBOW yM CbAEPXWT TBEpAo
Ao6paro 3aKoHa nNpPaBKNO MCCywaa Kpenko 6€33akoHWst NOTOKb, Ad Kopabnb

BCEMMPHBbIA KM3HM, Cvpeyb BceBnararo LapcTBua TBOEMo He i Orpsi3HeT BONHaMM
Henpagawt.»
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manifestation in the popular Russian aphorism “God is not in power but in pravda”.
In this understanding of pravda the Non-Possessors are similar to the Josephites.
Moreover, one of their leaders, Vassian Patrikeyev, added new colour to this
understanding. In his Epistle in Answer Vassian contrasted the pravda of God with the
pravda of man’ 7%, It means that only one genuine pravda exists and this is God’s truth
and justice. This attitude emphasizes pravda-s manifestation at the personal level:
people should in the end come to God’s pravda through personal search for pravda-s,
otherwise society is destroyed. The perscenal pravda, which is subordinated to earthly
interests, divides people: they tend to reject God’s pravda, which s in heaven. These
pravda-s lead to untruths and injustices. Therefore, people should subordinate
themselves to God’s pravda. This can be achieved predominantly through love. The
idea is definitely taken from the Bible but it acquires a specific meaning. The love of
pravda forms the core of a loving attitude to people and nature. Furthermore, it is
equated with the love of God himself. It is sometimes self-sufficient. One of the most
educated scholars of Medieval Russia, St. Maxim the Greek, who was very close to
the Non-Possessors, in his works played with the words which had the root ‘prav’,
including ‘pravednyi’ (“righteous™), ‘pravota’ (“rightness”, “truth”), and pravda.*”’

In relation to Unbegaun’s statement that, although all the abstract ideas were
expressed in Church-Slavonic language, the juridical terms and concepts were
expressed in Old Russian it is interesting to note that pravda, as can be seen from the
texts, was used equally in both the religious and juridical spheres. Therefore, we
should presuppose an interaction between different meanings of this word. And so the
formation of the concept of pravda demonstrates clearly not just the implementation

of the Christian concept of justice (Greek dykaiosynO) but also the complicated

M («CnoBO OTBETHO». «Alle yb60 BBLUCTMHHY npasgy rnaronere, nNpasaa cyaute

ChiHOBE 4enoBeuecTUd, Herage pede OnaxeHHbit [asva, aku YKOpPSa HEKnX
YESIOBEKOB Henpasay, ioxe ... conporusasioTes Soxumelt npaspe, wX Ke 3ybul
OPYXHA U CTpenbl, U fA3bIK MX MEY OCBLTP, WXKE ullylle nocTasuTh npasgy Csolo,
npaeae Goxviel He nokopvwaca, HWxe §o MoryT, Myapoeanua 60 ux He GoxunM
AYXOM BOAATHCS, HO B TWHE 3emHbix Belyesf sanawilecs». Quote from: N. A,
Kazakova Vassian Patrikejev I iego sochinienija, Moscow, Leningrad. 1960. P. 255

' «... Nla v cam cnopobuwacs 6e3ocynHo rnaronaty npea BuM: «CuTBOPUX CyA U
npaaay, He npegaxab MeHe obuasuwmM MA, HO npuvMu Mx, paba Teoero, B
onaxenne (=HacnaxgeHue) 6nar TBOMX, SKO NpasefeH ecn BAaAbIKo, W Mpasabl
Bb3M1061n ecy, 1 NPasoTH! BUAE NULIE TBOE, U Thi Bb3Jach KOMYXAO NO ASNGM ero»,
AKO ToMy nopobaer cnasa, W UeCTb, ¥ NOKNOHAHWE B OeCKOHEeUHbIe BEKW, aMuHb,»
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process of the adjustment of the ancient Slavic concept to the new Christian one. The
unity of truth and justice in this word is also emphasized by the antonyms: non-
pravda [nepravda) could be presented both as lie [lozh, krivda) or as “the absence of
lws® [bezzakoniye). At the same time krivda acquired two meanings which are ‘loz#’
(*lie”) and ‘injustice’: “Pravda with God and krivda on earth.?”® With its meaning of
‘absence of laws’ krivda did not belong to Church-Slavonic and became a popular
word which acquired a meaning exactly opposite to that of pravda.

In the course of the centuries the word pravda gradually lost its juridical
meanings in favour of the meaning of ‘truth and justice’ in general. For instance, the
Moscow Patriarch Josif said to tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich in 1650: “Look, my lord,
how good has it been to stand up for pravda: the glory comes even after death”.?” In
this case it is extremely difficult to discriminate between ‘truth’ and ‘justice,” because
the word pravda obviously expresses both meanings. It is also plausible to presuppose
that the word istina (‘truth’) under the influence of pravda was often used in the wider
meaning, acquiring the meaning of ‘justice’ as well, especiatly in such contexts such -
as “to stand up for pravda” (equal to “to stand up for isting”. This wide meaning
embracing both the highest truth and the highest justice is recorded more than one
century prior to this saying of losif.

During the time when the theory Moscow — the Third Rome was being shaped
the concept of pravda underwent significant elaboration. It was noted that by this time
pravda had acquired both juridical and religious meanings blending them into a
complicated unity. On the one hand it could be found in the numerous legal
documents and yet, on the other hand, it played an important role in the religious

contexts being linked with such words as “love” and “mercy”. Thus, pravda relaied

the juridical contexts to the highest ideal, to the divine eibsolute, and it related the . ... -

abstract religious concepts to the realities of social life. This combination of meanings
can easily be found in the writings of one a well known XVI® century thinker Fedor
Karpov. In his writings pravda almost always appears together with zakon. For

instance, “... With every civil order pravda and laws [zakony] exist so as to improve

In: “Epistle to Tuchkov-Morozov” // D. M. Bulanin Perevody I posianiya Maksima
Greka Leningrad: Nauka, 1984, p. 202.

V Dal Tolkovyi Slovar’. Sec. Ed. St. Petersburg, Moscow, 1881. V. 2. P. 194,

® Quote from: Sergei Zen’kovskii Russkoye staroobryadchestvo (Russian Old-
Believers’ Movement). Reprinted. Moscow, 1995. P. 181.




117

the badly organized...”™ At the same time in the context with “mercy” pravda is
clearly associated with the legal system: “...pravda without mercy is torturing...”275
There is another important aspect of this combination because from the juridical point
of view pravda is different for the different layers of society. The pravda of the noble
class can be opposite to that of the peasants. However, God’s truth cannot be split into
multiple meanings, as it is the single highest truth for ali people.

Fedor, one of the most educated persons of the period, expressed his ideal of
the ‘State [kingdom] of pravda’ in his Leiter fo Metropolitan Daniil " He
discriminated between pravda as such and laws which are based on pravda (zakony
pravednyye) and contrasted both with ‘patience’ (terpeniye). The use of the word
‘patience’ in this context is not customary. However it is clear what Karpov meant by
this: in the orderly and justly established state there is no discrepancy between the
inner personal feeling of pravda and the demands of the state; therefore there is no
need for patience, The ‘patience’ is regarded by him as a symptom of social injustice.
Following the fifth book of Aristotles” Nicomachean Ethics which differentiated
between truth and justice Karpov contrasted pravda with zakon, stating that zakon
was a rationally established social obligation which should always be corrected by
pravda. That is why pravda is much higher than zakosn, though both are opposed to
patience: pravda cannot be unjust while zakon can, therefore zakon should always be
in correspondence with pravda. In order to assert his attitude to the law Karpov uses
an expression “zakony pravednyye”, righteous laws which are based on pravda. The
tsar being the guarantor of these laws should to be lifted to the same level as pravda.

Karpov expressed these concepts in the following words:

...Every town »nd every kingdom, according te Aristotle, has to be ruled by
the superior through pravda and through the known righteous laws, and not
through patience. In order to gain this we people being found ourselves in a
great sea troubled by terrible tempests, need to live under the rule of the

e Quote from: “Poslaniye Karpova mitropolitu Daniilu” (Karpov's epistle to
metropolitan Daniil). / Pamyamiki literatury Drevnei Rusi. Konets XV — pervaya
polovina XVI veka. Moscow, 1984. P. 510. («...BO BCKOM FPaXAaHLCTBE NMPasia v
3aKOHbI KO WUCMNPaBeruio HEYCTPONHbIX.,.»)

Ibld «...[lpasaa 6e3 MUNOCTH MyUUTENLCTBO ECTL»,)

«Mocnanve Kapnosa murponosmty OaHvmny» has been written approximately
between 1533 and 1539 — see: A. I. Klibanov Dukhovnaya kul'tura srednevekovoi
Rusi (Spiritual Culture of Medieval Rus’) Moscow, 1996. P. 207.
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tsars, who are righteously shepherding us in these kingdoms and towns
according to their mercy...?’

Karpov insists that pravda should be connected with mercy, otherwise the
strict implementation of laws can lead to atrocities. 28

While Karpov was trying to elaborate the most general approach to pravda,
Ivan Peresvetov and Afanasii Nikitin were eager to present the Russian land as the
state of pravda. Analyzing their ideal a specialist in Russian medieval culture,
Klibanov, comes to the conclusion that pravda was understood by these writers as
being higher than justice:

We would not commit a sin against truth if we were to unite the two
concepts of “Pravda™ and “Justice”. However, taking into account writings
of Afanasii Nikitin and Peresvetov, it would be accurate to separate these
concepts. “Justice” is just one derivation of “Pravda”. The latter is an all-
embracing ideal: God's Truth [Pravda)! Justice is a regulative social and
moral norm, which presents pravda in the sphere of earthly (secular)

relations of people.?’®

The idea of God loving pravda rather than belief itself comes from the
previous century.2®® Peresvetov raises the powerful image of pravda uniting the
Christian and popular understanding. In his interpretation of the work, 4 Story of
Constantinople, Peresvetov opposes the pravda of Christianity, symbolized by an
eagle, to the false truth [krivda] of Islam, symbolized by a snake. Alhough temporary
victory of krivda over pravda is possible, pravda will ultimately win. God permitted
Magmet the Sultan to take over Constantinople; however in doing this Magmet could
not get pravda, which left the Earth for Heaven anticipating and awaiting a future
victory. He concluded that “God loves pravda, and pravda is the most powerful thing
of all things."?*! Being intimately linked with God pravda resides in heaven, rather

than on earth. Everything had been given by God to Magmet, but pravda. In the form

77 oy

Quote from: Pamyatniki. P. 512. («...BCSK rpag v BCAKO LAPCTBO, N0 APUCTOTENO,
YNPABNSTACH UMaTb OT HAYanbHYIK B NiPaBAe M M3BECTHLIMM 3aKOHaMY NPaBEaHLIMK,
a He TepneHueM, 3aHe Mbl, YeNoBeUW, WKe eCTbMK B CeM MOpe BenuueM, B HeM xe

Bypu GeaHel, Tpeby UMaMb! XUTK NOA LiapH, WKEe HAc B LEPCTBEY, U rpagex caoux no
Koeroxao CroAoBbnerHnio NpasegHe nacyr»).

See Klibanov Dukhovnaya kul'tura. Pp. 212-213.

Khbanov Dukhovnaya kul'tura, P. 221

See Ibid. P. 222.

Quote from: Klibanov Dukhovnaya kul'tura, P. 222. It is interesting to see the
image of an eagle which is the symbol of apostle John the author of the fourth Gospel
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of an ineffable light pravda left Constantirople just prior to the moment when city
was taken by Magmet’s troops. The tongue of flame rose from the cathedral of St.
Sophia to heaven, the gates of heaven sprang open allowing this flame to enter, and
then the gates closed® Peresvetov clarified the 'concept of this ineffable light by
saving that it was the Holy Ghost.”® This idea is a religious and dogmatic expression
of the belief that while pravda resides in heaven, krivda remains on earth. This belief
is mentioned in different versions of religious verses, an extremely popular genre
among Russian peasants which has survived up to our century. In the old religious
verse “Of How Many Parts Was Adam Created?” the conclusion is: “Now Falsehood
has put Truth to rout, and Truth has passed into the heights of heaven, but Falsehood
has remained on the damp earth — she has entered into our eager heart.””® Yu.
Sokolov, following N. Tikhonravov, linked an image of the earthly victory of
Falsehood over Truth [krivda over pravda] with the anticipation of the Last
Judgement: “(“This shall be for the latter time, it shall be for the eight thousand
years”) enables us to see the reflection in religious verses of the pessimistic attitudes
which were characteristic of the period around the year 1492, “when there came to an
end the apocalyptic seven thousand years from the creation of the world...””®* This
belief survived up to our times. For instance, in 1991 the same idea was recorded
from an Old-Believer. The verse is called “Mad People in the World™: “To do
something bad we are ready any time. On the other hand, to behave according to
God’s law seems difficult... Something has become irritated in the world, Everything
has gone wrong, Pravda has not remained anywhere, the people are drowning in
Krivda."®® The same motif survived in the form of the version of Psalm 14.2%" It is

worth noting that the field of battle between Pravda and Xrivda is a heart and not a

who was also the author of Apocalypse, and this is perfectly apposite in the situation

gsfz the: destruction of the greatest centre of Christianity.
. Ibid. 224.

Here again the strong echo of the Acts an be noted: the image of the ascending
Holy Gost stands in specific contrast with the tongues of flame which descended onto
apostles,

is: %lgtc from: Y. M. Sokolov Russian Folklore Hatboro, 1966. P. 374.

14.
% Dukhovnyye Stikhi. Kanty. (Sbornik dukhovnykh stikhov nizhegorodskoi oblasti)
(Religious Verses. Chants. (A collection of religious verses of the Nizhnii Novgorod
district) Moscow, 1999. P. 328. («CoTBOpUTL XyRoe Aeno Mbl roTOBLI KaXAblit Hac. A
no Boxbemy 3akoHy ByATO TAXKO NoCTynath... YTo-T0 B MUpe B3BONHOBanoCk, Bee
nowno HaoGopoT, Hurae npasgbl He ocranocs, B kpreae ToHeT BeCh HAPOA».)
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mind and this is understandable if we take into account the intimate connection
between truth and love and mercy.

With the most striking power the motif of a heavenly residing pravda was
represented in the religious verse Profound Book which deals “with the origin of the
world and its phenomena, and the chief objects on the earth (as to which object is
“father “ and mother” of all things), of living creatures and holy relics.”*®® In
particular, the origin of God’s people [‘mir-narod Bozhii’] is explained. The main
goal of this verse was to provide people with a popular version of the structure of the
universe. Although the Profound Book representeci a mixture of Christian and pagan
elements, the ideal of Pravda was definitely a Christian one. According to the

Profound Book the personified Pravda “went to Heaven, to Christ, the heavenly

tsar”?® while Krivda remained on earth spoiling people. The ultimate victory of

Pravda over Krivda was seen in the images of the Last Judgement. Russian depictions
of this great subject presented Pravda shooting Krivda, and Krivda falling in fear.?
Thus, Pravda reresents the highest divine value, which rests with Christ, and at the
same time it is separated from him.

In addition, some clichés of Russian folk poetry should be mentioned. One of
the most popular expressions from bylinas (Russian traditional heroic poems) is “to
serve by belief and Pravda”.?®! Bogatyrs (the heroes) come freely to the ruler (usually
Prince Viadimir) “to serve him by belief and pravda”. 1t is particularly characteristic
for the bylinas of the Ilya Muromets cycle in contexts like: “I, son of a peasant have
come to you, prince, to serve by belief and j:mavc:’c‘z”.:"E’2 The same expression can be
found in Russian folk songs. For instance, in the famous collection of Petr Kireyevskii
this expression can be found in songs 81, 83, etc.”®> Apart from this expression the

word “pravda” in bylinas and folk songs is used predominantly in the context of

" Ibid, P. 286.

See Sokolov Russian Folkiore, Pp. 373-374,

¥ Quote from: M Gromov, N. Kozlov Russkaya filosofskaya mysl’ X-XVII vekov
gRussxan philosophical thought of 10-17"™ centuries). Moscow, 1990. P. 220.

Sochinniya N. S, Tikhonravova. V. 1. Drevn’aya Russkaya Literatura. Moscow,
1898. P. 339.

2t <<ﬂ0cny>xm'b BEPOI-NPaBAoIo».
. Byhny (Bylinas) Leningrad, 1957. P. 80, also in other bylinas, see: P. 203.

. Sobraniye narodnykh pesen P. V. Kireyevskogo (A collection of folk songs by P.
Kireyevskii). V. 1. Leningrad, 1977. Pp. 108,109,
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‘truth, true words.”** Again we can see two different meanings of pravda:

‘endeavour for justice’ and ‘truth’.

Now we turn to the concept of volya as it was established over the ages by
Russian consciousness. This word bears two meanings, of ‘will” and ‘freedom’, which
in their interrelations form a very specific concept. As an adjective it means ‘free,
independent, autonomous, having power in itself’. Volya as a noun means ‘freedom
from any sort of dependency and responsibility’, and at the same time it has a
meaning of ‘inner freedom, freedom of soul’; and so it exceeds any social
connotations and relates to the essence of human personality.

These meanings of the word could be seen from the earliest times. For
instance, volya in the first meaning is found in Izbornik®” (collected in 1076): «
Give your body up to nakedness, your volya to trampling, stomach to fast ...”?® Or:
“I am ready ... to execute what is demanded by the volya of your heart””’ This
meaning of will is inseparably connected with the meaning of ‘power’: “Be
reasonable and comprehend what is God’s power [volya]”**® This motif of ‘being in
someone’s will® is, probably, the most frequent at that time. Along with this the
meaning of ‘freedom’ in both the individual and the social aspects can be found in
such expressions as “‘Volya of declaration,” “Preach the truth, free volya” 2% or in
“He residing the St. Yurii land will be given freedom...”*®

The concept of volya was being developed in relation to the word mir. It
should be mentioned that mir is one more important word which has two very
different yet interconnected meanings: ‘community and cosmos’ and ‘agreement,
peace’. With both meanings mir is understood as ‘secular, everyday’ and, therefore, is
contrasted to ‘sacred’. In the contexts with volya the first meaning should be
emphasized. The pair of words mir-volya stands in genetic relation with an ancient

couple of Indo-European guds Mithra and Varuna. V. Toporov has established that

4 Bylmy, Pp. 16,174,... Sobraniye narodnykh pesen P. V. Kireyevskogo: No’s 30, 68.
The word “Izbomik” means a collection of stories.
«..Npepax(b) Teno csoe HaroTy, BONO Ha nonbpaHue, oyTpoby Ha nocrb »
Slovar’ drevnerusskogo yazyka (XI — XIV vv.) (Dictionary of Old-Russian Language
;(,;?l -14 centuries) V. 1. Moscow, 1988. P. 472,
« ..C€ TOTOBBL ECMb... CbTBOPUTY €NMKO BENUTb BONA CepAL@ TBoero». Ibid.
«Boynu CbMbCNBY, pasyMed HsTO e Bona 6oxmna.» Ibid. P. 473.

«Bons ornaronanus» Sreznevskii, V. 1. P, 298.
30 Phid.
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the relation between the vedic Mithra and Varuna as of centre and periphery, order
and destruction, life and death is similar to the Slavic mir — volya.*” Those who deny
mir express individual as opposed to social, disagreement and anxiety versus
agreement and peace. In its relation to mir, volya acquires the meaning of the inner
state of an individual, linked with his soul and heart, rather than his social state based
on agreement and, consequently, on reason.

The crucial tension which forms the very core of the concept of v-.ya can be
found between the idea of inner freedom and the conscious f{eeling of the infinite
spaciousness of the Russian land. It has been noted on numerous occasions that the
so-called “Russian soul” is associated with the spaciousness of the Russian state. We
can find a similar link between mir and volya in the following words by Prof.
Arseniev: “Two elements seem to contend for domination in the history of Russian
soul: being implanted to custom and everyday. of life, striving for the strong
patriarchal style of family life, love of beauty in the way of life, and, at the same time,
striving toward distance, mobility, instability, a search for new horizons.>% The
concept of mir can be easily recognized in the beauty of communal life and volya in
the striving for new horizons. Arseniev lists the manifestations of volya in the activity
of Russian explorers, robbers and religious pilgrims, as well as in the spiritual search
for the “New City” and metaphysical longing for the ultimate meaning of life. The
connections between these notions are understandable., However the problem is
whether the spaciousness influenced the Russian soul or the soul influenced the
spaciousness. Yet it is quite obvious that the soul cannot influence space as such. The
point is whether the soul can be open to spaciousness or closed. Rome tried to fence
off the barbarians and established a famous earthen wall which separated Southern
Europe from Northern Europe, civilization from barbarism. The Great Wall of China
played the same role, not even in reality but as an expression of an attitude towards
Northern neighbours. The Russian state was being developed in a different way
towards the nomadic steppe. This relation was ambivalent: the Steppe attracted and

frightened at the same time. Even later in the Muscovite time along with the

9! See: V. N. Toporov “Ob iranskom elemente v russkoi dukhovnoi kui’ture” //
Slav’anskii I balkanskii fol 'kior (On the Iranian element in Russian spiritual culture /
38012'avic and Baltic Folklore), Moscow, 1989, Pp. 43-52.

N. S. Arseniev “Russkiye prostory i narodnaya dusha” (Russian spaciousness and

popular soul). // Iz russkoi kul'turnoi i tvorcheskoi traditsii (On the Russian cultural
and aesthetic tradition). Frankfurt am Main, 1959. P. 167.
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strengthening of the autocratic state the most autonomous part of the Russian
peasantry moved from the centre to the periphery. (This process is described by the
famous historian, Pavel Milyukov, in relation to the development of the Muscovite

state.”®) The very specific way of life which is close to the border of the siate but at

. the same time free from the actual responsibilities before this state brings a peculiar

nuance into the consciousness of people. The meaning and the image of volya was
always connected with the image of the trespassed border. (It does not mean, that all
people followed this way of life; however the very possibility of this choice was of
the great importance.) The borders of the state put the limit to the regularly
established way of life subordinated to the state laws. This image has also borne a
much deeper meaning since Pre-Christian times: it also means the border between life
and death. For instance, we can take the most famous document of pagan
consciousness The Lay of Igor's Campaign. Boris Gasparov in his study of the poetics
of The Lay demonstrates clearly that the very crossing of the river, which separates
the Russian land from Kipchak’s land, means in fact the destruction of the Russian
troops. In this mythological Weltanschauung the return of Prince Igor from his
captivity is presented as the miracle of resurrection.’® At the same time the nomads

are not apprehended as barbarnans though they reside over there, on the other side of

the border, but as different (it has been mentioned earlier that Vladimir bore the title
of kagan, the highest title of the Steppe ruler). Through the connection with the
different volya (freedom) is attracting and frightening at the same time. On the one
hand it is attractive because it provides a possibility to escape from the pressure of an
unjust power. On the other hand it is frightening because of its uncertainty. The
choice can be made on the ground of ones own will. With this we approach the issue
of the inner - outer attitude to volya. .
This issue was elaborated during the discussions related to the idea of free
will, which was at that time (the second half of the XV™ century) usually expressed
by the word ‘‘sa\movlastiye”"”05 (‘autonomy’) as, for instance, in the expression

“samovlastiye dushi” (‘autonomy of the soul’). zmaragd, a collection of moral

Wp, Milyukov Ocherki po istorii russkoi kul 'tury (Outline of the history of Russian
culture). V. 3. St. Petersburg, 1903, P. 68-69. '
3 B, Gasparov “Poetika “Slova o polku Igoreve” (Poetics of The Lay of Igor's

Campaign). I/ Wiener Slawischer Almanach, Sonderband 12, Vienna, 1984. P. 133-
138.

305 . . . .
Russian word “samovlastiye” combines the meanings of ‘auto’ and ‘power’.
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exhortations very popular in the XIV and XV centuries, included The Word on the
Autonomy of Soul. The anonymous author wrote: “We are created autonomous by
God; to be saved or to perish depends solely on our will [‘,n:;vly.:z]"’.m‘5 The same
oroblem was discussed in other works of the period and even earlier. However, only
at the turn of the XV and XVI™ centuries did the problem of the autonomy of the soul
become one of the most significant problems in relation to the core of human
personality.

From the angle of social life it can be stated that this was the time of the
finalization of the transitory process from clan (linked with mir) consciousness to the
individual consciousness which would be regulated by norms rather than by tradition.
The discussion was initiated by a heretic, the leader of the so-called Judaisers, Fedor
Kuritsyn. In his Laodikiiskoye Epistle Fedor emphasized that the autonomy of the soul
is complementary to belief: “The soul is autonomous while belief 1mposes
397 A prophet coming to teach people brings the belief which in its tum
brings a fear of God. This fear becomes the weapon of the soul. If there is no belief,

the autonomy of the soul can break through all limits. It is obvious that heretics

limits...

emphasized the autonomy and freedom of the soul contrasting them to the blind
subordination to Church authority. However, at the same time the problem was under
discussion even among the most righteous Orthodox circles. The opposition ‘St. Nilus
versus St. losif” presupposes different attitudes to the problem. St. Nilus of Sora put
emphasis on the individual spiritual life by saying that the genuine sphere of a monk’s

activity is his heart’®

. He, therefore, seems to be quite indifferent to the social
relations or even to the communal church life, which is losif’s major concemn. The

mystical spiritual church is more important to St. Nilus than the real earthly church.

He defends the autonomy of a critically thinking individual, and through this he s ."',.«_:.--';:f'-

directly defends free will. According to him, the soul should be subordinated to divine
scriptures and guided by them. He formulated the problem as follows: there are many
writings, and it is not an easy task to distinguish between the authentic ones and the

frauds. This differentiation cannot be achieved without inner freedom. At the same

% «Camosnactun Borom COTBOpEHLI €CMbBI MNW CnaceMca Wnu norubHem sonelo
%oero» ~ Quote from: Klibanov Dukhovnaya kul 'tura, P. 136.
0 «[ytua camosnacTHa, 3arpaga eu sepa» - Ibid. P. 143.
A. S. Arkhange!’skii Nil Sorskii i Vassian Patrikeyev. Ikh literaturnyye trudy i idei
v Drevnei Rusi (Nilus of Sora and "'assian Patrikeyev. Their literary writings and
ideas in Ancient Rus’). St. -Petersburg, 1882. Pp. 129.
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time volya cannot find any guidance in itself because if it is not being led by the |
divine doctrines it becomes a toy for passions. St. Nilus reproaches the monk wish “to !
tive according their passionate wills [volya’s], and not according to divine *
scriptures.”® 1t is clear that for him volya can fight against passions through
subordination to scriptures. Yet it is much less clear what can lead volya to
discriminate between good and bad in the scriptures themselves. The only answer is
that there is something higher than actual words, and this is God's pravda
comprehended by the soul. In order to penetrate the meaning of writings the monk
should apply his mind first, and then, if it is still has not been grasped, put it aside
waiting for understanding to come.*'® Thus, this ultimate understanding is supposed

by St. Nilus to come not from the mind but from the other source, which is the heart.

Similar ideas {though not the same in details) were later expressed by the heretic
Feodosii Kosoi, who was very popular amongst the peasants.

It is indicative that there is no contradiction between St. Nilus and St. losif in
regard to this point. Though in his earlier works (for instance, in his epistle dated

1479) St. losif did not touch on this problem, later he defended the idea of the

B TR T v

autonomy of human will on the basis that man was created in the image of God: “Man
being created in the image of God ... bears in him God’s likeness, soul, word, and
mind... For again in the image the self-ruled {samoviastnoye] and possessing in 2 man
expresses itself...>""” Though St. Tosif definitely recognised free will at the same time
he always emphasized the crucial role of the established institutions. Their power,
according to him, was supposed to restrict different personal volya-s. The steps are: a
monk has to obey ".. Church, the Church has to subordinate itself to the tsar.
However, there is a limit for this subordination of the Church — the Church should 1

obey the tsar until he defends the ultimate pravda. St. losif’s followers greatly - '

simplified this doctrine. In a work such as Balaam’s Conversation the autonomy of
man is negated on the ground of the very existence of the rulers and the power:

Many people say that man has been created autonomous [samovolen] by . _
God ... However, if a really autonomous man had been created by God in '
the world, he would not have established tsars and great princes and other '

3
» «M0 CBOMM CTPECTHLIM BONAM XUTWU, 38 HE NO CBATLIM nucauusM», Quote from:

Arkhangel’skii Nil Sorskii, P. 136.

310 Ihid. P. 133.
311

«... yenosex, no o6pasy boxuio Cb3garHb, HocuT B cebe Boxue noaobue, aywy

M yM... Bxe nakel no o6pasy rnaronerb caMoBNacTHoE Yenosexa v obnagaTtensHoe.»
Quote from: Klibanov Dukhovnaya kul'tura, P. 157,
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authorities, and would not have separated one tribe from another. God
created righteous tsars and great princes and other authorities in order to

limit this world [mir], and in order to save our souls.*'?

In this case volya from the very beginning was limited by external power.
Moreover, this is the most significant task of this power (authority) to restrict people’s
freedom and will. This 1dea became a favorite for Ivan IV, known as Ivan the
Terrible.

Ivan 1V grasped the concept of autonomy predominantly as the autonomy to
fall. In this case the main task of the earthly authorities is to save people: “... It is in
your writings far from truth that God created man and bequeathed him with freedom
(volnost’] and honour. ... As soon as [Adam] transgressed the precept the punishment
was great! This is the first bondage [nevolya) and dishonour”."? Ivan often alluded to
this concept because it justified everything done by the sovereign. The tsar’s volya in
this case is law and power in itself: this is volya which was granted by God to the one
in order to restrict all other personal volya-s, and along with this there is no power on
earth which would restrict it. Moreover, it is not only volya but pravda in itself as
well.

Ivan’s understanding had a long tradition in Russian history. To provide just

one example it is worth recalling the event of 1432: When princes at that time (almost

12 «MHo3n Y60 rRaronioT B Mupe, SIKO CaMOBOMHA Ye/I0BEXa COTBOPMA ecTb Bor Ha

cech cBeT. Awe 6ol camoBnacTHa yencseka coTeopun Bor Ha cecb cBeT, ¥ OH Obl He
YCTasnn uapeit v senmukux kHasell U npounx BRacreid v He paspenun 6ol opast oF
opabl. Coteopun bor 6naroBepHbI UapK U BENUBME KHA3W ¥ RPOUMM BNAcT Ha
BO3AEPXaHWe MMpa cero ans cnacewus ayw wawux», Quote from: Klibanov
Dukhovnaya kul'tura, P. 157. In the so-called Kormchaya, the book used to rule the
church, taken from Byzantium (the manuscript copy from the XII" century) there is
an interesting article of the Russian origin on the same subject. In his instruction to
those who has come to confess the confessor says: “You have to feel fear and love
towards the rulers, because if you do, you will avoid evil, which generates hatred, and
through love you will learn the essentials... All power from God, honour everyone in
accordance to their ranks” “...TBKOXE W Kb BNACTUTENLMb CTPaXb UMeN U Nilo60Bb:
boabocs wxb cHOMOASWINGA OTb 3N3, UMb XE HEHABUCTb NPUX0auTb, U Niobs s,
TbUHOE OTb HUXDL BOCTpUMeIK... Bcaka BaacTs ot Bora; ro caHbMb XKe BCeMb veCTb
oTaasan.” (Quote from: Dyakonov M. Viast’ moskovskikh gosudarei. Ocherki iz

istorii politicheskikh idei Drevnei Rusi do kontsa XV{ veka. St. Petersburg, 1889, P.
40.) -
313

«.lTo Bor corsopun Yenosex u BONHOCTL €My AAPOBAN W WeCTb, MHO TBOE
MUCAHLE MHOTO OTCTOWT OT UCTWHBIL... Erla 3anoBeab NPECTYNn M KaKuM OCYXEHWeM

oCyxeH BbicTe! Ce ecrb neppasi Heeonr M Becvectbe...» Quote from: Klibanov
Dukhovnaya kul 'tura, P. 159.
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exactly one hundred years before Ivan IV was borﬁ) were arguing against each other
while trying to obtain the ‘yarlyk’ (edict) of the Khans of Kipchaq Horde in order to
have the title of Grand Prince all over Russian land, the diplomats who represented
the Moscow Prince Vassily I had to reject the Last Will of his father Vassily 1. His
opponent Prince Yurii based his claim on this Last Will and was absolutely sure that
this was a crucial argument. In their appeal to the Khan the representatives of Vassily
Il put forward an argument that the opposite side (Prince Yurii) wished to gain the
kingdom “in accordance with the dead decree of his father rather than in accordance

with your permission as a free [vol'nyi] tsar.”!

This argument presupposes the
ultimate predominance of the sovereign’s will over all other sources of authority. This
tradition has also been reflected in such expressions as ‘to go in someone’s volya’, ‘to
put onto someone’s volya’, ‘to be in someone’s volya’>">. For instance, when the
Moscow Patriarchate was under establishment the whole cause was confided to the
tsar’s authority: “Right Reverend Metropolitan Iov, ... and along with him the whole
church council presented the matter, after it had been discussed, to the volya of the
pious Tsar and Grand Prince, to Fedor Ivanovich, our pious Tsar and Grand Prince of
the whole of Russia, to decide*'® This action demonstrates that tsar’s volya
(simultaneously ‘will’ and ‘power’) was taken as the final authority. The same
formula was used in discussions with the Ukrainian Cossacks who requested Alexis to
take Ukraine under rule about half a century after the Moscow Patriarchate had been
instituted. The Cossacks were seeking for the legal guarantees to assure their
privileges were included into the Pereyaslav Agreement. In reply to this they were
told that the only guarantee was the tsar’s volya, and that the tsar’s word could not

change.’"’ In the XVII" century this meaning of volya was consciously contrasted

34 .
«..no MEPTBOM rpamore OTUa CBOEro, @ He N0 TBOEMY XAanoBaHwio BONHOIO

apa.» See: R. Skrynnikov Tretii Rim (The Third Rome) St. -Petersburg, 1994. P. 18.
The same meaning can he found in the chronicle - «... vebe, cBoeMy rocygapio,
BOAHOMY Lapio npassacs». Ibid., P. 19.

" «XopuTh B Jeei-Hubyab Bone», «Monoxuts Ha BOMO», «BbiTe B ubeii-HMBYAbL
BONE».
 «U npeoceslLierHbIA YeB MUTPONONUT, ... W BECh OCBSLIEHHLI COBOP, roBOPS W
coBeTOBaB MeX cebs O BCeM TOM, NONOXWIW Ha BORC ©Naro4ecTUBOro rocyaaps
Li3Ps 1 BEINKOro KHR3M, Kak 0 ToM GnaroHeCTuBblA rocyAape Hal Uapb W BENWKWii
KHasb Qdepop WeaHoewu scea Poccun, npoussonuT».Quote from; A. Kartashev
3C?%‘herki. V.2.P.27.

N. Andreiev “Pereyasiavskii dogovor” (Pereyaslav treaty). // Studies in Muscovy.

Western Influence and Byzantine Inheritance. London, 1970. P. 51.
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with the Western idea of freedom. Milyukov offers the brilliant example of this
attitude in relation to the discussions with the Poles. In reply, to gain freedom through
union with Poland the Russians said: “Your freedom is precious to you ... yet our
subjugation [nevelya) is precious 1o us. You have no freedom [vol 'nost’} but rather
willfulness {svoyevoliye]: the strong is robbing the weak... However, in our country
the most noble of boyars does not have the power to offend the last man of the
common people because the tsar maintains our justice. But if the tsar himself would
act unjustly, this was his own volya...”!®

The only restriction of the tsar’s volya in theory was his piety, his adherence to
the Orthodox Church and its doctrines, and, therefore, it was supposed that the tsar
would rule subordinating his will to the highest and absolute pravda. This is a clear
continuation of Josif’s attitude. One of the most striking examples of this attitude can
be found in the documents of the interrogation of famous Archpriest Avvakum, one of
the heroes of Rasko!, who could much more easily admit the impiety of the Patriarch
rather than that of the Tsar.>!" If we again return to the controversy between St. Nilus
and St. losif and present it through such terms as pravda and volya it should be
concluded that their ideal was almost the same. However, St. Nilus’ concern was the
individual aspect of the relationship between pravda and volya while St. losif was
more concerned about the social aspect of their relationship. This difference shaped
their conflicting attitudes to property: St. Nilus did not care about property, yet his
fear was that the burden of ownership could delimit volya and distract it from the
search for God’s pravda. St. losif thought that, in order to fulfil God’s pravda volya
should subordinate itsetf to the Church and State. losif*s followers could not keep his

attitude, and in the course of time the institutions by themselves became the

manifestations of pravda, while volya was reserved for the autocratic tsar. Taey - ..

subordinated themselves to the state, and with the state support they ruined their
opponents, the Non-Possessors. But this was their Pyrrhic victory: they had to identify

themselves with the lay authority, and when later Peter I initiated the Church reform,

% «Bam nopora Bawa cBOGORA ... A HAM Hawa HesONs., Y BAC He BOALHOCTL, @
CBO@BOMME: CUMbHBIA pabut cnaboro... ¥ Hac, HanpoTs, CaMblid 3HaTHLIM 6ospuUH
He BracTeH o6uaeThb NOCAEAHEro NPOCTONIOAUHA: NO Mepeoit xanobe uapb TBOPUT
CYR v pacnpasy. A ecnv caMm uapb NOCTYNUT HenpaBocyaHo — ero Bofsf..» Quote
from: Milyukov Ocherki. P. 84.

39 Materialy dlya istorii raskola... (Materials for the history of schism...) Ed. by N.
Subbotin. V. 2. Moscow, 1876. Pp. 22-23.
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taking the Protestant churches as a model, the Russian Orthodox Church had neither
material nor spiritual power to oppose the tsar’s plan.

The most intelligent and yet the most gloomy agent of this Church Reform
was-the famous Feofan Prokopovich. The reform presupposed the abandonment of the
Moscow Patriarchate, and the formal subordination of the Church to the tsar, who
would rule it through his representative, the so-called Chief Procurator. Feofan not
only wrote the project of this reform but also defended its ideas in his books. The

most indicative of Feofan’s works in relation to this issue was The Pravda of

Monarch’s Volya®®® which perfectly expressed the concept of the absolute power of

the tsar. This work was characterized by an eminent Russian writer of the second half
of the XVII century prince Shcherbatov as “...a monument of flattery and servility of
the monk’s will in relation to the ruler’s.”™ Feofan’s views seem to be not a
continuation but rather the crucial step in the development of St. Joseph followers’
attitude to autocratic power. Feofan completely and ultimately prevented the
monarch’s volya from being subordinated to pravda.*? In fact, pravda was under the
rule of volya. 1t is interesting that in Feofan’s usage of these words pravda keeps the
two meanings, ‘justice’ and ‘truth’, while volya reserves almost exclusively the
meaning of ‘will’, Feofan’s approach manifested the great violation of the traditional
Orthodox views as well as the influence of Catholicism with its emphasis on the
Pope’s infallibility, and particularly of Protestantism with its subordination of the
Church to state authorities.

The same attitude could be found with other people who surrounded and open
heartedly supported the tsar-reformer. For instance, one of Peter’s statesmen, Alexei
Kurbatov, expressed the idea of the supremacy of secular power over spiritual power
in his letter to Peter in the following words: “God... put people into your autocracy...

for you would rule their everyday needs with pravda. And also now, most gracious

3 o
¥ «Mpasga BoAM MOHapLEi».

“O povrezhdenii nrevov v Rossii” knyazya M. Shcherbatova i “Puteshestviya”
Radishcheva (“About the damage of morale in Russia” by prince M. Shcherbatov and
“Journey” by Radishchev) Moscow, 1985. P. 80.

2 See: G. Florovsky “Ways of Russian Theology.;’ Part One. // Collected Works. V.
5. New York, 1979. Pp. 118-119,
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sovereign, we can see that God wishes you to care for ax_mq watch over our spiritual
needs. .. as you should see your autocracy in everything.”*?

Peter’s own concept of the state and of his autocratic role is clearly found
within the ideology of enlightened absolutism: the ruler was the first servant of the
abstract and depersonalized State, which all men had to serve.”** The problem arose
from the fact that in the situation of a lack of a sufficient code of laws the formaily
depersonalized institutions in reality were working in accordance to the will of
particular personalities. Despite all his formal attempts, the Emperor ruled by means
of persons, not institutions, and “the original appellation, “The Lords Senate”
(‘Gospoda Senat’), was changed to “The Lords Senators” (‘Gospoda Senaty’). The
identification of the Emperor’s will and the State in this case was carried out to the

extent that the Emperor could not tolerate the intrusion of any abstraction represented

by an institution.”**

The problem, therefore, manifests itself in the fact that tsar’s volya is mediated
and violated in its relation to people by the numerous volya-s of his servants. Volya
was lifted higher than laws in both cases: the tsar’s volya is higher just by the nature
of the tsar’s power; at the same time the volya-s of the tsar’s servants are in a position
beyond any particular law as well due to their predominant relationship with the tsar’s
volya rather than with the legal system. The difference is that in the eyes of ordinary
people the servants’ volya-s were always regarded as completely deprived of any
pravda. Pravda in this case was transformed from the highest principle, which
underlies civil and all other laws, into state volya itself, There are as many pravda-s as
volya-s: each volya acts in accordance with its own pravda. Yet, obviously enough,
these pravda-s completely lost their God’s nature. .

In contrast to losif’s tradition the opponents began to gradually strengthen
their position. The Russian Orthodox Church, ruled by the Josefites, lost its power
because being during centuries strongly linked with the state it was loosing the

authority of the strong and autonomous defender of the Christian population, as well

B «Bor ... npenane B CaMOfEePXaBCTBME TBOE MIOAM ... B XUTEHCKkMX noTpebax
ynpasnstv B npasay. Hbide e, BCEMWNOCTHBEMUMIA FOCYAapb, BWAUM, SKO U B8
AYXOBHbIX XouleT Bor, Aa Thl NONEYellcs ¥ YCMOTPMILK ... A3 BO BCEM BCEro CIM
TBOE caMofepxasue u3sonimiib yemotpetu», Quote from: Kartashev, Ocherki... V. 2.
P. 328

¥4 Michael Chemiavsky Tsar and People. Studies in Russian Myths. New Haven and
London, 1961. P, 82,
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as its property and with this its influence. From the second half of the XVI* century
and through the whole history of Russia up to year 1917 Lﬁe Old Believers (they were
counted up to 25 million by the beginning of the XX™ century) resurrected and kept
St. Nilus’ tradition of an almost absolute indifference in regard to state authorities
including the tsar. Even during the most severe persecutions they did not rise up
against the tsar though they regarded Peter to be the Anti-Christ. The voluminous
literature of the Old Believers is marked by a complete ignorance of the problems of
state and social structure. There are no complains in regard to the injustice of the
social order or to economic inequality.® This attitude is well seen in the case of Peter
1. The Old Believers considered him to be the Anti-Christ and yet they preferred to
“ bum themselves but not to rebel.??” From the angle of this research the point is that
they saw as their chief goal to keep true traditional Orthodox belief (pravda)
personally and in their communities rather than to openly oppose authorties. And
later they never supported any attempts to strike against authorities.

The Old Believers are mentioned here because in the course of time they
began to represent the most noticeable link between the old and modern times. The
peasant ideal of the proper relationship between tsar and people, as well as between
pravda and volya, seems to be a mixture of both St. Nilus’ and St. Tosif’s views. The
ordinary people apparently were not indifferent to authorities as the Non-Possessors
were. At the same time they recognized the tsar as being willful and free. However
this attitude was never transferred to bureaucracy and its representatives. The people,
peasants, approached the concept of the relationship with the tsar through the
institution of community (mir-obshching). Mir possesses volya in the same way as the
tsar possesses volya. Otherwise their relationship does not make sense. However the
nature of these volya-s is different: the tsar possesses volya because it has been given - . .
to him by God; mir possesses volya because it was established as an autonomous
uwity. The main goal and inspiration for both volya’s is pravda, which is one and the

only one God’s pravda. The tsar is regarded as an embodiment of this pravda on

25

Ibld Pp. 86-87.

® M. Shakhov Filosofskiye aspekty staroveriya (Philosophical Aspects of the Old
Behef) Moscow, 1998. Pp. 102-103.

*” The link between the Raskol and Peter’s reforms is presented in: K. Skvortsov “V

poiskakh pravdy” (“The Search for Pravda” // Russkoye Vozrozhdeniye (Russian
Renaissance) Paris, Moscow, New York.N. 6, 1979.
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earth; “Where there is a tsar, there is pravda”.3®® People’s pravda in its turn can be
found in their unity. This unity should be established on the basis of love which is
pravda in human hearts. The tsar’s pravda is higher than that of the people: “If the
people sin, the tsar will atone for their sins by prayer, and if the tsar sins, the people
will not be able to atone for his sins by prayer”’” This approach is apparently
contrary to any theory of the origin of supreme power through delegation (like, for
instance, Thomas Hobbes® theory** though his doctrine intersects partly with the
above one, there is a difference in principle: Hobbes sees the sovereign as the
defender of tne people in the physical sense of the word, while in Russian
consciousness tsar is the defender of the people first of all in a spiritual sense.)

A question arises about the interrelation between voiya and zakon. It seems
quite obvious that volya, particularly in the meaning of ‘freedom’, being in strong
contradiction to the law should be put into some kind of interrelation with legal
institutions. It is a commonplace for any juridical doctrine to link human freedom and
a clearly defined and properly implemented system of laws, which guarantees
people’s property and rights as well as state protection from any form of illegal
intervention However this is not the case with the meaning of volya. Indeed, the
ensuring of volya by means of strong laws was discussed in the second half of the
XV - beginning of the XIX™ centuries (in terms of vol’nost’ and zakon) under the
strong influence of Western juridical ideas. Nonetheless, the more Russian popular
consciousness was reflected by writers and thinkers, the more this dependence of
volya from zakon was discredited. (We will examine and demonstrate this process
later taking Pushkin’s poetry as an example.) In Russian national consciousness volya

in both meanings, ‘freedom’ and ‘will’, can be delimited only by pravda. The inner

personal pravda rules individual volya and at the same time it reflects the highest -

God’s pravda which restricts collective volya through the figure of the tsar. Laws in
this relation seem to be an imperfect reflection of pravda. Genuine slavery is caused
by the aversion of God’s pravda. The monk Savva clearly expressed this medieval

understanding: “If the tsar or prince ... does not worship our God Lord Jesus Christ

The proverbs are taken from Dahl’s dictionary: «['gie uapb, Tam # npasaa».

«HBPOA COrpetLuT — Liapb YMONKT, a Lapb COrpelnT — HapoAa He YMOANT»,
In Leviathan. :
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he is a slave and he is condemned”.! This understanding is apparently different from
the understanding more common in the West. The Romans implemented a system of
laws equating them to the highest principles: this system is probably not perfect but it
still remains the manifestation of the highest truth. Unlike this approach Russian
consciousness separated truth (pravda) from laws (zakon). Over the centuries pravda
was gradually relinquishing its meaning of righteous legal relations to zakon. At the
same time pravda was joined with the Christian concept of a merciful God and
through this secured a position beyond zakon. In the course of this development
pravda moved close to the concept of sver (‘light’ and ‘world’) acquiring the
significance and image of the supreme ethical value. Thus, pravda acquired a visible
aesthetic component. The value of the concept of pravda predetermined (or rather
reflected) a strong anti-state feeling and a cultural preference for the unity of
personalities compared with the unity of citizens. Through this development pravda
was moving closer and closer to the concept of volya.

Volya in Russian consciousness is ‘boundless, independent of any social or
other restrictions’. As an adjective it means ‘free, independent, autonomous, having
power by himself’. It is extremely significant that volya means freedom from any sort
of dependency and responsibility. It is also important that volya bears the meaning of
unrestricted inner freedom, freedom of soul, and through this the social connoiations
of the word were linked with individual connotation. From the old times volya was
associated with mir, and through this association it expressed unmited collective
consciousness as opposed to a bondage brought about by nolitical relations. Being
allied with God’s pravda, volya bypassed the legal relations and formed a direct link
with the supreme secular power represented by the tsar. The specifics of this relation
lies in its personal rather than its legal nature. This relation between people and
sovereign is based oa feeling rather than on reason, and because of this the heart,

symbolizing love, comes to the fore compared with the mind.

kX3

«Aute 60 Lapb UM KHA3L... He NoknoHseTes bory Halwemy Cnacy lNocnoay Uncycy

Xpucty, ... Toit BoucTury pab ectb W npoknat!» Quote from: R. Skrynnikov Trefii
Rim,P.47.
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Chapter 5

Preconditions for reflection by the time of Pushkin

The goal of this chapter is to discover and outline the most important features
of Russian cultural life which predetermined the ‘growth of national reflection and
through this created the conditions for the appearance of a national philosophy.

During the second half of the XVIII™ century the gradual process of the
emancipation of Russian spiritual culture and literature, in particular, from state
guardianship and censorship can be observed.>*? Free expression of personal attitude
to what was said became possibie (with the notable exception of the reign of Pavel 1).
This developing awareness of personal dignity, though restricted almost exclusively
to the nobility, became characteristic of the time. A deep consciousness of dignity
based on state recognition of their personal and economic rights was necessary for
citizens to obtain economic and spiritual freedom. Together with this recognition the
progress in education at the time made possible reflection on national identity, which
involves the explication of the principal values and concepts of national
consciousness. This process was initiated by Peter 1I's reforms. However under the
reign of Peter I himself as well as his immediate SUCCESSOTS nobody could in reality
feel free, though some liberal ideas were discussed during this time. The main reason
was that human and economic rights were not actually recognized by the state. On the
contrary, Peter himself was eager to establish a regime which would control all
spheres of human life. Neither nobles nor peasants were safe from unjust intervention
by the authorities.

A new epoch started with Catherine 11 who consciously introduced liberal
principles formulated by French thinkers into Russian political and social life. She
understood clearly the basic principle of the European liberal movement that civil law
should stand higher than state law.” These ideas in their relations to economic, social

and personal rights became the ordinary issue for the top layer of Russian society by

%2 Lesskis mentions that this process was common for the whole of Europe. See:
Lesskis G. Pushkinskii put’ v russkoi literature (Pushkin’s way in Russian literature).
Moscow, 1993. P. 53. '

3 Leontovich V.V. Istoriya Liberalisma v Rossii 1762-1914. (History of Liberalism
in Russia 1762-1914). Paris, 1980. P. 31.
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the end of the XVIII™ century. It is worth noting that we are talking about
consciousness and so it is not of crucial importance whether these ideas were
embodied in Russian life by that time or not. The very fact that the concepts of human
rights, freedom and political power were under discussion, and attention and respect
for these ideas paid by the supreme ruler are of great significance. This period of

Russian life is marked by paradox: the more the Russian nobility acquired the

consciousness of free people, of citizens, the stronger became the serfdom.>** Hence

the most educated and conscientious members of the nobility fet that the existing
dissension and confrontation between different layers of society was unbearable. They
thought that society should re-establish itself on the basis of new principles. It can be
noted that the Russian mentality in respect to the issue of personality and human
rights from the second half of the XVII™ century had to embrace the whole of
European history since the Renaissance. However it was obvious that the
straightforward incorporation of Western ideas into Russian life would not work.
Though the first signs of a Russian liberal thinking strongly connected with Western
political thought could be observed in some projects written in relation to Anna’s
accession to the throne in 1730°%, the circle of participants was too nazrow. The
activity of the so-called “Educated squad™*® was important. However it was all about
power, and human rights were not touched.

The reform of the Orthodox church after the Protestant model presupposed the
almost absolute supremacy of the monarch over Church. The most influential member
of the “squad” and the principa! driving force of Peter’s Church reform, Feofan
Prokopovich, came to this idea when a comparatively young man. In Feofan’s play
Viadimir the prince, exercising his power, brought a new religion into the country. In
the play the sovereign power definitely surpassed ecclesiastical power, and this fact
drew Feofan’s attention to the concept of power itself.

Power always attracted Prokopovich, and ail his life he remained a servant
and ideological spokesman for the mighty. His old yearning for imperial
grandeur, imperial magnificence, and strong authority, could not be satisfied
in the Ukraine. From an ideologist of Christianity using power as its

33 Ihid. P. 36.

izz A. Kizevetter “Ivan Petrovich Pnin” // Istoricheskiye ocherki. M., 1912. P. 62.
«<YueHan ApyxuHa».




instrument, Prokopovich is transfonned into an ideologist of state power
using Christianity as its instrument.*

In his praise of the idea of the ultimate, supreme, perfect power of the tsar,
Feofan did not hesitate to call the tsar “bishop of bishops”, 33 emphasizing that there
was only one power, and there was no such thing as spiritual power being equal in
any respect to the power of the secular sovereign. Through the first haif of the XV1II™
century this approach was predominant.

The situation had changed dramatically by the end of the century. Between the
second half of the XVIII™ and the first quarter of the XIX™ centuries the preconditions
of national reflection have been formed. Their formation is connected with changes in
the social position of the nobility, the growth of education, and the spread of Western
literature, French in particular, the establishment of private magazines, and so on. Yet
it appears that the reflection on the place occupied by man in society and the universe,
and upon specific national issues was linked most intimately with 1) the activity of the
Masons; 2) the discussions on language; 3) the discussions between conservatives and
modernists; 4) the influence of Romanticism; 5) the re-establishment of the Russian
Orthodox monasticism. These spiritual events, though very important, probably would
not lift the possibility of national reflection on the level it influenced the beginning of

national philosophy. However, they were all necessary if not sufficient.

Russian society acquired the concept of universal rights and familiarized itself
with the thinking on political and social problems mostly through Masonic doctrines
and practices. According to some estimates, the Masonic lodges embraced up to one
third of Russian officials, and so the Masonic influence on society was more than
significant. The Masons raised and considerec such questions as the relationship
between Man and God, reason and belief, Church and State. In their search for a
virtuous life combined with inner freedom, the Masons taught about the advantage of
heart over reason. They were convinced that heart was linked with the source of

faithful knowledge about ourselves and our blessedness while reason was just a

37

George Y. Shevelov Two Orthodox Ukranian Churchmen of the Early Eighteenth
Century Teafan Prokopovych and Stefan Iavors 'kyi Cambridge Mass. P. 222-223.

* This title almost definitely reffered to the Pope, equating the tsar with the head of
the Catholic Church, and this is a sign of Feofan’s catholic education. However at the

same time it shows how far away from the Orthodox consciousness of the Russian
population the reformers were.
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temporal device which could consider only minor things.**® The Masonic doctrines
called for the acquisition of the inner kingdom of God on behalf of the outer one. This
tendency to rely on heart as the organ of wisdom was apparently in opposition to the
positivistic and materialistic orientations of the Age of Enlightenment.**® At the same
time, in accordance with the classicist docirine, the Masons regarded Man as a citizen
of the world®*! From the concept of reason common to all people the conclusion was
made that all people had the same law and the same civil rights and, therefore, they
had to consider the world to be the one and only city for all people,** and this
conviction contrasted with views which considered the national culture as something
basically specific.

The Masonic approach to the nature of state was being changed in the course
of time, it also was different with different lodges. While the earlier Masons of the
middle of the XVIII™ century discussed the so-called natural rights and natural laws,
the Masons of the second half of the XVIII™ century, including Saint-Martin and the
Russian Masons after him, were inclined to share the divine theory of the origin of the
state. One of the most eminent Russian Masons, Ivan Yelagin, translated in 1785
Saint-Martin’s book where the monarch was given the title of “the head and father of
his people”.*** However all Masonic groups were united by the intention to serve the
state, and along with this they were convinced that the freedom regarded as an
independence from external forces is much less important than inner freedom. People
would be able to find inner freedom exclusively by and through themselves: “Real
freedom is a freedom from passions and not from authorities.”***

The Masonic movement initiated strong social reflection on the issues raised
in these discussions. Talking about the hearts being cleaned by virtue one of the best
known members of the Masonic society, Ivan Lopukhin, wrote:

This moral rebirth, which is the only possibility for man to obtain the
likeness and image of God, and which should be the main subject for all the

2 See: Vemadsky G.V. Russkoye masonstvo v tsarstvovaniye Ekateriny I1 (Russian
g\dasonry during the reign of Catherine II). Petrograd, 1917. P. 141.

Voltaire’s ideas were also well known by the Russian nobility. However,. in
contrast to the Masons doctrines, they were usually taken directly from French books,
while the Masons, in order to attract a bigger audience, initiated a great publishing
acuvxty, printing books in Russian,

Ib d.P. 161,

343 . lid
Ib id. P. 169,

Pozdeyev — Quote from: Vernadsky, op. cit. P. 170
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regulations and exercises of the Christian Church, cannot be acquired
without the action of the all-mighty power; however it is necessarily assisted
by human wil’, which has obtained freedom from God, and which is the
highest gift on which the singular greatness of man is established.>®
Lopukhin regerded Masonic activity as a school of reflection, specifically
because the main task of the Masonic life lay in the conscious effort to be aware of
God’s presence: “We can never do enough to educate people from their infancy to the
end of their lives in this holy ability to sense God’s presence everywhere.”**® This is
clearly a message to every individual to adopt a position of reflection on self in order
to constantly analyze and purify the content of mind in the acute presence of the
Divine Being. In his speech “On the Love of Death” another famous Mason,
Gamaleya, formulated the main objective of Masonic life as the following: “Thus, ...
let us try to kill all the unkind qualities of our wili and thus allow free growth of the
qualities of our good will.®"" Though thc Masons always emphasized that their
intentions related to the personal rather than social or political issues, the government
and Catherine 11, in particular, thought with good deal of reason that their intentions
would not be restricted exclusively by these personal issues. Because of this the
attitude to the Masons was extremely complicated, and the state authorities as well as
the majority of the population were suspicious of them. (This mistrust considerably
limited the possibility for the Masons to be heard by the rest of society. It should be
recalled that the rest of society was suspicious of the Masons up to the point that the

corrupted word for ‘freemason’, that is farmazon, became a coarse word.)
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> «Cue MopanbHoe NEpepoXAEHUe, UPe3 KOTOPOEe TOMbKO YEroBEeK CTaHOBUTCS

06pasom 1 nopobuem BoXUUM, U KOTOPOE AOMKEHCTBYET ObiTh MAaBHLIM NPERMETOM
BCEX YCTaBOB W ynpaXHeHWit XPUCTMAHCKOM UEpKBU — He MOXKET, KOHEUHO,
NpousonTH 6e3 AeHCTBUN Cunb! BCeMoryllein; Ho HenpeMeHHo ConeiCTBOBATL OHOMY
AOMKHA W BONA YenoBedeckan, xoel ceoboaa paHa or bora, kak Aap BeAuuanwvn
0cobenHo cocTasnstoMit BeAnune yenoseka.» “Zapiski senatora 1V. Lopukhina.
1859 (Notes of the Senator Lopukin) // Rossiya XVIII stoletiya v :zdamyakh Vol 'noi
russkoi tipografii A.1Gertsena i N.P. Ogareva (Russia of the 18" century in the
publications of Free Russian Publishing House of A.l. Gertsen and N.P. Ogarev).
Reprmted Moscow, 1990. P. 22.

* «He MOXHO [OBOMLHO C CAMOrO MNAAGHUECTBA W A0 KOHLIA XM3HW BOCNATLIBATS B
nmnnx OHbliA CBATOWN HABLIK OWY*'eHUR Be3ae npucyTcTeua Boxwms.» Ibid.

Quote from: Vernadsky Russkoye masonstvo ... P. 145, In these words it is easy to
find a coincidence with Kant’s principal idea, expressed in his Critique of Practical

Reason. In mentioning this fact we just wish to underline the level of philosophical
thought and language of the time.
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The doctrine of the ‘Inner Church’, presented in Russian by Lopukhin, was of
great importance to the Masons. They thought of the true Church as being based
exclusively on the image and words of Christ.>*® This Church should embrace all true
Christians who were in search of salvation. Lopukhin thought that while the ordinary
Christianity in the course of time reduced itself exclusively to words, leaving aside
feelings and deeds which were of much greater importance, the principal goal of the
Inner Church was to gradually unite all people on the basis of love. This doctrine was
in accordance with the statements about the relationship between mind and heart in
favour of the latter, as we observed earlier.

The spread of the Masonic doctrines coincided with the spread of French
materialistic and political philosophy of the period of the Enlightenment. Catherine II
was in correspondence with Voltaire and Diderot. Education intended to pursue inner
freedom seemed for her to be much more dangerous than any open discussion of the
political and social structure. The principal point in relation to Russian spiritual life
was that an acquaintance with French ideas was predominantly going through the
books in French while Masonic ideas due to the very extensive activity of Novikov,
Lopukhin, and others spread all over Russia in Russian®.

If we take into account the number of books published by the Masons
(hundreds) and the fact that later, in the first quarter of the XIX® century, the educated
nobility participated enthusiastically in the Masonic lodges, it is easy to imagine the
influence of their concepts on the Russian spiritual life. Masons initiated the
discussion of such topics as the relationship between personality and state, the search
for inner freedom, and familiarized the Russian society with the corresponding terms
ead concepts. A famous liberal historian of the Russian culture, Ivanov-Razumnik, as
well as later authors of a famous collection of articles The Landmarks, considered the

Masonic movement as the starting point for the formation of the very specific layer of

society which is the Russian intelligentsia.

% This approach reveals the Protestant roots of ‘the Masonic movement, and this
) ain limited their influence on the Orthodox population.

The Mason’s activity was interrupted by Catherine [I. However during the reign of
Alesander I the Masonic lodges were again permitted. The new lodges began their
activity in French, but in some years they accepted regulations in Russian. (See: A.
Pypin Obshchestvennoye dvizheniye v Rossii pri Aleksandre I (Social Movement
during the Reign of Alexander I) St.-Petersburg, 1885. P. 299.
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[t is necessary to mention that a great proportion of the Masonic literature was
mystical in its content providing doctrines on different kinds of light, spirits, levels of
nature, and so on. However, under the guise of these concepts the most impcrtant
issues, which later forr :d the core of Russian philosophy, were under discussion. The
crucial difference between the Masonic doctrines and the discussions held later in the
middle of the XIX™ century can be found in the nature of the Masonic approach to
these issues. It was too abstract: Man was considered to be always the same despite
origin, culture, nationality, history, and so on. The approach was conspicuously
cosinopolitan; in the oath which had to be declared by the new master we found

I count myself to be a citizen of the world, and the whole world to be like

one city ... People have been given a mind, which teaches us what to do and

how to behave, Therefore we have one ger 2ral law of nature, and due to this

general law we are citizens...>*

Being foreign to ordinary Russian life the Masonic doctrines were also too
complicated, sometimes because of their content, semetimes because of the form of
expression, and sometimes for both reasons. And so, if we take into account that
Russian literary language of that period was not yet as developed as the European
languages (for instance, in relation to well established philosophical terminology) the
circle of readers was necessarily quite narrow.

Western thought of the middle and second half of the XVIII™ century began to
eiaborate the concept of the vital opposition between urban and rural life in favour of
the latter. This doctrine presupposed that closeness to nature and the simplicity of life
were virtues in themselves (Rousseau’s ‘noble savage’ comes to mind). Urban life
was contrasted to pastoral life also as the cosmopolitan to the national. These motives
had imbued Russian literature since Tredyakovskii.®' At the beginning they were
expressed in an artificial and imitative form, but in the course of time they were
elaborated more originally and deeply. Compared with Western Europe the majority
of the Russian population used to live in the country, and urban life was very similar
to country life, that is why this motif acquired great popularity. Even a predominant
part of the gentry did not wish to offer themselves for state service seeking the shelter
of their granges and estates, where they were the sole masters. 2 “The idealized,

poeticized village remained throughout the rest of the century the model held up to the

0 Quote from: Vemadsky Russkoye masonstvo ... P. 161.

381 s .o . . .
For instance, in his “Verses in Praise of Country Life.”
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town to demonstrate its corruption.™*> Along with the superficial and non-critical
acceptance of Western ideas this motif awoke a serious and long lasting interest in the
folk culture. In contrast with the West Russian literature did not have anything like
Chateaubriand’s René with the romantic hero secluded from society in order to
encounter a real life. Russian everyday life was by itself too close to nature and such
motifs had not been developed to any notable degree.

In order to reflect on essential issues and express the results of this activity a
correspondingly elaborate language is needed. After Peter I's reforms the upper strata
of Russian society preferred to use French rather than their native language. At the
same time numerous foreign words and phrases came into the Russian language, to
the extent that the public could no longer use it. Concerns about this were expressed
by Pater I himself in relation to the zdministrative language. Later attempts were
made to address this problem many times. Such institutions as the Department for
Traaslations (Perevodcheskii Departament), the Free Russian Assembly (Vol 'noye
Rossiiskoye Sobraniye), and the Russian Academy (Rossiiskaya Akademiya, which
fater in the XIX™ century became the part of the Imperial Academy of Sciences) were
established with the main goal of purifying and standardizing the Russian language.
The greatest writers of the time were involved in this activity, and in 1789 the first
volume of the Dictionary of the Russian Academy was published: the sixth was issued
in 1794, Univcrsal Russian Grammar, written by Kurganov, was published for the
first time in 1769 and during over the next 60 years it was published 9 more times.
This popular work contained the collections of proverbs, riddles and songs, samples
of letters, and so on.”** In the second half of the XVIII" century the syllabo-tonic
system of poetic language reached its strength in the poems of such writers as
Sumarokov, Knyazhnin, and Vassily Petrov.

The concerns about Russian language were strongly connected with the
thoughts about the dignity of the nation. The idea of the dignity of Russia and its
respectable rank among other countries became a significant point in the discussion
which was initiated by the legendary admiral A. Shishkov. This discussion raised such
topics as the origin of the Slavic language, the usage of old Slavonic words,'and

education based on native language. Shishkov was a famous conservative thinker who

izz See: Rogger National Consciousness...P. 129.
. Ibid. Pp. 130-131.
" Ibid. P. 119.
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did his best to support the dignity of the old Russian (Church-Slavonic) language.
Shishkov presented his views in writing but also established a society named
~Gathering of the Lovers of Russian Literature.”**® His book Discourse on the New
and Old Style of Russian Language356 became the most famous of his works. The
admiral and his supporters were known as ‘archaists’ in contrast to ‘innovators’ with
the outstanding writer and thinker N. Karamzin as their recognized head. Their battles
progressed during the first 20 years of the XIX™ century, and each member of the
educated society had to find his position in these battles.

Behind the debates on Russian language and its evolution the problem of
national identity was under discussion. At least two points should be mentioned: 1)
the problem of th.; predominant source of national cultural development: whether it
was old Russian culture or the culture of Western Europe and 2) whether language
was a universal device expressing general ideas which were the same for all nations,
or language somehow expressed the specific character of the corresponding nation.
Shishkov in his writings was eager to prove that Russia had to develop its culture on
the basis of the old Russian values and achievements. He and his supporters listed
numerous examples where foreign expressions and idioms had been translated into
Russian without any true understanding and feeling of the native language. Karamzin
was the first to became aware of its danger and in the later editions of his popular
Lerters of a Russian Traveller he substituted Russian, or even Slavonic, words for the
foreign ones he had first employed.’’

Karamzin stated, that “Peter the Great made us Europeans. Complaints are
useless. The link between the minds of ancient and modern Russians interrupted
forever.”*® Therefore, the choice was whether Russia should follow the rest of
educated humankind, or should it go together with educated Europeans to the
universal goal of the integrated human civilization. Accordingly, Karamzin and his
supporters rejected any value in the Russian messianic concepts. The idea of the
universality and basic organic unity of the whole of humanity was contrasted to the
concept of national self-sufficiency. Shishkov in his turn stood up for the concept of

the significant link between old and modern Russia, which, he thought, created the

35 w
> «Becefja nobuTENeM PyCccKoro chosa».

- «Paccyxpenne 0 CTapoM ¥ HOBOM Crore POCCUINCKOTO A3bIKa»
Rogger National Consciousness...P. 124,
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groundwork for a national peculiarity and self-sufficiency..During these discussions
the name ‘slavophile’ was created (by Pushkin’s uncle Vasilii), and such topics as the
attitude to Peter’s great reforms, and the historic role of Russia became an essential
part of Russian thinking.

Although Shishkov was later treated by the intelligentsia as an ignorant and
outmoded writer his thoughts and role in the history of national development has
recently been to some extent reconsidered, his concept of language, in particular.
Shishkov realized that the meanings of words could not be reduced to their
denotations, but formed the entirety of interrelations. Therefore the whole meaning of
each word is always unique and characteristic for each distinct language®’. This
amazingly coincided v.ith the Romastic cult of the uniqueness of each nation and to a
certain degree anticipated Von Humboldt’s concept of linguistic relativity. Shishkov
lost his battle, and Old Slavonic has not been readopted, but his intentions can be seen
to be extremely important for the development of Russian consciousness. In the first
half of the XIX™ century the movement of the so-called “junior archaists” originated.
They continued Shishkov’s war against uncritical use of foreign words defending the
simplicity and expressiveness of the popular language. Pushkin shared many of their
views, though he did not think that the high lyrical poetry could be resurrected.’®

Romanticism brought into European consciousness a new attitude to history:
to comprehend the spirit of a nation had become as important as to comprehend the
spirit of laws in the middie of the XVII® century. Romanticism was not exclusively
literary phenomenon, it became a mark of the time. The most important Romanticist
issue in relation to our work is the problem of personality and people. With the French
Revolution which destroyed the old order it became far more significant to explore
the spirit of the history of different nations rather than the legal systems. For some
writers of the time the very words ‘Romanticism’ and “nationality’ were synonyms.*®!

Exactly at this time Walter Scott invented the historical novel, which greatly

358

Quote from: Istoriya russkoi literatury XIX veka (History of the Russian literature
?55 19" century). Ed. By D.N. Ovsyaniko-Kulikovskii. V. I. Moscow, 1910. Pp, 82-83.

See: Gasparov, P. 32-34. Shishkov uses a specific term in relation to the word’s
ixgécn‘elations “the circle of denotation™ (kpyr 3HamMeHoBaRUS.)

See: Yurii Tynyanov Arkhaisty i novatory (Archaists and Innovators). Miinchen,
31367. Pp. 163 -166.

Ibid. P. 196




144

influenced all areas of modern literature,*** Romanticism transformed the protlem of
people into the problem of nations. While people are basically the same from the
classical point of view, they are different as nations taken as sp2cifically histezical and
even metaphysical bodies. It was not an accident that the greatest Russian writer of
the turn of the XVIII-XIX™ centuries, Karamzin, became a historian.

There is one more factor which is of great significance for Russian spiritual
life: the re-emergence of Russian Orthodox mysticism. This spiritual movement is
connected with such names as Paisii Velichkovskii, Tikhon of Zadonsk, and Seraphim
of Sarov. St. Paisii (1722-1794) was not an independent and original thinker, yet he
dedicated his life to the resurrection of Byzantinism in the Russian Church. He cut
short his education in the Kievan Spiritual Academy because of the emphasis on Latin
rather than Greek church fathers, and left the Academy for a Greek monastery. He
turned to the waye of the XV™ century. Florovsky wrote about Paisii:

Not accidentally the elder Paisii was very close to St. Nil of Sora, whose
mterrupted work Paisii revived and continued (his literary dependence on St.
Nil is fully obvious). This work signified the return of the Russian spirit to

the Byzantine fathers.>®®
St. Paisii translated a great number of the works of the Greek fathers including
Simeon the New Theologian and Gregory Palamas. The heyday of this work can be
seen in the 5-volume “Encyclopaedia of Asceticism™® Dobrotolyubiye. Paisii’s life
and works influenced many monasteries in different parts of Russia. The most
significant and respectable centre of Russian spirituality in the XIX™ century, Optina
Pustyn’, was developed under Paisii’s influence as well. If we take into account that
Optina Pustyn’, with its strictly ascetic and mystical spirit, played an important role in
the lives of Gogol, Kireyevskii, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, Leont’ev, it can be concluded
that is impossible to overestimate Paisii’s influence on Russian culture.
St. Tikhon ot Zadonsk and St. Seraphim of Sarov provided the Russian people
with the brilliant models of the ascetic approach to life. Dostoevsky in his search for a
perfect man thought of Tikhon (who was canonized a saint in 1862). It is no accident

that one chapter of Dostoevsky’s novei The Possessed (which however was not

%2 pushkin in: V. XI, P. 121.

el Florovsky “Ways of Russian Theology.” Part One. // Collected Works. V. 5.
New York, 1979. P. 160.

* The expression is taken from: A. Zamaleyev Lepty. Issledovaniya po russkoi
filosofii. (Mites. Investigations in Russian Philosophy). St. Petersburg, 1996. P. 282.
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included in the first edition) is called At Tikhon's Place. There is a legend that, just
before Gogol died, he uttered the words which were a repetition of the Tikhon words:
“Ladder! Give me a ladder!”

St. Seraphim established in the small town Sarov the second centre of
Orthodox spiritual life in XIX™ century Russia. His famous saying that the only goal
of life was to possess the Holy Spirit and throughthis many around would be saved
became the quintessence of the truly Orthodox yet mystical approach to life. It is
impossible to overestimate St. Seraphim’s significance during the time of decay in
church life in Russia. Fedotov stated that St. Seraphim was the only one amongst :
modern Russian zealots who broke the Synod seal and ascended to the icon.’®® “The i
very appearance of Seraphim in the cirrmstances of the XVIII™ and XIX™ centuries
presupposes the reemergence of the mystical tradition.”*®® This resurrection of the
ancient mystical tradition became extremely important in the middle of the XIX™
century when the conscious search for national identity became a symptom of the
time.

All these preconditions resulted in a fully-developed reflection on national

issues which could be found, for instance, in Karamzin’s Memoir on Ancient and

Modern Russia which is considered an example of the most mature work from the

point of view of national reflection at the beginning of the XIX"™ century. The work,

written in a clear and rich language by a writer who was competent in history and
possessed a good knowledge and experience of the issues raised, became a landmark
on the way to a national philosophy. ]
_ In order to demonstrate the difference between the predominant approach to
national issues of the second half of XVIII™ century and that developed by Karamzin 3
v it would be useful to compare his work with the project of the Russian constitution ‘g ;
(usvally called The Discourse on the Compulsory State Laws®), prepared by one of
the greatest writers and thinkers of the previous generaiion Denis Fonvizin. The
comparison seems to be particularly indicative because both works are dedicated to
similar issues, such as the nature of power, the interrelation between personal freedom

and laws, between freedom and ownership. (The comparison is even more indicative

"% G. Fedotov Svyatyye Drevnei Rusi (Saints of Ancient Rus’). 3" edition, Paris,
1985. P. 235, ' 9
* Ibid. '
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if we take into account that in his discussions with the conservative thinkers, like
Shishkov, Karamzin occupied the position of a modemist, because he accepted the
fact that since Peter Russia changed dramatically, and we had to accept these changes.
And so we can expect Karamzin to be very close to Fonvizin.)

Although the time span between these works is only 30 years the difference is
crucial: while Fonvizin’s reasoning can be easily applied to almost every country
(only occasional applications to Russian life can be made) Karamzin’s goal expressed
in his Memoir is to make conspicuous distinction between Russia and other countries
in order to construct a system of proper laws.

First of all the works are different in their methodology. Fonvizin begins with
the most general statements, like: “The supreme power is given to the ruler
exclusively for the good of his subjects™®® This power can be properly used by the
ruler only if it is united with virtue. As God is subordinated to the good and so
omnipotent, the ruler has to subordinate himself to the good. (Fonvizin did not use the
word pravda in his Discourse, however it is clear that he thought of something which
was both ‘ttuth’ and ‘good’ and this definitely provided us with the concept of
pravda,) Fonvizin discriminates between state and fatherland. He comprehends
fatherland as based exclusively on good general laws which bring the common utility
and which do not depend on the whims of the ruler or his favourite. The state, in
contrast, is based on despotism, which manifest a lack of true laws compensated by
autocracy. There are two noticeable features of true power: rightness [pravorta) and
meekness [krofost’], and “they are the rays of divine light which declare that the
power is established by God.”* The word pravota, used by Fonvizin, looks
somehow strange in this context: the word pravda would be definitely expected.
(Probably, Fonvizin chose this word in order to emphasize the second feature, that is
meekness, as pravda is too general and does not tolerate the less general word.)
Rightness makes the ruler respectable, while meekness makes him beloved. Thus,
though Fonvizin does not use the word pravda he expresses the same meaning,

emphasizing the most important features of a concept very close to Russian pravda.

%7 «PaccyxieHne O HenpeMeHHKbIX FOCyAapCTBEHHbIX 3aKoHax» (Discourse on the
c%mpulsory Russian laws, written between 1780-1783.)

Russkaya filosofiya vioroi poloviny XVIII veka. Khrestomativa. (Russian
Philosophy of the Second Half of 18" Century.) Sverdlovsk, 1990. P. 173.
* 1bid. P. 177.
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With volya situation is different: Fonvizin uses this word exclusively in order
to express the meaning of will; when he needs to signify the concept of freedom, he
uses the word vol’nost’. If the concept related to pravda connects it with the divine
light and good, freedom appears to express the highest ideal for an earthly life.
Fonvizin links freedom with the institution of ownership: “Apparently it is impossible
to destroy freedom and not to destroy at the same time the right of ownership, and it is
impossible to destroy the right of ownership without freedom is being
exterminated.”™

Fonvizin demonstrates his brilliant acquaintance with contemporary theories
of natural rights, and reason in his eyes is definitely higher than feeling. He states that
the mind is never corrupted to the extent that the heart can be corrupted, and so the
reason should be taken as the basis for the establishment of the state, Thus, Fonvizin’s
ideal is: on the basis of reason to implement the divine good into the system of laws
represented by the ruler, who will display his good nature through rightness and
meekness; in its turn this system will guarantee freedom and the right of ownership.
In other words, pravda will guarantee volya. The whole logic of the work is based on
deduction: Fonvizin holds the general concept of the good state, which he calls
‘fatherland’; however the fatherland is not considered to be different from any other
‘fatherlands’ precisely because of the deductive nature of his classical approach. This
explains, by the way, why the emphasis on reason is so important for Fonvizin.

Karamzin’s work, in notable contrast to Fonvizin’s Discourse, opens with the
following stateruent: “The present is a consequence of the past.””’' For Karamzin this
is not a mere declaration but a vital key to the understanding of the political and social
issues, as well as the key to the corresponding recommendations designed to improve
the state structure. First, Karamzin ‘vishes to find the causes which in effect led to the
establishment of the most spacious country in the world. His approach takes the
existing legal system as the starting point of analysis, presenting the sysiem of laws
which has naturally grown from ordinary Russian life. Although it is beneficial to
know the codes of other states, we cannot expect them to provide us with general

conceptions or with guidance in formulating our own laws.*”* Karamzin states that

70 1hid. P. 182.

R, Pipes Karamzin's Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia, Cambridge, Mass.
1959, P.103.

2 Ibid. P. 184.
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“the laws of a nation must be the outgrowth of its own ideas, custorns, habits, and
spectal circumstances.”>” Because of this it is, for instance, absolutely impossible to
borrow any of the well established systems of laws, whether it is the Code of
Napoleon or the Code of King Frederick, and implement them directly into Russian
Jife.

The most significant of Karamzin’s conclusions are the following. Rus’ from
the very beginning flourished under the rule of wise princes who were able to
combine autocracy with democratic institutions. The particular balance of these
centres of power enabled the creation of a strong state, because “political slavery is
incompatible with civil freedom.”*™ During and after two centuries when country was
destroyed and humiliated by the barbarians, the Muscovite state was established on a
different basis which was a wise autocracy. The democratic institutions disappeared
unregretted, and only loyalty to the sovereign remained. Freedom was sacrificed on
behalf of the virtue of obedience. At the same time this virtue was established on the
moral strength of tsardom. As soon as this moral strength began to weaken during the
time of the elected ruler, Boris Godunov, the power acquired by the monarch could be
used against the subjects. The only way to prevent this violation of the ruler’s most
sacred obligation is morality. Morality is the only means to keep “the ancient
covenant between authority and obedience.””” The moral respect for this covenant
distinguishes a civilized society from one ruled by the private natural law.

Karamzin investigated the peculiarity of Russian life as it had been shaped by
history, geographical position, and other factors. The uniqueness of the Russian
society he found in the combination of the ancient customs of the East, as well as of
the Byzantine customs, which were adopted together with Christianity, and certain
German customs, imparted by the Normans.’’”® Moreover, Karamzin unhesitatingly
used the symbol of the two headed eagle to describe the Russia’s interinediate
position between East and West. This position resulted in a situation when the
establishment ¢f the Russian monarchy was based on moral virtues rather than on
borrowed universal principles. This monarchy in the course of time proved to be the

most appropriate form of government for the country. In this, Karamzin obviously

i;i [bid. P. 184-185.

o7 Thid. P. 109,

- Ihid. P. 135,
Tbid. P. 110.
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praises heart over reason. This relates to both monarch and subjects. According to
Karamzin, Russia experienced its happiest time during the reign of Catherine II “who
had vowed to rule following uic dictates of her heart™"

Karamzin stated that there was, therefore, no chance to deduce the laws from
the general principles. The logic of lawmaking should be the opposite: there was the
Code of Laws (so-called ‘Ulozhenive’) composed in the middle of the XVII™ century
during the reign of Alexei Mikhailovich. This Code, and the edicts and decrees issued
since that time, should be taken as the foundation for the modern Code.*”® These
edicts and decrees had to be classified, then organized under their proper articles, and
after that put into a consistent whole. Only on the basis of this amended and critically
re-thought Code could the general rules be formulated. It is important to emphasize
that reason, following this way of iawmaking, though playing a significant role, is still
secondary in relation to the content of the Code which is taken for granted.

According to Karamzin, relying on the nature of man is much more important
than the best possible Code: “The main trouble with the legislators of the present
reign is their excessive reverence for political forms. ... Let us follow a different
principle, and say that the matters are not forms but men.””” The supreme law is the
emperor himself, he is supposed to rule in favour of justice: good people should love
him, bad ones should fear him. “In the Russian monarch concentrate all the powers:
our government is fatherly, patriarchal. The father of the family judges and punishes
without protocol. The monarch, too, must in condition of different nature, follow only
his conscience and nothing else.”*®

Karamzin’s ideal of the state (or it is probably better to use the word
“fatherland”) can thus be presented as the following: pravda as the supreme idea of a
nation is expressed in the whole history of the county, and it is impossible to deduce
pravda from any general principles. The sovereign personifies this pravda, ruling
according to the instructions of his heart, and his main goal is to establish just and
personal relations between people; political freedom at the same time is the function

of personal freedom, because it depends on the personal choice between good and
bad.

77 1hid. P. 137.
7 Ibid. P. 187.
;;z Ibid. P. 192.

Ibid. P. 197.




150

In his understanding of freedom Karamzin approaches the old concept of the
word rather than the uew ore implemented by contemporary political thinkers,
especially the French ones. Freedom is what transforms a man into personality:

Can slaves love? Are they capable of feeling gratitude? Love and fear are
incompatible; free man alone possesses the capacity for feelings. Although
ihe absence of all restraint is harmful, freedom is a precious thing, consistent
with monarch’s interests; freedom was always the glory of kings. Liberty
exists where decent men can live without fear; slavery exists where laws are
absent, where the righteous and the wicked perish alike. Freedom is wise
and sacred — while equality is nothing but a dream.>®!

Later, in his Thoughts on True Freedom (1825) Karamzin expressed the same
understanding of the truth as in the Memoir seeing the supreme truth {[pravda] in
Providence and eternal laws, which led the Slavic tribes to the formation of the
greatest empire on earth. Answering the liberals with their hedonistic ethics, he
concluded: “For a moral being there is no happiness without freedom; yet this
freedom is given by neither Monarch, nor by Parliament. Each one gives it to himself

with God'’s Lielp. We have to win freedom in our hearts through clear conscience and

trust in Providence.”>%

If we now compare the views, expressed by the two great thinkers the striking
difference is evident: in Fonvizin's case there is a clear preference for reason at the
expense of heart; pravda guarantees volya; the sovereign in his turn is considered to
be the guarantor of just laws, which manifest pravda itself. In contrast with Fonvizin,
Karamzin states that volya guarantees pravda through the just personal relations; the
sovereign is not the guarantor of laws but law himself; and the heart with its
endeavour towards good is more important than reason. Volya (will) opens heart to
pravda; and at the same time only the heart of a vo! 'nyi (free) p- rson can approach the
same,

Later we will see that Tchaadayev construed his critical attitude toward Russia
through the negation of Karamzin’s ideas. This was realized by one of his younger
contemporaries, Prince P. Vyazemskii. In his draft of a letter to Minister Uvarov

Vyazemskii clearly irdicated: “Tchaadayev’s letter is nothing else but the negation of

381 . . ) ; :
Quote from: R. Pipes Karamzin’s Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia

Cambridge Mass. 1959. P. 44.

2 Essays on Karamzin: Russian Man-of-letters, Political Thinker, Historian, 1766-
1826. The Hague-Paris, 1975. P. 198.
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Russia, which had been described by Karamzin from the original.”** This means that
Karamzin was regarded by the educated layer of society as the creator of a genuine

image of Russia. If it had been just an ordinary opinion Vyazemskii certainly would

not have referred to Karamzin’s work.

The significant progress of public consciousness during the XVII™ century
can be demonstrated with Gavrila Romanovich Derzhavin, the greatest Russian poet
before Pushkin. Derzhavin’s family belonged to the lowest layer of the nobility. At
the same time Derzhavin was able to reject the Empress, Catherine II’s, request that
ne dedicate some poems to her, which would have been unconceivable behaviour for
the earlier poets. Derzhavin, being the proponent of the classicist tradition, presented
himself in his poetry as a universal man. He was the strong defender of human rights
referring to the unity of human n:ture, sharing these views with the Masons. At the
same time his political and socia! zoncepts were certainly restricted by his origin and
self-identification and, therefore, he could not become a poet who would express in
his works the Russian national identity in its integrity. At the same time he took two
extremely important steps towards this expression in his poems: a) he expressed
himself as a free personality, and b) in particular by placed himself in a reflective
position in relation to the content of his works.

Derzhavin possessed an inner freedom to the highest degree. His best poems,
if comim«red with the works of Lomorniosov, Smnarc_akov, or other eminent poets of the
XVII™ century, are not just repetitions of the triviclities of the classical morality, but
are always presented in a way that there is space between the direct content of a work
and the author’s attitude to this content.*®* In his later poems in particular Derzhavin
proclaimed himself to be free from any ambitions in relation to power, and to be the
proponent of the enjcnment of the private life (poem Freedom (1803). “I do not wish
to swap my freedom and conscience for dreams {about power and gold].”) At the
same time, in his earlier works, he often connected his inner freedom and search for

truth with social duties and with conscience.’® He always placed the emphasis on a

3 Quote from: P. Ya. Tchaadayev: Pro et Contra St. -Petersburg, 1998. P. 120.
S.4Averintsev emphasizes Derzhavin’s freedom (“the freedom of genius”) which
found its most visible expression in his use of metre. - “Poeziya Derzhavina” // Poets,
I\gi_oscow, 1996, 2.132, also 135.

* In Felitsa Derzhavin praises Catherine 1I for defeuding a simation where
conscience and pravda do not contradict each other («Ipe comects ¢ npaBRoH
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freely and consciously chosen social position (for the noble. class anyway). There was
no contradiction between this and the earlier statement that Derzhavin shared Masonic
convictions in regard to the universal omni-human values. The difference between
him and the previous poets was crucial if we take into account that Derzhavin
presented his views as being freely accepted by himself and not just taken for granted.

Derzhavin’s inner frecdom, shaping his attitude towards social issues, is filled
with the dignity of a citizen, again unimaginable for earlier poe:ls.336 He defended the
ideal that the law was higher than the monarch’s will, and that, therefore, the poet’s
duty was to be responsible before the law rather than before a person. Because of this.
for Russian radical thinkers like Radishchev and Ryleyev, Derzhavin served as a
model of the poet-citizen (disregard the obvious fact that he was monarchist and an
advocate of serfdom). He also always emphasized that the monarch was a mortal
human being and because of this equal to any of his subjects including the lowest
slave.”® At the same time Derzhavin’s image of the society was far from democratic.
He presented society as consisting of strictly separated groups, each of which was
predestined to fulfil its specific duties. Moreover, his attitude to uneducated and
illiterate people was quite arrogant, and he certainly did not wish to think about their
specific values. He personally had made too many efforts to stand beyond them in his
own life, and this prevented him from the next step: to progress from the universal to
the national, leaving this for Pushkin.

Derzhavin boldly, frankly, and vigorously disputed the freedom of the poet
against the mob ~ “Go away impertinent yet vulgar mob, which is despised by met™®?

The same view wes later expressed by Pushkin in his Poet and Crowd: “Go away, |

oburaior? ... ¥ Tpona pa3se Teoerol» In 4 Grandee Derzhavin draws his ideal of the
statesman: “Grandees are the healthy members of the body, They diligently fulfil their
duties.. in order to care about people, to love tsar, craving for common good, ... and
speak the truth (pravda)”. («BenbMoXu — 3apaBbl YneHbl Tena, MNpunexHo aonr sce
NPaBsAT ¢8OM... Kak 6A10CTL Hapoa, uaps nobéute, O Gnare obieM WX CTapaTbes; ...
C'roaTb W NpaBay roBopUThs.”

See Lesskis, P. 36 comparing Eomonosov and Derzhavin in this respect.

* The most powerful manifestation of this idea occurs in the famous poem To Rulers
and Judges («Bnactutensm u cyauam». — Mepenoxenve 81 ncanma). The same motif
can be found in other important poems — The Vision of Grandee ( Bugerme Myp3ss) -
«Briagibiku cBETA NOAM Te XKe, B HNX CTPACTH, XOTb Ha HUX BEHUYI...», etc.

«MpoYb Aep3Ka YepHb, HENPOCBELLEHHA ¥ NPE3VIPAEMAR MHOW»
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do not wish to deal with you.”® Both poets have in common the demand for an
absolute inner freedom, and argue against the view that the poet has to be useful to
society and that this can be gained exclusively through the negation of the state, a
view which later formed a core belief of the intelligentsia.
Even democratic critics, whose attitude to Derzhavin was far from positive
and objective, recognized his contribution to the discovery of genuine personality in
contrast to the concept of an abstract personality typical in Masonic writings (for
instance, for Radishchev).”® Anyone would agree that without this discovery the
progress towards a literary revelation of national character would be absolutely
impossible. Furthermore, and they overlooked this, Derzhavin separatcd himself from
the characters of his poeins, and hence a new form of the expression of personal views
became possible. Pushkin’s attitude to Derzhavin evolved from admiration to the
almost complete denial of his literary merit.>*! Notwithstanding this, it is possible to
atfirm that it was Derzhavin who, as a poet and as a personality, came closest to
Pushkin as a national poet. There is also one specific feature of Derzhavin’s works,
which make them close to Pushkin’s: their reflective character. Indeed, Derzhavin in
his later years supplied his poems with extensive commentary, indicating prototypes,
events, and personal attitudes. This commentary (though it is not included in the
context of the works themselves) is similar to Pushkin’s lyrical deviations, which took _
the form of, for instance in Eugeny Onegin, a sort of game played by poet with his ;
reader and thus creating a sigpificant additional dimension. This dimension allowed ]
Derzhavin to express himself as an active personality and not exclusively as an 1
vbjective observer hidden behind the lines. Derzhavin bore this particular dimension
in mind when he stated in his famous Monument,*®* that he was the first, who dared in

Russian language “to talk the truth to tsars with a sinile’. It was obvious for him that

" «Nopute Npoub, - Kakoe fene NO3TY MMPHOMY fO Bac! B passpare KameHeiTe j
tMeno: He OXMBIT BAC NP raach o
" See: Ivanov-Razumnik Istoriya russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli. Individualizm i
meshchanstvo v russkoi liverature i zhizni X1X (History of Russian social thought.
Individualism and bourgeoisicness in the Russian literature and life of the 19"
century). 3% edition. V.I. St. Petersburg, 1911, Pp. 43-46. A typical intelligent
approach towards Derzhavin occurs, for instance, in A. Pypin's History of Russian
{;ireraz‘ure (See: Pp. 89-90.)

*' The characteristic of Pushkin’s remarks is presented by Pypin in: Pypin’s History
ur)"Russian Literature, V. 1. 1903, P. 374.

" Taken by Pushkin to serve a model for his Monument, although apparently afier
the Ovidius prototype.
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to present the truth did not mean to become a prophet but to remain a personality.
Again a great distance between Derzhavin and earlier poets including Lomonosov and
Sumarokov can be seen in these words.

It should be also mentioned that Derzhavin’s image of God correlates with the
acsthetical approach outlined in the earlier chapter. The unity and mystery of world
Derzhavin relates to light. In his God light penetrates everything: the expression from
the Creed “light from light”, including the(_ creation of celestial bodies, suns, stars,
burning ether, of all the shining worlds, and so on, are much more important for him
than creation by word which is mentioned once (or twice if we count the line that God
called out the chaos from the chasrs of eternity). It is also not an accident that the as
it is presented by Derzhavin wholeness of Being in God is reached by man through

God’s pravda. Although the word pravda is not often in his poems.

To sum up, the evolution of Russian thought during the XV century Jemonstrates
) the movement towards traditional values inherited froi the Muscovite Rus’, and 2)
the formation of the new position of reflection. The Masons were eager to implement
new principles in the Russian consciousness through their doctrines which were
borrowed from the West. In doing this they provided an educated layer of society with
the possibility to discuss such topics as the nature of the relationship between
personality and state, the principles of moral life based on inner treedom, the concept
of the ‘Inner Church’ and with the corresponding language. They regarded their
activity as a school of reflection through which the presence of God is discovered in
personal as well as in social life and in nature. Being strange to the majority of
population their activity nonetheless ploughed up the soil for further intellectual
development towards the values of the indigenous population. Also borrowed from
the West the motif of the advantages of peasant life compared with the urban one
became very popular in the literatuse of the second half of the XVIII™ century and
attracted attention to the traditional values. An important step to the incipient
reflection was made through discussion of linguistic issues, which not only allowed to
claborate the usage of Russian language but also raised the problem of aational
dignity. Romanticism forced Russian thought to consider the idea of the spirit of
nation by the analysis of its own peculiarity. All these factors along with the re-

emergence of Russian Orthodox mysticism prepared a new position for reflection and
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converged the values and interests of the Westernized educated layer of society with
the values of the majority of Russian population.

This shift from purely borrowed concepts to the ones which reflected the
essentials of the traditional worldview was demonstrated by the comparison of
Fonvizin’s and Karamzin’s works. Fonvizin connects pravda with the divine light and
good, while freedom expresses the highest ideal for an earthly life. Pravda should be
implemented into the system of laws represented by the ruler, who will display his
good nature through rightness and meekness; in its turn this system will guarantee
freedom and the right of ownership. In other words, pravda will guarantee volya.
Fonvizin’s system a) presents volya as not complementary to pravda but dependent on
it b) lacks sense of history, ¢) takes society as a raw material for the social reformer;
d) gives preference to reason rather than to heart. Karamzin, on the contrary, states
that volya guarantees pravda through the just personal relations; the sovereign is not
the guarantor of laws but law himself; and the heart with its endeavour towards good
is more important than reason. Voiya (will) opens heart to pravda; and at the same
time only the heart of a free person can approach the same. Karamzin possesses a
living sense of history and his approach to society is marked by respect to its
traditional life.

Dorzhavin in his poems expressed the shift from the concept of an abstract
personality typical for Masonic doctrines to the genuine personality. He demonstrated
a high degree of inner freedom and dignity which clearly corresponds with
Karamzin's approach. Derzhavin’s image of God correlates with the aesthetical
approach outlined in the earlier chapter. The unity and mystery of world Derzhavin
relates to light. Thus the movement towards direction of national traditional values
and concepts became visible in his works. However much more completely and

consistently they were presented by Pushkin.
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Chapter 6

Pushkin’s worldview

Viewed through Pushkin’s eyes Russia in 1815 appeared to be the most
powerful state in the world, although internally its social conflicts remained
unresolved. Like Karamzin before him, Pushkin realized first that universal
principles, no matter how just and brilliant they might be in themselves, could not be
introduced into Russian society without risking dire consequences; and, second, that it
was impossible to understand Russia without understanding its history. This chapter
attempts to understand the nature of Pushkin’s approach to these matters on the basis
of the analysis of his understanding of the concepts related to pravda and volya
vigwed through the three-dimensional scheme: historicism, aestheticism, and
mysticism.

Romanticism influenced Pushkin in his understanding of the nature and role of
the poet, who, a stranger and wanderer in this world possesses a gift to express a
divine power which renews humankind. Such a view was clearly stated, for instance,
by Kuchelbeker in the 1820s. At least two points marked the specifics of Russian
romanticism. First, it was imbued with the intention of establishing new reality above
all in the moral sense. This was noted by Kirevevskii in his “Outline of Russian
literature in 1829, Second, to some extent Russian romanticism reflected a leaning
towards Greek orthodoxy and a hostile attitude to the Church of Rome.

Pushkin had become a cultural myth before the mid 1830s, and this myth
spread all over Russia immediately afier his death. Gogol in 1835 described him as a
unique phenomenon, “a Russian man in his ultimate development, as he will probably
appear before us in two hundred years”.394 Pushkin also played a significant role in

the emergence of Russian philosophy: his works were explored in depth by

3 Polnoye sobraniye sochinenii 1V. Kireyevskogo (Complete works of I.V.

Kireyevskii). Ed. by M. Gershenzon. Vv. I-11. Moscow, 1910. Pp. 18-19.

¥ Quote from: Gasparov B.M. “Poeticheskii yazyk Pushkina kak fakt istorii
russkogo literaturnogo yazika” (Pushkin’s poetic language as the fact of the history of
Russian literary language). Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, Sonderband 27, Wien
1992, P. 20. See also some other remarks about Pushkin’s Russianness (Odoyevsky,
Dostoevsky, Kireyevsky, etc. at pp. 17-20.




philosophers, starting with Solovyov; and only later interest in Dostoevsky exceeded
interest in his predecessor. Yet at the same time Pushkin never expressed any
philosophical ideas as such: he himself is a pure manifestation of poetry, and one of
his sayings was “The purpose of Poetry is Poetry.”**

Pushkin’s worldview taken as the expression of Russian national
consciousness can be put into the framework outlined in the opening paragraph of this
paper: it is historical (in this respect Pushkin is in direct contrast to Derzhavin), it is
aesthetic, and it is mystical. If the second point is beyond dispute, the first and the
third need to be examined.

Let us start from Pushkin’s position on the author in relation to what he has
been writing, a position that is reflective rather than included into the context. It is
highly likely that Derzhavin with his sense of inner freedom and dignity of the poet
indirectly influenced Pushkin in his formation of this position. This can be concluded
if we take into account that Derzhavin and Pushkin created with great strength the
image of the author who stands behind the events being described — Derzhavin in such
poems as Felitsa (and in his later commentaries to these poems) and Pushkin with his
lyrical deviations; and that Derzhavin was the first to express clearly the position that
the poet’s own dignity is beyond the immediate content, and, therefore, occupies a
reflective place in relation to his poems. This position was clearly understood by
Pushkin as beyond any particular party or group. The best known example can be
found in Pushkin’s poems about the destiny and role of the poet. However, Pushkin
held the same position in other matters, For instance, discussing the events relating to
the suppression of the Decembrists’ rebellion, Pushkin wrote to Delvig: “Let us be
neither superstitious, nor one-sided as French tragedians; but let us observe the
tragedy with Shakespeare’s eyes.”*® Pushkin was consciously trying to avoid narrow-
mindedness and to stand as an objective observer who is not involved in immediate
everyday opinions and quarrets.

One more argument can be added. It was commonly held by democratic
literary critics, starting from Belinsky, that Pushkin in his political approach and
social views was extremely close to the Decembrists. However, some studies ‘show
clearly that, though Pushkin shared some of the Depembrists’ attitudes and values, his

position was different. Moreover, his views evolved in the opposite direction ~ from

 Quote from: Frank S.L. Etyudy o Pushkine (Etudes on Puskin)Miinich,1957. P.81.
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the ideology of the French Enlightenment and heroic hedonism to Christianiw.'m His
friends, members of secret societies, sensed Pushkin’s disagreement with them and
this was probably the reason why Pushkin was not invited to become a member. In
1826 Pushkin wrote the famous Stanzas to Nicholas I. Many of his friends reproached
him for this poem, and he had to justify himself. In his answer, To friends, dated 1828
he had to reassure them: “No 1 am not a flatterer, when 1 freely praise the tsar...”"
Notwithstanding this disclaimer Katenin wrote a kind of parody called Old story.>*®
The poet here is represented as a slave who worships his master. This slave does not
care about freedom: “What does it mean this quasi freedom?**® The attitude towards
the sovereign was a crucial point of disagreement. The difference lies in the
contrasting approaches to social reforms: while the Decembrists, being either
republicans or constitutional monarchists, were radicals, Pushkin was skeptical about
the possibility of radically improving society by violent means. The Decembrists, on
the other hand, considered any kind of conservative political approach to be a
weakness or even a crime.

In his attitude towards the monarchy Pushkin was closer to Derzhavin than to
his own friends. However, one substantial motif distinguishes Derzhavin from
Fushkin in their definitions of the worth of a poet and a citizen: while Derzhavin finds
this worth in his relation to values common to humanity in general, in his case
Christian values, Pushkin sees a citizen’s dignity in relation to his ancestors, to the
history of his country, through which God sanctions ail the self-confidence and the

greatness of man.*?" Derzhavin proclaimed his contempt of the mob on the grounds of

3% Ibid. P. 40.

7 See: Lesskis G. Pushkinskii put' v russkoi literature (Pushkin’s way in Russian
literature). Moscow: Khudozhestvennaya Literatura, 1993, P. 367 et al.
8 «pysbsiM» — «HeT, 91 He NbCTEL, KOFAA Lapio XBany ce0B0AIHYI0 Cnaraion.
' These events are analyzed by Yu. N. Tynyanov in: “Arkhaisty i Pushkin”
(Archaists and Pushkin). // Arkhaisty i novatory (Archaists and innovators).
Miinchen:, 1967. Pp. 163-166.
:‘;“" «H4TO 3HAUNT MHWMMAn cBOBOAR, KOraa ecrb CTpentt u CUnKU?»
' «/1Ba uyBCTBa AMBHO BAM3KU HaM —~
B Hux obpertaer cepaue nnwy ~
Nwbost K pogHoMy nenenuuy,
To6oBb K oTeveckuM rpobam... (111, 242)//
Ctp 369
And he continues:
Ha HWX oCHOBAHO OT BEKa
(o sone bora camoro
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the difference between educated and uneducated people. Pushkin, coming from a
noble family with 600-year-old history, defended anstocratic nature of Russian
literature, saying that “our literature ... differs from others because it does not bear
the stamp of a slave’s humiliation. Our talented people are noble, independent ... Our
writers are taken from the aristocracy...”*® Pushkin was chastised for similar
statements by his contemporaries (for instance, by Ryleev'®) as weli as later by
democratic and Marxist critics. However, even if there is in him a particle of
aristocratic haughtiness, far more important is the sharp immediate feeling he has for
the paSt. Lesskis states that “with this deeply intimate and lyrical attitude to the past,
to the history of his country, with these patriotic feelings, Pushkin was nationalist to
the hilt.”** For instance, one finds many ironic remarks directed at the clergy, and in
this respect Pushkin continues a popular tradition. Furthermore, he sometimes allows
himself a direct blasphemy,.‘105 which has led some scholars to conclude that Pushkin
was an atheiSt. However, if we recall, for example, Tatyana from Eugeny Onegin
(her letter io Eugeny) it seems much more likely that Pushkin’s attitude to these
matters was grounded in the basic striving after the spiritual freedom of personality.*®®
At the same time he was persuaded that the Russian church served to enlighten
society, which differentiated it from the Catholic church.*” In contrast to Catholicism,
which created a speciiic society independent of civil laws, Orthodoxy was dependant
upon a single, supreme-monarch power. Nonetheless, Orthodoxy was separated from
other social groups by the respect of the whole society for the holiness of religion, and
so it was always regarded as a mediator between the monarch and his people. “We
owe monks our History, and therefore our education.”® (Here the word ‘History’
definitely means ‘Chronicles.’) Pushkin held this view from 1822 to the end of his
life. And so, trying to free himself from any prejudices and seeking for inner freedom,

he placed himself in a position beyond everyday quarrels and opinions. He blamed

CamocrosiHbe yenosexa
M Bce senmame ero. (i1, 848).»

03 Quote from: Lesskiss, Pushkinskii... P. 369.
Ibid.

™ Ibid. P. 367.
X Z It is sufficient to recall his Gavriiliada,
See: Lesskiss, Pushkinskii... P, 194-195,
"7 Whether it is true or not from an objective historical point of view, this opinion
was part of the Russian mentality.
b «Zametki po russkoi istorii”. V. 11, P. 17.
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Catherine the Great for her unfair attitude towards the Church, which he attributed to
her pursuit of absolute power. She deprived the Church of its independence
confiscating all the monastic possessions, transforming priests into ignorant and
miserable people. As Pushkin notes: “This is a pity! It is precisely the Greek

confession, different from all others, which confers upon us our specific national

character” %

From this point we can proceed to Pushkin’s historicism. Pushkin expressed
his mature views in his prose as well as in poetry written in Boldino. While earlier he
believed that Russia should be enlightened in order to progress to the level of
European nations, in Boldino he wrote: “Russia never had anything in common with
the rest of Europe, ... its history requires another concept, another formula, instead of
that deduced by Guizaut from the history of the Christian WeSt. "0 Therefore,
Pushkin approached the point from which the Slavophiles (as well as Westernizers)
started their search for a Russian philosophy of history. However, Pushkin did not
arrive at a Slavophile view. He believed in the uniqueness of Russian history, but he
did not bind himself by any preconceived doctrine. He definitely believed that the
specifics of the Russian national character were rooted in the climate, forms of

411

everyday life, and religion.” ' His image of Russian history, in contrast to that of the

great majority of his contemporaries, was dynamic rather than static. This becomes

clear, for instance, in his discussion with Khomyakov, as it was remembered by A. O.
Smirnova. Khomyakov, the leader of the Slavophile movement stated that Peter the
Great thought as a German. Pushkin asked him what allowed him to conclude that the
Byzantine ideas of Moscow Tsardom were more national than Peter’s concepts? This
question clearly demonstrates that Pushkin did not think of any epoch of Russian
history as a model era in the way the Slavophiles thought of the Muscovite period. At
the same time he was the last man to reject the significance of the Byzantine heritage.

He specially praises monks who “retained the faint sparks of Byzantine education.*'?”

"% Pyshkin A.S. “O russkoi istorit XVIII veka” (On the Russian history of the XVIII
Eﬁjntu:y). /I Collection of works. V. 7. Moscow, 1976. P. 164.

Pushkin, Complete... XI, 127.
! pushkin A.S. “O narodnosti v literature” (On popularity in literature) // Complete
Works, V. X1.P, 17.
*2 Pushkin A.S. “O nichtozhestve literatury russkoi” (On miserableness of Russian
literature). // Complete Works.V, X1, P. 268.
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In his essay “On National Drama and on ‘Marfa Posadnitsa’ * (“O narodnoi
drame i drame ‘Marfa Posadnitsa,’’1830), Pushkin insists that a writer treating
historical themes should “resurrect the past age in all its truth” (XI, 181)". And it can
be done only through insight. Pushkin wrote: “No matter how strong the
preconception of ignorance is, how greedily one accepts calumny, a single word,
spoken by such a person as you, destroys them forever. Genius uncovers the truth at
the first sight, and, as the Holy Writ says, truth is stronger than the tsar” (XVI,
224).”"'3 Thus, our conclusion coincides with that of Evdokimova's: “Unlike
Karamzin, for whom historical heroes, such as the tsars, symbolically reveal the
signify / chance of the historica: process but are unable either to influence the process

or be influenced by it, Pushkin focuses on the dynamic relationship between the
sed |4

individual and the flux of history.

Pushkin approaches Christianity as a living church - he rejects all the
expressions of “confessional narrowness.”*'"® In his letter to Tchaadayev he wrote that
the unity of the Christian church is not rooted in the Papacy but in the idea of Christ.
'° That is why he understood Protestantism as a democratic stage in the history of
Christianity in comparison with Catholic monarchism. Pushkin’s positive attitude
towards Protestantism is especially significant if we take into account the common
negative attitude to Protestant confessions in Russia. Pushkin’s approach to the
Catholic church demonstrates that he valued highly the spiritual role of the church but
not its political influence. His fecling that political power played too major a role in
Catholicism explains his extremely negative attitude to Feofan Prokopovich, who
worshipped the idea of power itseif: “Our clergy prior to Feofan deserved respect, it
never besmirched itself by the meanness of the papacy, ...*'”” Though he very much
appreciated some characteristics of the Orthodox church (for instance, he thought that
a movement like the Reformation would be impossible in the framework of
Orthodoxy) he did not think that Orthodoxy was about the only genuine church
preserving the traditions since the time of Christ. On the contrary, he thought that the

*13 Svetlana Evdokimova Pushkin’s historical imagination Yale University Press,
1999. P.37.

¥ 1bid. Pp. 42-43.
" This topic was explored by S. Frank in: Etyudy o Pushkine (Etudes on Puskin).
Miinich, 1957. Pp. 103-104.

16 See: P.Ya. Tchaadayev: Pro et Conira, St. -Petersburg, 1998. P. 69.
7 Ibid. P. 74.
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Schism of the XI™ century, which separated the churches, was harmful to Orthodoxy
as well as to Catholicism. Russian Orthodoxy came to be deprived of real education,
Pushkin once said: “If we were to limit ourselves by the Russian bell alone we would
do nothing for human thought, and we would create only parish literature.*'®” The
image of the Great Schism of 1054, when mutual anathemas were exchanged and the
church split into two, Catholic and Orthodox, led Tchaadayev to conclude that Russia
had to break with Orthodoxy and join the Catholic church. Pushkin on the other hand
maintained that he was proud of Russia’s remarkable history. At the same time he did
not underestimate religion. He was deeply convinced that Christianity plays a crucial
role in social life, that is why “by the beginning of the 1830s Pushkin came to
understand the strong link between the spiritual state of modern society (and modern
personality) and Christianity, and in his Boldino tragedies and poems he sought a way
out of the moral crisis caused by the adherence to a hedonistic principle.”*'” Pushkin
was persuaded that Peter’s reforms, aimed at implementing European education in
Russia, were necessitated by the historical development of Russia. At the same time
he considered this educational backwardness a price paid bv Russia to facilitate the
Christian education of Western Europe since it was Rus’ that had saved Western
Europe from the Mongol invasion.

This wide and dynamic approach to history defined Pushkin’s attitude to Peter
the Great. The greatness of the Tsar — the Worker was portrayed in such works as
Poltava, and The Bronze Horseman. Pushkin perpetuated a heroic image of Peter,
because he believed that all the achievements of XVII™ cenlury Russian culture were
grounded in Peter’s westemization of Russia. However, as can be seen from Th2
Bronze Horseman and from Pushkin’s historical works, he saw clearly in Peter’s
times an immense gap between the wise intention of new laws and institutions and the
cruelty in the implementation of his decrees. Working in the archives Pushkin
discovered that the immediate impression of Peter’s everyday activities was far from
the level of his known acts of statesmanship. This is seen from numerous remarks in
Pushkin’s notebooks.’”® He compares Peter with a despotic landowner, and so on.

However, Peter’s most inappropriate measure in Pushkin’s view was his introduction

13 Quote from Frank, P. 105.
Y91 esskiss, P. 485.

0 See: Milyukov P. Zhivoi Pushkin (1837-1937) (Pushkin alive). Sec. Ed. Paris,
1937.P. 78,
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of the Table of Ranks. According to Pushkin the Table mixed social groups and
undermined the position of the most honorable one — the Russian nobility. As was
noted earlier, this attitnde was not just a desire to keep privileges for their own sake (it
is known that Pushkin was opposed to serfdom); it was a conviction that society
should have an independent cultural authority, based not on rank or service but on
long tradition, and therefore independent from supreme political power.*?! This
conviction for him was more basic than the idea prevalent at that time of the abolition
of serfdom. It would seem plausible that Pushkin realized that, if society does not
have such a social group independent of the tyranny of power, the whole society is a
society of slaves. He saw the dignity and great advantage of Russian literature in the
fact that it was created by noble people who were not slaves of the powers that be.
The fact that Pushkin supported the reforms of the XVIII™ century when the rulers
had overthrown aristocratic ambitions, and so the mode of governing remained the
same as before the reforms is evidence that Pushkin thought about spiritual
opposition.*” At the same time, in his studies of the Pugachov rebellion, Pushkin
became deeply aware that the rebels were the last people with the power to bring
about real independence.

Also, contrary to the majority of his thinking contemporaries, Pushkin put
himself beyond the widely discussed rivalry between St. Petersburg and Moscow. He
loved the ancient Russian capital, but this love did not prevent him from a love of the
new capital with its distinct beauty and with its administrative imperial leadership.
Yet he definitely believed that the unnatural character of this great city could, and in
fact did, come into conflict with the advantages of enlightened European influence.
This problem was presented in The Bronze Horseman with such artistic power that it
became the starting point for this motif in the Russian literature that followed (Gogol
and Dostoevsky in particular.)

One more significant factor is that Pushkin understood history through his
connection with generations of ancestors. History.for him was a living thing rather
than a subject of academic interest and his perception of history is vivid and personal.
This is an opposite side to his conviction of the necessity for ideals in art (see below).

There is one more motif connected with history which had been worrying

Pushkin since the end of the 1820s: the emptiness of the soul, the indifference to the

21 See: Frank, P. 54-55.
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great problems, which he saw as a dangerous discase of modern times. (Tchaadayev
i his correspondence with Pushkin connccted the motit of the inevitable destruction
of the ofd world and the coming of the new one.'®) It is obvious from his leiters to
Pushkin that Tchaadayev was sure that Pushkin shared his views or at lcast partially
shared his feelings.

As for aestheticism, it is obvious that “the vigorous power of beauty™** forms
the highest point of intentious for the poet. (It is worth noting that Pushkin’s language
and images are so beautiful in themselves that the reader sometimes loses the concept
concealed under this wonderful cover of words.)

In his programmed poems like Prophet, Poet, To the Poet Pushkin clearly
expresses a dualistic concept: the poet as a man who belongs to the carthly life stands
in contrast to the poet who in his state of inspiration becomes imbued with God’s
power and understanding.**® Firstly, Pushkin emphasizes the gap between the two
different states — the man is lost when the poet appears and vice versa, and there are
no transitional stages between them. The clearest manifestation of this difference can
be seen in Egvptian Nights, where a miserly Italian improviser under the impulse of
poctic inspiration is transformed into a prophet. A poet as man might be a weak and
depressed person who can rely exclusively on his own mind and reason, in the state of
inspiration he becomes equal to celestial powers. |

Secondly, these powers flow from his heart rather than from his mind. This
deep conviction that the heart is the centre of intuition and genuine comprehension
links Pushkin with religion and alienates him from positivistic doctrines. The same
idea can be found in Batyushkov’s works — “Great thoughts flow from the heart.””*? It
is necessary to mention that the epoch of Alexander the First was extremely
sentimental, and the concept of the role of the heart as an organ of inner religion was a
commonplace. But the same feelings are expressed in the Bible. And so the problem
anses whether it is just an expression of a trivial concept curreni at the time, or

whether there is some specific feature in Pushkin’s approach. It should be pointed out

2 Complete..., V. X1, P. 14.
2 Ihid. X1V, 437-438.
i‘? Aywa Tpeneuwet npex «...MOWHOM BNACTLIO KPACOTbI».
~ This concept is not original; however it happened to fit perfectly Russian
consciousness in its transition from the ancient to the modern phases.
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that during the Alexandrian epoch (1801-1825) religious mysticism based on the
Protestant model was very popular among the Russian nobility. The principal
difference from the Orthodox teaching was the emphasis on the inner life of the heart
in contrast to any rites, visible signs, dogmas, or even sacraments, The inner Church
was contrasted with the External Church. It was a reawakening and continuation of
the Masonic movement of the previous century. Pushkin definitely did not skare this
abstract mysticism. As has been shown previously he was intensely involved in real
life both with its deficiencies and with its great advantages. He certainly preferred the
real Orthodox Church with its real history to any sort of Universal invisible Church of
the Russian mystics of the time. Thus, for Pushkin,.an image of heart did not bear any
mystical allusions to another reality or something like it. He simply attests to the true
fact that a poet does not know the source of his inspiration, and that it is connected
with heart rather than with mind.

Thirdly, the element which is inevitatly linked with the heart in this state of
inspiration is fire. This celestial fire is in complete contrast to earthly cold. This motif
goes through all Pushkin’s works. He ofien uses the expression “cold and indifferent
crowd,” with no fire in its soul. There is nothing worse for Pushkin than coldness,
absence of passion or love. Fire destroys incompleteness of being and through this
purifies il - Pushkin defines the dwelling-place of God as a fire: “Where a pure fire is
devouring an imperfection of being.**”” The cold heart is closed to this divine fire,
while the heated heart allows the poet to penetrate nature (Propher). We will return to
this point later when discussing Pushkin’s mysticism.

When Pushkin defended the freedom of the poet he was at the same time
rejecting the idea of the utilitarian usefulness of art, which was widespread at that
time. For instance, this vicw was expressed by Merzlyakov — ‘archaic’ scholar and
poet — in his Short outline of the theory of belles-lettres published in 1822: “The first
and the last goal of art is to support virtue as well as possible.*”*” Pushkin on the

contrary defended the poet’s freedom from any restrictions,

126 Batyushkov K.N. Opyty v stikhakh i proze (Essays in verse and prose). Moscow
1977. P. 394. In our case it does not matter that this is a translation of L. de
Vovenart’s Maximes.

*7 Gershenzon M. Mudrost’ Pushkina (Pushkin’s wisdom). Moscow, 1919. P. 36.

' «flepBan n nocnegHas Lenb ero (7. €. WCKYCCTBA), - CKOMbKO BO3MOXHO,
cnocnewecrsosate  gobpomerenm», Quote from: Sakulin P.N. “Knyaz’ V.F.
Odoyevskii” (Prince V.F. Odoyevskii). // Iz istorii russkogo idealizma (From the

o iiarre
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Beauty for the poet is always connected with rest, peace and ‘wholeness.” All

wishes and movements of the soul come from man’s imperfection. The deficiency of
man’s nature generates them. Perfection, on the other hand, generates emotion and
rest. In the poem, The Angel, Demon himself emotionally participating in the nature
of an angel acquires a certain degree of inner peace. ‘Wholeness’ is a divine gift and
cannot be acquired by one’s own will. This idea was expressed in the famous line in
the little tragedy Mozart and Salieri: “Villainy and genius are incompatible.*?
Genius is completeness and rest, and is therefore estranged from any activity.*
For Pushkin God is beauty; therefore He is ‘non-doing’ and eternal rest. According to
Gershenzon, he thought of God as of an absolute non-existence: “If one asks Pushkin
what God is? He would answer: God is on the last rung, higher than the angels,
because the angels possess being to some extent, though it is a minimal activity; God
is absolute non-existence.”' Probably Gershenzon goes too far in formulating this
idea However it seems fairly plausible that Pushkin’s intentions led him towards this
concept. Tatyana is ‘higher’ than Onegin because she ‘rests’ while Onegin does not
have any peace. Nevertheless, Tatyana does not know happiness either. According to
Pushkin there is no happiness for human beings, there is only the possibility of ‘rest’
and freedom. His well-known words (from Evgenii Onegin) are: “l thought that
freedom (vol ‘nost’) and rest could replace happiness. How wrong I was.”

Here we approach one of the most important points in Pushkin’s Worldview: it

is deeply tragic and pessimistic. He once said: “All of us - from coachman to the first

poet sing dolefully.”™” It follows from the previous consideration - if only rest and
freedom are possible (and even they can be gained only with great difficulty) there is
no place for happiness. Happiness cannot be granted to an imperfect being and so it

cannot be granted to man. The clearest expression of this concept is probably in The

history of Russian idealism). V. I. Moscow, 1913, V. 1. Chapter 1. P. 54, Nonetheless, ;
in contrast with this, Merzlyakov stated that belles-lettres did not know any rules. f
Ibid. P. 159. '

* The translation by A. Pytman is taken from: Alexander Pushkin Selected Works in
Two Volumes V. 1. Moscow, 1974. P. 126.

430 See: Gershenzon Mudrost’... P. 16-18.

¥ Tbid. P. 15. It is very tempting to link this idea with that of Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagites and hesychast’s image of God - the Divine Darkness. However, in this
case the similarity is more typological rather than coming directly from Orthodox
tradition.

4
* Quote from: Frank, (P. 126) «...07 SMlWKa 40 NEPBOTO MO3Ta — Mbl BCE MOEM
YHBINO®.,
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Bronze Horseman, though many other poems and compositions could be cited - The
Queen of Spades, “little tragedies” - The Covetous Knight, Mozart and Salieri, The
Stone Guest, Feast in Time of the Plague. The only possible way of achieving
happiness, temporarily and exclusively by the poet, is to contemplate the divine
beauty of nature or works of art and inspiration (From Pindemonty.***) This does not
contradict the previous statement: the poet, participating in divine wholeness, does not
belong to this life. '

According to Pushkin there are two sorts of mind: one is cold and prosaic, and
uncreative (retated to earthy, everyday life), the other which is infinitely ‘higher’
stands in relation to celestial life and fire. There appears a peculiar motif in Pushkin’s
poeiry — he finds fault with science because it is an expression of the first sort of
reason — cold and prosaic.**

Tchaadayev wrote: “God created beauty in order to make it easier for us to
comprehend Him.**” Pushkin would agree with this. Throughout his life Pushkin
gave expression to the unity of beauty and divinity: for instance, in some of his best
lyrical poems he compared a woman’s beauty with divinity. The same idea is
expressed indirectly when he says that a maiden’s heart manifesting its divine nature
does not know law.*® Yet Pushkin’s understanding of divine beauty is tinged with
tragic overtones: it is not achievable, or is only temporarily achievable because a
human being is imperfect. ‘Wholeness’ as well as happiness are hidden in absolute
divine rest, immovability, which is non-being. In order to pass through this gap
between defective earthly life and celestial wholeness, one has to die (Prophet.) This
transformation through death provides the prophet with ‘whole” knowledge, or,
probably better expressed, with a knowledge of the wholeness of being. Yet this

B3 «Io NPUXOTW CBOEN CKUTATLCS 3AECh U TaM,

AuBssice GOXECTBEHHO! NPUPOLbI KPacoTam

Y npep co3paHbaMn UCKYCCTB U BAOXHOBEHbLS

Tpeneuwsa paaocTHO B BOCTOPrax yMHJ'IEHbH
" BoT c4acTbe, BOT nipasa...

This motif is analyzed by Gershenzon (Op. cit. Pp. 36-38.) However, I think that
being right in emphasizing that Pushkin could not tolerate any limitation of the poet’s
free will Gershenzon is exaggerating Pushkin’s hatred of science and culture. And it is
not accidental that he took his quotations from Tsygany (The Gypsies), an early
romantic poem.

B3 «Bor cosman kpacoty Ans Toro, uToBbi HaM nerye GbINO YpasyMeTb ero.» -
Tchaadayev P.Ya. Stat i i pis 'ma (Articles and letters). Vv. I-1I. Moscow, 1997. P. 27,
6 «3atem uTo BETPY U OpNY, U Cepauy AeBbl HET 3aKoHa.»
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knowledge has nothing to do with the rational knowledge provided by science. It is at
this point that we approach Pushkin’s mysticism.

To some extent Pushkin’s mysticism already has been described in regard to
his aestheticism: the unity of beauty and knowledge characteristic of a divine celestial
being which can be contemplated through an ardent heart clearly shows that Pushkin’s
worldview was mystical rather than reasonable. He also expressed a view that the
reason of the heart was infinitely higher than that of the mind. One can also discern
elements of mysticism in Pushkin’s historical thinking, first of all in his attitude to the
messianic destiny of Russia.

Since the appearance of the concept Moscow — the Third Rome a tendency
existed in Russia to interpret events in the light of this theory, for example, such
events as the rise and fall of False-Dimitry (who, first regarded as an Orthodox son of
Tsar Ivan, later was considered as a renegade into the camp of Catholics,) and the
reforms of Peter the Great (who was considered to be the Anti-Christ by the Old
Believers.) The opposite view was held by the educated statesmen of Russian society,
who thought of Peter as a victorious ruler who initiated a series of triumphs over the
Muslim Turks. These and other events viewed from a messianic perspective served as
a model in the interpretation of the wars against Napoleon.**’

Kuchelbeker wrote in Mnemozina in 1822: “Let there be created for the
honour of Russia truly Russian poetry. Let Holy Russia be the foremost power in the
universe, not only in the civil but also in the moral realm!”*® This is an example of
the messianism inspired by 1812. Pushkin, being a contemporary of these Russian
victories, was a son of 1812 as well, though sometimes he found fault with Russian
life and people in well-known words about the soul and talent. Messianism unites
historicism with mysticism, a mystical strife toward the universal, which aevertheless
includes the national peculiarities of a particular country. Thus contradictory

foundations (universal and specific) coincide in the divine plan of human

development.

:37 See: Gasparov, Op. cit. Pp. 86-89.
® «fa cosgactes ans cnaBbl PoccuM no3sus ucTuHHO Pycckas; aa Gyner CesTan

Pycb HE TONbKO B rPaXAaHCKOM, HO U B HPABCTBEHHOM Mupe nepeoo [epXasolo Bo
BcenesHon!» Quote from: Sakulin, V. 1. Part 1. P. 256.
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In his letter to Tchaadayev Pushkin states that he “would not wish
Russia to have a history different from the one which had been sent by God**” The
nature of Pushkin’s attitude to Russia and its history was expressed in various works,
However, from 1825, when he was writing Boris Godunov, until his death the
following concept held: the established order whether or not it was good should not be
disturbed; any effort to destroy this order is harmful and useless.**° This inspired him
to write two ill-famed poems - To Slanderers of Russia and The Borodino
Anniversary. The concept seems to contradict our earlier statement that Pushkin’s
approach to history was dynamic rather than static. However, there is no
contradiction: historical events are flowing, but there is some hidden divine reason
manifested by an inner order which is absolutely inaccessible to human
understanding. This mystical view distinguishes Pushkin from Tolstoy. Tolstoy was
eager to persuade the reader that historical events cannot be regulated by anybody,
and if someone, like Napoleon, thinks that they are under his control he is wrong.
Pushkin would be in agreement with this general statement. But Tolstoy related to the
infinity of social events which form history — as they are infinite they cannot be
controlled He rejected any suggestion that there was something underlying the
observable events, and furthermore he rejected the possibility of such an idea.
Pushkin, on the other hand, being far less positivistic than Tolstoy believed in the
divine destiny of a great nation.*"! It is worth to take into account Evdokimova’s
observation that all Pushkin’s heroes who were trying to “verify harmony with
algebra” failed: Boris Godunov, Salieri, Hermann, Aleko, plus all other characters
who strive to manipulate chance and Providence. History should he grasped through
insight and divination. “No credit is granted for their apparently righteous endeavours;
with all their gifts and accomplishments, the tragic ruler and the tormented musician

lack something that lies beyond their control — God’s grace.”*** (P. 58)

7 Quote from: Frank, P. 45.
*% Gasparov, Op. cit. Pp. 297.
! In his analysis of The Queen of Spades, Gershenzon argued Pushkin’s views were
much closer to Tolstoy’s, than they probably were. ~ See: Gershenzon, Op. cit. P.
104. It seems that Pushkin’s view was closer to Solovyov’s as expressed in his
Egnous saying, ‘God’s idea for any nation.’

Evdokimova Pushkin’s historical imagination. P. 58.
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At the same time, even if one takes into account that Pushkin paid his tribute
to the ordinary mystical mood of his epoch with its fortune-telling, and card-
reading,**? the very nature of his mysticism was different. It was based upon a deep
belief in the divine presence in the world and the possibility of humans being
participants in it, as are all genuine poets. This kind of mysticism influenced
Pushkin’s attitude to Christianity. He noted: “Ancient history ended with God-man ...
Correct. The greatest spiritual and political revolution on our planet is Christianity. In
this sacred element the world perished and was renovated. Modern history is the
history of Christianity.”*** Thus, Pushkin’s approach to the New Testament was at the

same time aesthetic and mystical. He remarked that no one could resist its divine

eloquence. ™’

These points of attraction — historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism —

coloured Pushkin’s understanding of ‘truth’ and ‘justice’ (pravda) and ‘will’ and

‘freedom’ (volya), concepts which form the core of Russian consciousness.

It should be noted from the start that Pushkin uses the term pravda
comparatively rarely compared, for instance, with the word volya, and there are only a
few contexts where this word means something more than just ordinary ‘truth’ as
opposed to ‘lie’, and so on. Hence, it would be stretching the point too far if the
following analysis were based exclusively on the word pravda. The national concept
of pravda is covered by Pushkin’s use of such words as “honour”, “right” (‘just’),

“plausible”.

I would like to analyze the concepts of pravda and volya from the personal
aspect and then the social one.

Pushkin the core of a personality predominantly associates with the word
‘honour’ ('wectv’), which plays an extremely important role in his works. In his
imagined conversation with Tsar Alexander 1 Pushkin noted with affection that the

tsar “had respected truth (‘pravda’) and personal honour™**, The word honour

:’” There are some well-known examples like The Queen of Spades.

* Pushkin Pushkin A.S. “Zametki na vtoroi tom Istorii russkogo naroda N.
Polevogo” (Notes on the second volume of the History of Russian people by N.
Polevoi). // Complete... V. X1, 127.

Y Complete..., X11, P. 99,

 «Bbl MOXETE WMETb MHEHWS HEOCHOBATENbHbIe, HO BWXY, UTO Bbl YBAXWM
APaBAY ¥ NAYHYIO HeCTb Aaxe B Lape»,
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appears in connection with ‘pravda’ (personal honour), ‘honesty,’ ‘justice’ (‘true

honour’), ‘morality,” *Christian conscience.’*

As it directly follows from the Pushkin’s earlier statlements, one can expect
that the poet would defend the possibility of penetrating divine truth, but at the same
time the social constituent of this truth should be stressed. A straightforward
expression of this kind can be found in Pushkin’s letter to Count Tol’: “Genius

discovers truth from the first glance, and truth is stronger than the tsar himself, as is

said in the Holy Scriptures.”**®

Pushkin’s understanding of pravda is rather complex. He appears to
distinguish pravda as simple correspondence to facts from the higher fruth. For
instance, when a historic work designed to prove that Napoleon did not in reality visit
the plague-stricken hospital in Yaffa appeared, Pushkin wrote that the light of trutb
should be condemned in case it cringes to common opinion, and that the lie which
raises us above it should be considered much more valuable.**® Though this is a clear
expression of Romanticism (it is known that, for instance, Goethe thought along the
same lines, saying “Do we really need such a miserable truth?”**®) the use of the word
pravda shows that Pushkin spoke about a higher truth and justice, and not just about
making a true statement about some event. Pushkin was entirely convinced that art
could not dispense with ideals. It should establish absolute goals and standards. He
could not tolerate the praise of evil or a pathos of denunciation, which in Pushkin’s
times was becoming so strong in European literature. Thus, social truth and justice
(pravda) is portrayed in his poetry as the loftiest ideal which exceeds any restrictions
of earthly life revealing itself in the flash of inspiration.

There is another aspect of the statemient on the higher truth than just the
factual expression of events. The key to this aspect can be found in the famous

Elegy(written earlier in the same 1830 year): “... Sometimes again I will fill myself

7 Lesskis, P. 126.
8 Complete..., XV, P. 224.
449
«[a GyaeT NpoxnaT npasgbl CBET,

Korga nocpeacTBEHHOCTY XNagHON,

3aBUCTNUBOW, K cOBNAasHy XanHoM,

OH yroxgaer npa3gHo! - Herl

TbMbl HU3KMX UCTUH MHE AOpOXe

Hac soasuiwaiowui obman... (111, P. 253)
Quote from: Ekkerman I.P. Razgovory s Goethe v posledniye gody yego zhizni
{Conversations with Goethe in the last years of his life). Moscow, 1981, P. 165.

450
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with harmony, I will sob on the fantasy...”*' The truth of feeling is no less valuable
than the truth of the description of the event. The so-called “truth”, “the miserable
truth” which destroys the image of the hero is transformed into lie from he point of
view of feeling. Pushkin is striving for the wholeness of the image (true or fantasy)
and the feeling in relation to this image. Therefore he by no means put fantasy beyond
truth but the wholeness beyond separation,

Pushkin’s attitude to monarchy is based upon his deep conviction of the
necessity of enlightenment, good education. This is difficult to prove by direct
guotations. However from all Pushkin’s remarks it follows that he considered
education to be a strong factor in social development. This reserbles his approach to
personality: he believed coldness of soul to be the worst possible characteristic, and
social stagnation was for him the end of real life. From this point of view he
considered the Russian monarchy (the Romanovs in particular) to be the most
western-orienited and revolutionary element in Russian society., The basic idea
expressed in his well known conversation with Mikhail Romanov is that authority
should preserve law and order, and not allow the destruction of state institutions. That
is why he contrasted pravda with ‘mutiny’, an opposition which can be found in his
works from 1822 onwards.** Pravda is associated with social justice and law based
upon tradition, whereas ‘mutiny’(MsTex) is opposed to law.* ‘Mutiny’ in its
destructive nature is close to ‘despotism’***: both break the law and tradition.
Probably the most significant point in Pushkin’s understanding is his equation
beiween despotic people and a despotic ruler. This view distinguishes him from the
majority of Russian educated people who were eager enough to condemn a despotic
ruler and to justify the right of ordinary people to rebel.

It is very difficult to name any other concept in Pushkin's poetry equal in
frequency of use and meaningfulness to the concept of volya / vol’nost’. At the
beginning of his career in 1817 he wrote the famous poems Vol'nost’ and To

i

Tchaadayev where “holy vol'nost™ is presented as the most precious thing. And not

13 = ~ 5
e Mopow onaATL rapMoHMENn yrblock, Haa BLIMbICNOM cnesamy 0B0NbLIOCH...»

2 Lesskis, P. 170-171. In; «MochaHme K LeH30py> - Tl YepHbIM 6enoe No npuxoTy

f?saequ ... TRAC Npasabl MATEXOM>,

o ibid. P. 168. _ . ) .,
Camosn1acTee — it is seen from such expressions as ‘caMOBNACTUTENbHBIY 3NOAEN

ele, It is interesting to note that in his assessment of the Pugachov rebellion Pushkin
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long before his death Pushkin expressed his understanding of this concept in such
poems as From Pindemonti and It is time, my friend, it is time... The later use of the
word is completely different from the earlier one, and the evolution must be explored.

In his first poems Pushkin undoubtedly follows Radishchev and Kapnist -
famous poets of the second half of the XVII™ century. Volya, vol 'nost’ is understood
as political freedom, intimately connected with the legal system of the state. It also
reflects Rousseau’s theory on the dialectics of the common will and the will of
everybody: “...There are no obstacles for the common good, | see my part in the
power of all the people, 1 express my will while expressing the will of all the people,
This is the law in the state.*>” These words provide us with the key to the Pushkin
ode written twenty-seven years later: the tsar expresses the common will, which
establishes the law, and in its turn the will of all the people is subordinated to this
common will. The common will (volya) becomes the law for free (vol’nyye) citizens.
Taking into account this understanding it seems possible to explain Pushkin’s appeal
to the tsar to subordinate himself to the law, and through this subordination vol nost’
and rest (peace) will become eternal guards of the throne

Be ye the first to bow you down
Beneath Law’s canopy eternal:

The people’s bliss™*® and freedom vernal
Will keep forever safe your crown.**’

Pushkin maintained to the end of his days this high appraisal of vol nost’,
svoboda (freedom). He considers it demonic to doubt the intrinsic value of the word.
In his poem Demon one of the negative characteristics of the Demon is that “He did
not believe in love and freedom...*®” There is no difference between Pushkin and
Radishchev’s concepts of freedom but their approaches to freedom are different.
Radishchev’s is that of the slave (“Allow the slave to praise you“‘5 %, while Pushkin

does not use this word. A slave can praise freedom, but he cannot becorue free, even

Pushkin came very close to Derzhavin who actively participated in the events on the
side of the government. — Lesskis, P. 423-425.
3 Radishchev Vol ‘nost’ — Quote from: Russkaya poeziya XVII veka (Russian poetry
of 18" century). Moscow, 1972. P. 407.

The word 'bliss' is used here instead of 'happiness' in order to keep the rhythm,

T «CnonuTech nepesie rMasoi MOA CeHb HaLEKHYK 3aKOHa, W CTaHyT BeuHoi
crpa»(eu TpoHa Haponos 8onbHOCTL 1 nokoi». (Transl. by W. Arndt)

«He Bepun oH nmobey, ceoboge...»

«Hosaonb, ytob pab tebsa socnens.
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if freedom has been given to him. This dialectic between inner and external freedom
attracted Pushkin’s attention from the beginning of the 1820s.

Pushkin’s earlier enthusiasm for the idea of liberty (vol’nost’) changed in
1823. He realized that people could think differently from him and his friends, and
that concept of freedom was now far less attractive to the people than had been
thought. Ordinary people did not share political values of liberal thinkers. Pushkin
expressed the new views in his famous poem As Freedom's Sower in the Wasteland
with the famous tragic lines “Why offer herds their liberation? For them are shears or
staughter-stall.**® This crisis forced Pushkin later to aveid any presupposed concept.
By this time he shared liberal views and identified freedom with the establishment of
European legal institutions. This can be seen not only from his poems but also from
his notes on Russian history of the XVII™ century: “... Our political freedom is
inseparable from the libeiation of serfs ... and the strong unanimity can put us
alongside enlightened people in Europe.”*®! Now he realized that the meanings “to be
free” and “to love” are both expressions of forces of one’s soul rather than external
institutions and that in order to become free it is necessary to acquire the
corresponding state of soul. The sower is disappointed, not in the concept of freedom
itself but in the soil which has not been ploughed up. That is why Pushkin began to
analyze the problem from the angle of individual soul, of personal inner life.

One must me....on that another poet Nikolai Yazykov expressed exactly the
same views in two elegies at the same time which coincide with Pushkin’s Sower
even in metre (we will turn to these Yazykov’s elegies later.) This coincidence in the
thoughts of the poets who met each other two years later cannot have been an
accident. Disappointment in the ideals of the Enlightenment and the year 1812 were
being experienced by the educated class. Pushkin’s great contribution can be seen in
the fact that he turned to an analysis of the concept of ‘volya-freedom’ on the personal
level.

This search for inner freedom can be traced in such poems as The Prisoner of
the Caucasus and, particularly, in The Gypsies. The hero of The Prisoner of the
Caucasus has dedicated his life to the search for freedom — “the proud iclol”; his

personal freedom has become for him the only target in the world. The result is

40 «K yemy ckotam papbi cBOBOAI? VX AOMKHO peaaTs i cTpuub.» (Trans. W.
Arndt)

' Complete... V. X1 P. 15.
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devastating — not only has the search led to external slavery, but he has also become a
slave of “the proud idol” internally. He cannot bring any happiness to the girl who
loves him, and he is an unhappy man himself, because his freedom is in itself and for
itself. Thus, freedom being an end in itseif is absolutely fruitless.

The hero of The Gypsies, Aleko is “a free man of the world™. He is living “by
vq{m of God” %2, However he is not a frec man at all. He is a proud man, and his soul
is taken by passions. His search for freedom is artificial, he is an exile among free

gypsies, and that is why Pushkin compares him with Ovid. They are both strangers

among free people, and it does not matter that one was exiled by the emperor and the
other was impelled to escape from social bounds by his own will. If the internal
freedom does not coincide with the external it transforms a person into a slave. These
motifs are actually quite widespread in romantic literature. Probably the most striking

idea of The Gypsies can be found at the end: the gypsies, for whom their freedom is

absolutely natural, are not happy at all. The epilogue states:
Yet you, too, Nature’s sons undaunted,
Are strange to happiness, it seems!
Your ragged shelters, too, are haunted
By omens and oppressive dreams,... "
The explanation again can be found in the nature of freedom - if it is an end in
itself it cannot bring any happiness, it is futile. In the case of Aleko there is an

additional motif: the search for freedom is generated by his mind rather than by his

heart; it is unnatural. The heart is the natural organ of will and freedom (that is of
volya.) Reason, on the other hand, through its pseudo-freedom establishes the most
formidable dictatorship of laws. It is not by accident that in To a Grandee reason
appears near fearful freedom (svoboda): “...You saw a whirlwind of the tempest, The
fall of everything, the union of reason and furies, The law established by terrible
[reedom,...**"” A similar dictatorship can be established by public opinion, and it
docs not matte- whether it is manifested in the form of fame or in the form of abuse.
The negative attitude to fame is expressed in The Conversation Between Bookseller

and Poet. According to the poet, fame and women’s attention (intimately linked with

162 “ o
«BonbHbIN MuTens Mupa», «...cB0% AeHs OH 0TpaBan Ha Bono Bora»,

* «Ho cuacTbs Het U Mexay Bamy, Mpupoasl SepHbie ChiHb! U Noa n3gpaHHbIMi
warpamu XnsyT MyuuTenbHbie CHbl,...» (Trans. by W. Arndt.)
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fame) kills freedom: “Enough! No more the dreamer brings His freedom there for

- 465
sacrifice;...

)} However, there is one significant exclusion — when fame is
deservedly linked with the person, it is justified. If a person is commensurable to the
phenomenon, volya (liberty) is compatible with the nature of the phenomenon. In the
pocm To Sea which was written at the same time as The Conversation Between
Bookseller and Poet, Pushkin found this commensurability between the sea and
Napoleon. The French emperor was strangely enough defined as “a singer of the
sea’®™ probably in order to underline this equivalence. The explanation can be found
in Pushkin’s negative attitude to any manifestation of inequality between inner and
outer volya {freedom and wilt), which appears to be a lie. In the case of an emperor,
specifically a self-made emperor like Napoleon, fame is unavoidably linked with his
position. In The Hero Pushkin defines him as a warrior crowned by vol 'nost ™. In
contrast, in the case of the poet, fame immediately impedes his development and,
therefore, fights against his volya. Any form of external dependency is harmful for the
poet’s (or, more widely, for a human being’s) soul.

The question arises, what can be set up against this futile ‘reasonable’
freedom/liberty, based upon laws? The answer ig obvious: the brotherly union of
toving hearts. This union is free (volen), it does not restrict any particular volya of any
one of the participants. Pushkin dedicated many lines to the friendship (union of
loving hearts) established during his study at the lyceum in ‘Tsarskoye Selo,” e.g.
“My friends, our union is beautiful, It is indivisible and eternal - It is immovable,
free, and unconcerned.“®” This fraternal union is different from any political union
for at least two reasons. First, it is not established through reasonably constituted laws
and human rights, which cannot bring any happiness. Second, political laws are
enforced by the state, that is by some impersonal body, while relations between

members of such a union are secured by personal intercourse. The state is contrasted

* «.Tol BAGEN BUXOPL ﬁypu, na.quue BCEro, CO3 yMa W dypuit, CBoGopoi

8031-!0!0 BOBLIBMI'HYTE:IM 34KOH,.

«HO NoAHO; B XepTBY UM csoﬁonbl MeutaTensb yx He npuHeceT;...» (Trans. by W.
Arndt.)
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«OH Gbin, 0 Mope, Te2l neseuy.
7 «Ceit PATHUK, BONbHOCTLIO BEHYAHHBIN. .. »

«fpy3ba Mou, npekpaced Haw coo3! OH, Kak Aywa, HEPasgenvM W BeyeH —
Hexonebum, ceoBonen u Gecneuen...» - October 19,
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to a fatherland: “The rest of the world is a foreign land, while our fatherland is
Tsarskoye Selo*®

Thus, personal relations form a basis for an inner freedom, which in its turn
defines an external one. At the same time the key word is “fatherland”. Pushkin has a
very personal feeling towards the history of his country. This personal attitude he
determined through chain of ancestors. No force is required to assume this attitude,
and so it is absolutely natural, and therefore, in contrast to the political relations there
ts no lie involved. Earlier we mentioned that Pushkin found his dignity in his relation
to his ancestors, to the history of his country, through which God sanctions all the
self-confidence and the greatness of man. Thus, Pushkin’s historicism coincides with
the idea of volya. Turning again to The Gypsies it is very natural to suppose that the
unhappiness of the gypsies’ life directly relates to the absence of any ancestral land,
and, therefore, of genuine history.

Pushkin also found an explanation for the emptiness of the free demon. Five
vears after The Demon he wrote the short poem Arn Angel: “Demon, The spirit of
negation, the spirit of suspicion, Watched the pure spirit, And He for the first time
began to know the involuntary heat of emotion.*’®" The Demon is free but as he is
pure negation and he does not have anything to fill his soul. Suddenly he feels that
this possibility has been opened for him with the presence of a beautiful perfect being.
This touch of beauty as well as the touch of history can be gained exclusively through
God. This state of mind is akin to the divine fire, which “is devouring the
imperfection of being*’'” This state is a passion. However it is a passion which is not
at odds with the main goal of life. It does not detract from pravda. On the contrary,
this is the only way to approach it, to break through to pravda.

Earlier it was mentioned that for Pushkin the light of truth stands condemned
if it bows to public opinion, and now a further point can be added: Pushkin valued the
immediate truth of the senses much more highly than the truth of facts. In his Elegy
(1830) Pushkin presents the values of life in the following way: “I want to live — to
suffer and to think, To taste of care and grief and tribulation, Of rapture and of sweet

exhilaration, Be drunk with harmony; touch fancy’s strings And freely weep o’er its
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imaginings...*™" Thinking itself forms no more tﬁan a part of life which is passion.
At this point volya meets pravda. The place of their intersection is heart. A hero
remains a hero until his heart (actually, the pravda of his heart) rules his volya. If not,
the hero is transformed into a tyrant — “Leave the heart to the hero! Otherwise what
will he be without it? A tyrant.*””

We follow the same path when it is discovered that in his notes Pushkin has
stated: “There is no truth (pravda) where there is no love.””” The heart is an organ of
love, and therefore pravda is intimately connected with the heart rather than with
reasoit. These links enable us to find the answer to an extremely bizarre conclusion to
the brilliant poem included in the Egyptian Nighis.

Why does the wind revolve inanely
In hollows raising leaves and dust,
While vessels in the doldrums vainly
Await its animating gust? .
Why, spurning mountain crag and tower,
Does the great eagle’s fearsome power
Light on a withered stump? Ask him!
Ask Desdemona why her whim
Did on her dusky moor alight,
As Luna fell in love with night?
Like wind and erne, it is because
A maiden’s heart obeys no laws.
Such is the poet: like the North,
Whate’er he lists he carries forth,
Wherever, eagle-like, he flies,
Acknowledging no rule or owner,
He finds a god, like Desdemona,
For wayward heart to idolize.*”’

The strangeness of the conclusion can be seen in that the heart has to choose

its god, to idolize something. All the struggle for the volya, vol’nost’ seems to end

2 A translation of Irina Zheleznova from: Alexander Pushkin Selecred Works in Two

Volumes V. 1. Moscow, 1974.
B «Octasb repoto cepaue! 41o xe OH Byaet 6e3 Hero? Tupau!»

™ «..HeT weTUHb), rae HeT nioGsws (Complete... XIL, P. 36).
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here. Moreover, the whole laborious search for volya seems to vanish, as at the end of
e search volya chooses an idol to subordinate itself to, and with this to lose itself. Of
course, the easiest way to approach this problem is to state that Pushkin as a poet does
not need to be consistent, and he freely plays with different concepts. However, the
very importance of the topic to Pushkin and the obvious maturity of the poem do not
allow us to follow this line of reasoning.

The key can be found in the earlier works. We have discovered that for
Pushkin volya is by itself an empty concept, and if it becomes a goal it does not bring
happiness but rather disappointment and suffering. Therefore, it is a necessary and,
moreover, not the ultimate step. Human nature needs freedom for itself but only as a
means of expressing its inner pravda. Desdemona’s pravda is to love, and it does not
matter whether it be Othello or someone else. This is her free choice made in
accordance with her inner pravda; thus her volya is justified. She is commensurabie
with her pravda and there is a harmony between her pravda and her volya. Pushkin
discovers the same harmony in Napoleon. His free choice is in accordance with his
nature, his inner pravda was fame, and only in its union with fame could his volya be
realized.

At the same time, as it follows from From Pindemonte (though Pushkin is
falking about “rights” and not about the legal s&stem, it is obvious that he was
bantering the ‘rights, guaranteed by laws’) this inner and the highest pravda which
coincides with volya is higher than any established law. Pushkin contrasts the political
rights with the rights which are given by nature: “I have but little use for those loud
“rights” — the phrase That seems to addle people’s minds these days ... Quite other,
better rights are dear to me; I crave quite other, better liberation:...” Pushkin then
passes on to pure romantic ‘rights’: “To move now here, now there with fancy’s whim
for law, At Nature’s godlike works feel ecstasy and awe, And start before the gifts of
art and inspiration With pangs of trembling, joyous adoration...*’®” Once again
pravda 15 found in the process of the free and willful choice of the object of
idolization,

If we turn from these examples to another angle we can find that history has
put different possibilities before people. However, only one choice, namely the

continuation of what has been built by anc stors, is genuine. (Frank emphasizes that

' Translated by Walter Amndt in: Alexander Pushkin. Ann Arbor, 1984. P, 85.
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Pushkin's political thinking is national and patriotic.*’”’ He correctly characterizes

Pushkin as a conservative thinker. Athough it should be emphasized that Pushkin’s

conservatism is inseparably connected with the demand for free cultural development,
well established law and order, and independence of personality, being therefore
linked with liberal views. The three main elements of Pushkin’s conservatism are:
history is created by great leaders, who feel better than others the needs of people and

the chain of events; admiration for the historical past; and peaceful continuity of

cultural and political development.*™
At this point we can see that Pushkin’s views coincide almost completely with
those of Karamzin, as they were expressed in The Memoir. Moreover, Pushkin’s

approach conspicuously bears the features of historicism, aestheticism, and

mysticism. Pushkin adds some significant featuwres to Karamzin's picture: the
dialectics of pravda and volya; and deeper analysis of these concepts at the personal
level.

Pravda can be manifested by the ideal figure of the Tsar, but it can never be
incorporated into the legal system, because in this case it would become something
necessary and given from outside. Pestel’ had not realized the truth that pravda by its
very nature would never fit any legal system and named the basic document Russian
Truth - Russkaya Pravda.*™ Here we can discern the difference between Pushkin and
the Decembrists. Pravda always remains outside immediate political and institutional
relations based on reasonably established regulations. And only volya is allowed to
interact with pravda.

In his poetry Pushkin united the pravda and volya of a political ideal of the

previous century with the personal pravda and volya of sentimentalism and
romanticism.

:76 Trans. by Walter Arndt.

«OBvM  PYHASMEHTOM  NOUTUYECKOTO  MUPOBO33peHus  TylikuHa  6bino
HaLIMOHa/IbHO-NATPUOTIUHECKOE YMOHACTPoeHue, oopMnertoe Kak rocyaapc
1. BeHHOe CosHaHme.» Frank, Op. cit. P. 43. _

See: Frank, Etyudy... Pp. 47-53. «flyuime ¥ npouHelume U3MEHEHUS CyTb Te,
KOTOPbie  MPOUCXOAAT OT OAHOIO YNyulleHns HpPasoB. Be3  HacuNLCTBEHHbIX
?QTDnceHwi?i MOMUTUYECKKX, CTPAWHBIX Ans YenosedecTsa» (Pp. 49-50.)

See: Ivanov-Razumnik Istoriya russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli. Individualizm i
meshchanstvo v russkoi literature i zhizni XIX (History of Russian social thought,
Individualism and bourgeoisieness in the Russian literature and life of the 19®
century).St. Petersburg, 1911. 3® ed. V. 1. Pp. 118-120.
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The question arises whether Pushkin can be taken as a representative of the
whole Russian society’s worldview. On the basis of this paper it can be concluded
that Pushkin’s views in connection with the concepts of pravda and volya were
different from those expressed by the poets of the XVIHI™ century like Radishchev or
Derzhavin. It might be premature to conclude that Pushkin’s understanding was
typical of the rest of contemporary society, a view which has been based so far
exclusively on the statement that Pushkin became a most significant figure and a
cultural myth. In order to justify his role as a model we have to turn to contemporary
evidence.

In fact, almost everything which can be found in Pushkin’s poems can be
found in the poems of his immediate predecessors and contemporaries.

In his To Goethe s porirait (1819) Vassily Zhukovskii takes the word svoboda
(‘freedom’) far from its political meaning: “Taking a courageous svoboda as a law He
was traveling by his all-seeing thought above the world. And he has grasped
everything in it, And has not subordinated himself to anything.”480 Here freedom is
presented as being the law above all the laws of nature. Zhukovskii’s ideal as it
appears in his famous Singer in the Camp of Russian Warriors included trust in the
Creator, subordination to righteous (pravei) authority and pravda opposed to non-
pravda (nepravda). At the same time Zhukovskii, in accordance with his character and
romanticist tradition, was inclined to emphasise the personal rather than social aspect
of volya and pravda.

In the poem The Hope K. Batyushkov Zhukovskii’s contemporary defended
the freedom of a lofty soul as a person’s greatest possession.**!

In his poem Derzhavin Ryleyev stated that ‘holy pravda’ was the first duty of
a poet.482 The word pravda was used in both meanings: those were ‘truth’ and
‘Justice’. The poet has to speak the truth and fight for social justice. It is necessary to
point out that though Ryleyev in his views belonged to the tradition of XVIII™ century

with the understanding of svoboda and pravda in a peculiar political and social

" «K noprpery lete» - CooBogy cMenyio npueAs cebe B 3akoH, Bceapsien
MBICAMIO H3J MMPOM OH HoCMACA. U B MUpe BCe MOCTUTHYN OH — W HUYEMy He
nokopuncs. ~ From: Poety Pushkinskoi pleyady (Poets of Pushkin’s pleiad). Moscow,
1983. P. 69,

* «K70, KTO MHe Cuny f1an cHocuTs TpYAB! 1 F1ag 1 Henoroy, Y cuny — B GencTse
CoOXpaHuTL Oywy BO3BLILIEHHOW caoﬁony?» Ibid. P. 145.
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sense’ >, he used them in a noticeably wider meaning than just a political one. To give
only one example, in his poem, The Desert, written in 1821 describing tne
undisturbed country life the poet mentions that “Freedom [svoboda] and rest are
always with him”**. This is an ideal which was also expressed a few years later by
Pushkin and Lermontov with the only difference that in their poems svoboda was
replaced by vol'nost’. Ryleyev is definitely talking about precious inner freedom.

The same motifs can be found in other poets such as Katenin, Vyazemskii,
Baratynskii. It can be noted thai in the first third of XIX™ century, Pushkin
harmoniously united two literary traditions which expressed two different social
attitudes to the idea of pravda and volya: the classical tradition, which can be
attributed to Derzhavin, with its cosmic approach to God's pravda and volya, and the
sentimental (or rather romanticist) one, which can be linked to Zhukowskii, with its
intimate personal expression of the same concepts.

The most striking resemblance with Pushkin’s evolution in relation to these
matters can be definitely seen in the poems of N. Yazykov. Though from the
beginning he expresses the same ideal of political freedom as did Pushkin (for
instance, Dedicated to A. Yazykov), later in the mid 1820s he wrote the Elegy, which
repeated to a great extent Pushkin’s Sower: “The inspiration of proud freedom! You
are not heard by people: Blessed vengeance is silent, And does not rebel against the
tsar.®® And around the same time in another Elegy he expressed an idea that
centuries would pass before Russia would come out of its sleep.*®® In the following
year he wrote poems about the inner freedom of the poet. Along with this he reminded
Pushkin that during their meeting they “called freedom to our Rus™**’. Yet Yazykov
mentions svoboda and rest as the guards of the poet.®® It is also interesting that

Pushkin aside he uses the word volya and its derivations much more often than other

2 «Ceatas npasfa — AONT ero;..», Also: «[ToBCIOAY NpaBabi BepHbIi XpeL.» Ibid:
Pp.373-374.

Like in the following: «Teou gena Tebs u3obnuuat Hapoay; No3HaeT OH — YTO Tbi
crecivn ero ceobopy,...» (“People will realize that you have constrained their
freedom™) — from To Favourite. 1bid. P. 348.

1 «C uum BMeCTe oBuTaroT Ceoboaa v noKoi C BecenocTuio Gecneuroi...» Ibid. P.
336.
% «Caobonst ropaoit BROXHoBeHbE! Tebn He ChYwWwaeT HapoR: OHO MOAWT, CBATOe
Mtueﬂbe, W Ha uaps He soccraet.» Ibid. P. 619.

<<CTOHETb$! rPO3HO NpoTexyT, - U He npobyantcs Pocens!» Ibid. Pp. 620.
<<3OBEM csoboay B Hawy Pycb...» Ibid. P. 627.
“IMToE A Baratynskii. 1bid. P. 639.
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poets. It is especially important that Yazykov became one of those poets close to the
Slavophiles. Though it is too daring to conclude anything in relation to Pushkin’s
potential development, interrupted by his untimely death, it seems much more likely
(taking in account Yazykov’s example) that it would have been a development

towards the Slavophiles rather than towards the Westernizers.

Thus Pushkin presented a national ideal in its framework of historicism,
aestheticism, and mysticism, emphasizing the importance of pravda and volya, at the
level of conscious personal reflection. He advanced the work which Karamzin had set

in motion in relation to state consciousness.
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Chapter 7

The intellectual development

in the second quarter of the XIX™ century

In the introductory chapter the hypothesis assumes that there exists an intimate
relationship between the appearance of philosophizing and the clearly realized
neeessity to resolve painful social and political problems. In the Russia of the XVIII™
— XIX" centuries this painful problem presented itself in the guise of the existence of
serfdom. Though it was widely discussed from the second half of the XVIII™ century,
only after the Napoleonic wars did it acquire a pressing ethical dimension: the dignity
of the great victorious empire was absolutely incompatible with the fact that the
overwhelming majority of its people was almost completely deprived of human rights.
It was also of great importance that this paradox was discussed by Russian
intellectuals primarily in the sphere of morality, and so could not be resolved
exclusively by political tools. Serfdom created the so called “sick conscience™ of the
educated layer of the society. This conscience demanded understanding and action.

In this thesis we put aside the political aspects of this problem and deal
exclusively with its epistemological and ethical dimensions. The question can be
formulated as follows: the actual state of the social and political life in Russia was
intolerable because of the existence of serfdom, i.c. because of the split of the society
into unequal parts with different rights. The problem had to be resolved whether a) by
a complete change of the political and legal system in accordance with the European
models; or b) by the gradual transformation of the existing society in the direction of a
wholeness and unity in social life. The first approach by its nature does imply that a
political system has a predominant significance in relation to other social institutions:
once it is changed, all the rest becomes perfect. The second approach, on the contrary,
is based on the premise that political system is of secondary importance compared
with social ‘morale’ and self-understanding, which cannot be changed so easily. It
follows from these premises that: on the one hand actual social consciousness, as well
as the existing social institutions, do not mean much, the principles of universal

justice can be directly incorporated into society; on the other hand, the given
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consciousness and  institutions are of primary importance for future social
development.

Now with the appecrance of the artistically refined national self-consciousness
in the first quarter of the XIX™ century, so vividly presented particularly in the works
of Karamzin and Pushkin,”® a new situation arose. The earlier rational Masonic
approach did not encounter any opposiiion because the traditional life did not
manifest itself on the level of reflection. Because of this the two levels of
consciousness could and did co-exist without contradiction. With the new situation
the rational approach was confronted by the new consciousness on the same level and,
as a consequence, it had no choice but to confirm itself by denial of the values
underlying the opposite view.

It is easy to trace the intimate connection and similarity between Pushkin’s
worldview and that of Karamzin. In his poetry Pushkin united the pravda and volya of
the previous century’s political ideal with a personal pravde and volya of
sentimentalism and romanticism. Thus, a similarity is clear in Pushkin’s and
Karamzin’s views as they shared the same attitude towards Russia and its greai
historical destiny. A difference can similarly be discovered in the fact that Karamzin
presented the national ideal at the ievel of the state, while Pushkin presented it at the
level of the individual human being, a citizen of this particular state, a resident of the
Russian land. There was also one more essential feature uniting these two writers - a
wholeness of perception — which was noted and valued by the intellectuals of XIX™
century Russia. This wholeness of perception famous poet and thinker, Fedor
Tyutchev, found in Karamzin, who “...Could unite everything in the inviolable
common order, linking all the humanly good by Russian passion.”*° The wholeness

49 At the same time Pushkin and Karamzin

of Pushkin’s worldview is incontestable.
were both “Europeans” in the cultural sense of the word, and “patriots” proud of

being the Russians. It is also of extreme importance that both men defended their

¥ These two writers are taken as a model, and there is no intention to ascribe to them
the appearance of a new kind of national consciousness. Obviously, this is impossible
from the cultural point of view. They are taken here merely as the brightest
representatives of the educated layer of Russian society, which was the genuine bearer
of this new consciousness.

" «YMeBLMI BCe COBOKYNWUTb B HeHapywWwWMOM, NOoAHOM CTpoe, Bce 4enoseyeckun-
?gnaroe W pycckum vyBciBom 3aKkpenuTey. (Ha wobuneii H. M, Kapam3ura 1866).

It is enough to recall the famous Dostoevsky speech on Pushkin, Solovyov always
¢mphasized that Pushkin’s worldview was an organic one.
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views against the attacks of their Opponents. On the one hand they were in opposition
to those who, like A. Shishkov, insisted that Russianness accommodated al] the
beginnings and the ends in itself (the ultra-conservative position).**? On the other
hand, they opposed those who thought that Russia should buijld itself by means of
copying European political institutions and by using only European social and
political standards and values. It is interesting to note that, though from the beginning
both Karamzin and Pushkin were predominantly regarded as markedly westernized
(when the ultra-conservatives were stil] strong), later they came to be regarded as
conservatives,

The first half of the XIX" century is one of the best known periods in Russian
cultural history. The famous quarrel which took place at the end of this period
between the so-called Slavophiles and Westernizers has been described in numerous
bocks. From the point of view of the origin of a national philosophy this quarrel is
crucial, because it was the Slavophiles who clearly formulated the basic aims, terms,
and problems of the future philosophy. This chapter aims to demonstrate that

Stavophiles concepts appeared as a negation of negation (denial of the Westernizer’s

denial of the national ideal in the works of some of the best Russjan writers) and
through this the fresh and positive affirmation of the worldview presented by
Karamzin and Pushkin. In the process of this negation the Slavophiles shaped the key
concepts which later became the specific concepts of Russian national philosophy.
The main split between the educated and the westernized group in society on
the one hand, and on the other hand the rest of society following the traditional
lifestyle (including peasants, merchants, and a considerable part of the nobility),
caused by Peter the Great’s reforms entered the intellectual sphere of Russian life at
the beginning of the XIX™ century. If Russian national philosophy had been destined
to appear exclusively on the lines of this split it would have been either a simple
continuation of the Western rationalistic tradition, or a non-systematic mixture of
general statements related to religious, political, social, and domestic issues, In both

cases it would not have appeared as an originative event of spiritual and intellectual
life.

—_—
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The term ‘oxpaxurenshbi which is used in Russian in relation to this social and
mlmca] position cannot be adequately translated,

_ It is enough to quote articles against Pushkin written by the extremely popular
literary ¢ritic D, Pisarev.
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The great cultural contribution of such writers as Karamzin and Pushkin can
be found in the fact that they synthesized these two lines of thought. This synthesis
was expressed in their works, not as an eclectic mix of incompatible elements but as
an organic whole. The basis of this synthesis was, as we have seen, formed by
reflection on the values of the traditional constituents of national consciousness.
Being specific this synthesis was not at the same time attempting to construct fences
between Russian and Western-style national consciousness. It is to their credit that
they were not inclined to replace traditional concepts by Western ideas or to accept
solely these traditional concepts in isolation from the rest of the world. In their works,
in Pushkin’s works in particular, as has been shown in the previous chapter, Russian
national consciousness was presented as an invaluable and undeniable part of the
consciousness of all nations of the world, based on the distinctive features of Russian
history.

However this artistic presentation of a national, and at the same time world-
wide view did not cancel the pre-existing lines of thinking. orientated either on
Western or on traditional patterns, On the contrary, it provided society with new
possibilities. The universal rational approach of the XVII™ century was based on the
unconscious assumption that society was a kind of raw material, which had to be used
to construct a social edifice on the foundation of reasonably elaborated principles.
This is exactly what we found in Fonvizin’s views as opposed to Karamzin’s.*”* On
the other hand, the traditional consciousness existed as a non-articulated part of
everyday life and, therefore, was as such beyond any rational approach. It could
manifest itself only negatively, by opposing any changes. Yet by the end of the first
quarter of the XIX™ century with the appearance of the artistically articulated and
presented national worldview uniting both sides, the circumstances had changed. The
uniqueness of the situation could be found in the fact that the earlier patterns instead
of being aims in themselves and existing separately from each other were transformed
into the ultimate possibilities of highly sophisticated and poly-dimensional
consciousness. They began to co-exist within the united consciousness functioning as

its limits. V. Zen’kovskii in relation to this process in Russian thought uses the word

‘polarization’. ¥

—
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Karamzin criticized similar views in Speranskii’s approach to the development of
Russian State.

** Zen’kovskii Istoriva... V. 2. Part 1. P. 9.
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And so by this time we have essential constituents leading to the appearance
of philosophy: an articulated worldview which reflected the basic traditional values;
the specific conditions which created the reflective position beyond the immediate
content of political interests; and the realized necessity to formulate these values on
the rationally refined level. It should be mentioned that the interest to the Western
philosophical doctrines was very high, and from the beginning of the XIX™ century
along with philosophical courses in universities there were circles arranged to study
philosophy. Also in their traveling abroad members of the educated nobility included
visits to universities and philosophical courses in particular. For instance, Kireyevskii
made acquaintance with Hegel and Schelling, visited lectures of Schleiermacher, and
SO On.

Now we turn t~ the thinkers who sketched the first drafts of national
philosophy and implemented the concepts which expressed its specific issues and
values: Tchaadayev, Kireyevskii, Khomyakov. We will also observe the
corresponding themes in the Russian poetry of the mid XIX™ century. This will allow

us to outline the intellectual circumstances in which Russian philosophy was shaped.

It was mentioned in the previous chapter that Tchaadayev construed his
critical attitude to Russia through the negation of Karamzin’s ideas. This was clearly
realized by Prince P. Vyazemskii."”® Vyazemskii was talking about Tchaadayev’s
famous first “Philosophical Letter” published in the magazine Teleskop in 1§36.

Tchaadayev’s views can be presented in terms of the following statements.**’

s Rehgion forms the centre of individual life as well as of social life in its totality.
“Christianity reveals itself not as a moral teaching alone ... but as an eternal divine
force which acts universally in the spiritual world, and so its visible revelation
should serve as a permanent lesson to us. This is the proper meaning of the

statement, expressed in the creed of the one universal Church.”*? (In Apology of a

® There is no lack of evidences for the indignantion of members of society felt
offended for Russia by Tchaadayev’s tone and valuations, however it was Vyazemskii
who related Tchaadayev’s ideas to the image of Ri'ssia created by Karamzin.

”" 1t should be noted that the whole set of Tchaadayev’s letters became known only a
century after the first letter was published, and the statements here do not relate
dlrectly to those which were not acknowledged in his time,

®Pp.Ya, Tchaadayev Polnoye sobraniye sochinenii i izbrannyye pis'ma (Complete
collection of works and selected letters) V. 1. Moscow, 1991, P. 332.
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Madman Tchaadayev stated: “The way to heaven leads not through the
motherland but through Truth.”** |

¢ The people of Western Europe incorporated Christian concepts into their social
institutions and thus created modern civilization. Their economic wellbeing had a
spiritual wellbeing as its source. In Western Europe ideas always followed rather
than preceded economic and other interests.

e Russia accepted Christianity from Byzantium, which cultivated the ascetic and
mystical sides of the doctrine. That is why, while in the West “Christianity
pompously walked along the path indicated by its divine founder, we did not

advance anywhere.soo”

¢ Peter the Great linked us with Western Europe, he “threw us the raincoat of
civilization. We took the raincoat but did not touch education.”*®" This means that
our church, the beliefs, acquired by us prevent us from union with the family of
Christian nations.

Tchaadayev’s first letter puts before us .a predominantly historiosophical
doctrine. However, from other philosophical letters (the second to the eighth) and
from The Apology of a Madman it can be easily seen that this doctrine forms part of a
wider metaphysical and epistemological doctrine.

The life of a spiritual being embraces two worlds, but the only known world is
the world of our experience. As it is made up of particular facts it is impossible to find
any laws in relation to this world. Therefore, we are forced to admit the existence of

502 At the same time the nature

higher reason, which relates to the world as to the one.
of reason consists in its ability to subordinate itself: the more reason is subordinated to
one principle the stronger it is. This explains the power of mathematical sciences,
based on the strictest rules.’*> This means that Truth as well as Goodness come from
outside, rather than from inner experience. At the same time a man becomes a man
because of the ability to discriminate between good and evil rather than because of his
ability to discover physical laws. The revelation of these principles can be observed in

the course of history, which is clearly demonstrated by the social development of the
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West. Russia is the only country which was not touched by this developmcent. The
problem is that Truth and Goodness are revealed to Man, not in their genuine forms
but through forms which Man is able t¢ comprehend, including time and space.
However, genuine forms, flowing from the external source, are unlimited and eternal.
And they are exactly what moulds the pattern of our thoughts. If we strive towards
these genuine forms we are able to reach the point when all humanity in its entire
historical development is absolutely embraced by our inner life, and everything is
equally significant. Tchaadayev emphasized many times that this absolute
understanding, is gained exclusively through subordination to certain narrow
principles. It is clear that some of Tchaadayev’s basic ideas are borrowed from the
doctrines of European philosophy, including Kant and Spinoza, as well as from
European and Russian history. The most important thing is that Tchaadayev does not
follow blindly European intellectual authorities but, on the contrary, freely constructs
his own original doctrine alluding to these authorities only when it is necessary.

Tchaadayev is sometimes called “the first Russian philosopher” and it is easy
to list the arguments in favour of this view. If we take into account the freedom with
which he linked his personal ideas with the realm of abstract concepts and the
consistency of his thought, it is clear that he could and did work as a genuine
philosopher. He also expressed concepts which linked him with Kireyevskii,
Dostoevsky, and Solovyov, which means that he used to work in the same spiritual
space as did these thinkers. There are, however, two arguments which prevent us from
calling Tchaadayev “the first Russian philosopher”.

1) He did not formulate the specific terms to express the national core of his
doctrine. The peculiar terms which characterize Russian national philosophy were
shaped by Kireyevskii, Khomyakov, and Solovyov.,

2) Though later (actually, fairly soon after First Letter was published)
Tchaadayev came to the conclusion that the Russian ‘backwardness’, the very absence
of true civilization, was at the same time a great advantage, he still thought that
Russian history failed to provide significant positive results in the spiritual or in social
spheres.

This is understandable if we take into account that Tchaadayev’s crucial
question (in the Second Letter) and the starting point of his thought was: Why did the
Russian Orthodox church fail to protest against seffdom, which was fully established

by the beginning of the XVII™ century, more than six centuries after the introduction
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of Christianity?*® If we take into account his conviction that religion forms the
foundation of cultural life this would have been impossible. Let us now turn back to
the basic idea that philosophical activity is caused by social and political problems.
The Tchaadayev’s train of thinking can be formulated as follows. On the one hand,
taking into account his highly developed ideas such as the wholeness of human
consciousness, based on the spiritual unity of the universe, and his firm belief in the
‘highest logic of history’, it is impossible to deny the that the very basis of his thought
was genuinely national. On the other hand, Tchaadayev denied any value of these
ideas equaling them to zero and endeavouring to replace them with the borrowed
concepts. However his negation related exclusively to the value of Russian history
and this is, probably, the only point of disagreement between Tchaadayev and the
Slavophiles. In the most part they shared all the concepts, including their negative
attitude towards Russian contemporary life, longing for wholeness of being, the
crucial role of religion, that is its relation to the supernatural, and so on. It is
extremely important that the basis of agreement was much wider than the points of
disagreement. This means that the very space of reasoning had been well established
by the earlier intellectual and spiritual development.

The closeness of Tchaadayev, usually known as ‘ Westernizer’, to the views of
the Slavophiles makes it extremely difficult to distinguish clearly between these
trends of Russian thought. A.Zamaicvev gives expression to the generally accepted
view when he distinguishes between the Westernizers and the Silavophiles on the
ground of the difference in their social and political orientations.”® On one side there
was an intelligentsia, formed by the intellectuals not of noble origin, which was
grasped first of all by the Western social ideas. On the other side there was an
educated gentry who supported Russian Church and the popular peasant worldview.
This is only partly true if we take into account that the representatives of both trends
shared a similarly negative attitude towards current Russian social and political life.
The democratic historian of the XIX™ century, Ivanov-Razumnik, had a deeper

understanding of this. He saw the Westernizers and the Slavophiles as ‘realists’

3 gy

s Ibid. P. 347.

™ A. Zamaleyev Kurs istorii russkoi filosofii (Course in the history of Russian
philosophy). Moscow, 1996. P, 191.
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opposing ‘romanticists.”®® The Westernizers recognized Christianity, both
Catholictsm and Orthodoxy, as the driving force of history only in the remote past.
(From the point of view of the later Westernizers, Tchaadayev was completely wrong
in this respect when he thought of Christianity as of an active agent of development.)
The Westernizers’ approach to the current social and political matters was pragmatic
and positivistic rather than rooted in any consistent doctrine. On the other hand, the
Slavophiles were eager to elucidate what they thought of as peculiar to the Slavic and
Orthodox worldview. And so, these trends were different not ideologically but rather
psychologically, Florovskii presented them as different psychological end cultural
approaches.’” Following this line of argument P.Vinogradov distinguished between
the Westernizers and the Slavophiles on the ground of their different undersianding of
the principle of culture. The Westernizers proceeded from the image of culiure as the
product of conscious human creation.’®® The Slavophiles, on the other hand, thought
of culture as of unconscious collective creativity. It is therefore understandable that
the Westernizers placed emphasis on science and positivistic philosophy, intimately
linked with science, in order to find efficient and fast ways to resolve social problems.
In so doing they did not search for any general consistency but tried to apply the most
fashionable theories. Therefore, their views were easily evolved from Schellingianism
through Hegelianism to Marxism, while the Slavophiles® evolution was different. The
Slavophiles were eager to demonstrate the specific features of the national worldview
through the construction of general philosophical doctrine.

Because the Westernizers challenged the Slavophiles exclusively on the
ground of the difference in approach, in the course of time the pole of opposition
changed from the Slavophiles to the traditionalists, who took it for granted that
Russian political and social institutions were different from those in the West and that
it was a great advantage rather than a deficiency. “Traditionalists” (this term is used |
exclusively to differentiate them from the Slavophiles) based their views on the ideal 3

of Russian political, social, and cultural life expressed in the triadic slogan formulated

" tvanov-Razumnik Istoriya russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli (The history of Russian
soc1al thought) St. Petersburg, 1911. 3" ed. V. 1. P. 340.
Arch-pnest G. Florovskii Puti russkogo bogosloviva (Ways of Russian Theology)
ed Paris, 1983. P. 249
" See: Ihid.
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by Prince S.Uvarov: “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, Nationality.”*® The traditionalists were
no less educated and intellectually strong than their opponents. Westernizers had
strong arguments in their favour if we look at some obvious advantages of European
everyday life: strong social institutions and legal system, which found its most notable
manifestation in the enormous industrial growth (which was represented by
Tchernyshevskii’s use of the image of the Crystal Palace erected for the international
exhibition of the achievements in technology in London in the middle of the XIX™
century) characterized by the leader of the Siavophjles Khomyakov as “holy
miracles”'® Convinced of Russia’s backwardness they called for the European
models to be implemented in Russian life in order to gain the advantage of an
economically and socially developed country.

Shevyrev’s article “A Russian’s view on Education in Europe”, published in
1841 in the magazine Moskvityanin, became the manifesto of this traditionalist
position. According to Shevyrev, Russia had preserved untouched three fundamental
feelings which form the basis for future development: religious feeling; feeling of
state unity; and consciousness of nationality, which is

...exactly what prevents the futile efforts to inculcate the Russian mind and
heart with something which does not suit the Russians. This feeling is the
measure of our writers’ firm success in the history of literature, it is the
touchstone of their originality”'’.

It is clear that from the very beginning this position was opposed to the
Westernizer’s views. This ideological opposition between the Westernizers and the
traditionalists formed the extreme poles of Russian spiritual life, which was clearly
recognized by the educated layer of society.

What was the Slavophile position in relation to the above? From the point of
view of the Westernizers it coincided with the traditionalists one because the
Slavophiles insisted on Russian ‘originality’ as an advantage compared with European

achievements. At the same time from the point of view of the traditionalists the

* The word ‘nationality” stands here for the Russian “narodnost’, which is actually
untranslatable: it means orientation towards the common peopie (predominantly
peasants which is obvious for an agriculturat country), witl: their beliefs and traditions
taken as being ‘higher’ than any implemented by Western countries.

% In: Chernvshevskii’s novel What Is to Be Done? and Khomyakov’s poem 7o
Russia,

"' Quote trom: Istoriya russkoi literatury (The history of Russian literature). Ed. by

D.N.Ovsyaniko-Kulikovskii. V.1I. Moscow, 1910. Pp. 82-83.
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Slavophiles were too close to the Westernizers because they regarded Russian
originality as an advantage not in its actual mode but in an ideal and spiritual mode,
being persuaded that the Russian state was currently backward in regard to the
European political and social institutions. At the same time both the Westernizers’
and the traditionalists’ positions overloaded with ideological content, became sterile
in relation to the development of Russian culture. As it happened the most original
and significant Russian thinkers and writers, including Dostoevsky, Leskov,
Yurkevich, Solovyov, Leontyev, Rozanov did not belong to either of these trends, and
moreover encountered distrust and hostility from both the Westernizers and the
traditionalists.

In the course of time, the Slavophiles were excluded from the immediate
ideological and political struggle, and were, therefore, pushed into a position ‘beyond
the barriers’, a position of reflection. And this is exactly what was needed for the
shaping of philosophical views.

Thus, by the end of the 1840s the situation in Russian spiritual life was to
follow the poles formed by the Westernizers (who established themselves by negation
of the peculiarities of Russian national consciousness expressed by Karamzin and
Pushkin) on the one hand, and by the traditionalists (who established themselves by
negation of the Westernizers’ point of view, negation of negation) on the other hand.
The middle ground remained for those who could not deny the values achieved by the
original development and at the same time did not think that these values were
perfectly embaodied in Russian life of that time. The paradox of Russian life was that
this middle position, being ideologically more indifferent than the other trends of
thought, was forced into immediate ideological fighting and, because of this, formed
the basis for philosophical reflection. Both Tchaadayev’s position and that of the
Slavophiles was in the middle rather than closer to the ideologically refined poles.
Because of this they both played significant roles in the formation of Russian national
philosophy. However the position of the Slavophiles had an important benefit: while
Tchaadayev saw the greatest advantage of Russian compared with European life in its
unelaborated and undeveloped condition (that is in its vagueness and absence of
reasonably established rvles and institutions), the Slavophiles were eager to find and
express positive national values. In doing this they laid the foundation for a national
philosophy. Moreover, the expression “the foundation of national philosophy™ can be

now put into its exact context: what we find in Slavophile’s writings are clearly




195

formulated concepts of the Russian national consciousness and indicated the ways

metaphysics and epistemology could be developed on the basis of these concepts.

We now turn to the writings of Kireyevskii and Khomyakov, the so-called
‘older Slavophiles’. These two authors are well I{nown, and their views have been
described in different ways. For the purposes of this thesis only the most significant
statements will be chosen.

Two articles will be used to characterize 1.V Kireyevskii’s views: “On the
Character of European Education in Its Relation to Education in Russia” and “On the
Necessity and Possibility of the New Foundations of Philosophy.”*'? It is necessary to
emphasize from the beginning that under the word ‘education’ (‘prosveshcheniye”)
Kireyevskii means much more than education in a proper sense, for him it is culture in
general, and, therefore, all his reasoning relates to culture. According to Kireyevskii,
the three elements of the initial European education are: 1) the Roman Catholic
Church; 2) the Roman system of education, rooted in ancient Greek cultural
achievements, and 3) the State system, which arose on the ground of violence. Being
the foundation of European culture, Ancient Rome unavoidably had a profound
influence on this culture. The crucial feature of Roman cultural life can be found in
the fact that “external rationality exceeded the inner essence of things.”*"? This can be
demonstrated by the prevalence of law over family life, as well as subsequent
following expansion of laws over social justice, the predominant development of the
forms in poetry and language to the detriment of content, and s0 on. When the Roman
Church separated itself from the rest of the Christian world these peculiarities of the
Roman mind expressed themselves in the predominant elaboration of the logical side
of the Christian doctrines, which can be observed in scholasticism. In addition, as the
unity of the Church was based exclusively on external forms, this unity was
manifested by the figure of the Pope, the only head of the Christian Church. This
rationalistic approach expressed itszIf in the whole course of European political,
social, and spiritual history. Because of this, modern European philosophy which
began with Descartes followed in the footsteps of the earlier scholasticism.

Kireyevskii further maintained that, in contrast to the Western European

development, the Eastern Church predominantly sought for the rightness of the

o Quotations are taken from: LV.Kireyevskii Izbrannyyve statyi (Selested articles)
Moscow, 1984,

U Ibid, P. 209.
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"thinking spirit’ condition. In their search for truth the Eastern Fathers sought inner
wholeness uniting all the spheres of human activity into the single living and highest
sphere.’”* These Eastern doctrines came to Russia from the very beginning. Russian
land found its unity not in language or state institutions but in a unity of belief. At the
same time the Russian Church did not pass its form to other institutions, unlike the
Catholic Church, which originated, for instance, monastic orders and courts of
inquisition."’ The main difference between the Europeans and the Russians is rooted
in the fact that life in the West is split into different areas isolated from each other,
and, therefore, religion, rationality, aestheticism, striving after creature comforts, are
completely separated. In Russia all these activities are united by religious feeling. The
development of each sphere of social and spiritual life in the West is readily
transformed into a self-sufficient activity or institution. Consequently, fine arts in the
West were being developed in the name of pure beauty, they generated ‘dreaminess
and multiplicity of heart aspirations.”*'® Russia, on the contrary, kept beauty and truth
{(pravda) strongly linked at all times. This European split between material and
spiritual life into separated spheres led to the transformation of virtue into self-
sati; faction. In contrast to this, the Russian is never satisfied with bimself, he is
always aware of his deficiencies. The question arises: why, notwithstanding the
advantage of the wholeness of life, Russian education (i.e. cultural life} is so
backward compared with the Western? Kireyevskii’'s answer is by no means
convincing. According to him, wholeness expressed by Russian culture had its
dangers, because respect for iradition had transformed itseif into respect for its
external forms, which found tragic manifestation in the atrocities of Ivan the Temible
and in the XvVii™® century Schism. However, the fundamentals of genuine Russian
culiure were stili alive among ordinary people, and, therefore, when: the educated
fayer of Russian society in the end realized the insufficiency of European education it
would turn to these nat;onal foundations in order to create the new culture.

The idea of wholeness allows Kireyevskii to formulate new objectives of
philosophical development. He presented the European philosophical tradition as

distorted by the one-sided rationalism which had earlier struck the Roman Church. On

M Ihid. P. 221.
U bid. P. 226.
316 Ihid. P. 233.
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the basis of some accidental rationalist thinking the Roman Catholic Church
introduced a change into the Creed of the Universal (Ecumenic) Church:
This caused the first duality in the very foundation of Western belief, which was
followed by the appearance of scholastic philosophy inside the belief, then
reformation of the belief itself, then philosophy outside the belief, The first
rationalists were scholastics, their descendants were cailed Hegelians.“T
The genuine aim of philosophy is, therefore, grounded not in siriving for
isolated truths but for placing man “in relation with the ultimate truth, the inner
demand, which penetrates reason.”*'® Thus, the aim of philosophy can be found
exclusively outside philosophy, in the wholeness of a human being. This wholeness
cannot be achieved on the basis of reason. After the Reformation with its emphasis on
individual rather than collective consciousness and belief this possibility is even less:
“To construct the edifice of belief on the basis of personal opinions is the same as to
construct a tower in accordance with the ideas of every worker.”'® Therefore, it is
obvious that the wholeness which is being sought after cannot be reached by reason
alone. That is why “the Orthodox believer knows that for wholeness of truth
wholeness of reason is needed, and the search for this wholeness is the continuous
aim of his thought.”*® At the same time it is also obvious that just as rational logical
thought always leads to diversity, ‘wholeness’ can be found on the ground of the
inseparable unity of belief and reason, which is the significant characteristic of the
Eastern Church Fathers’ approach. Consequently, the aim of modern philosophy
should be to arrange all the cultural and intellectual achievements of the European
development i accordance with this approach.”*' As soon as this is achieved, reason
will infer its conclusions not from the abstract concepts but from the very root of self-
consciousness, where being and thought form an absolute identity.”>
It is possible to demonstrate that even the idea of wholeness alone as it has
been presented by Kireyevskii could form the .ground for further philosophical
development. It is also easy to demonstrate that this idea stands in close relation with
the idea of pravda. However, the concept of volya did not uncover jiself clearly in

Kireyevskii’s thought, though some hints of it could be found in the way he presented

7 bid, P. 241.
"1 1bid. P. 249.
" Ibid. P. 256.
5‘1’ Ibid. P. 261.
*! Ibid. P. 264,
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the refationship between God and man. This relationship is based on love rather than
on law; and love, by its very nature, cannot be based on coercion. However the
concept which introduced volya more directly into Russian philosophical reasoning
can be found in the writings of another outstanding Slavophile thinker Alexei
Khomyakov.

Before we turn to Khomyakov’s works it is worth mentioning that the
Westermizer Ivanov-Razumnik, elaborating his criterion of demarcation between the
Slavophiles and the Westernizers (romanticists against realists) came to the
conclusion that the most significant difference between them related to the problem of
individuality versus collectivism. He wrote that, although from the beginning the
Westernizers valued the idea of nationality as being substantial, it was later developed
into sociological nominalism (however with the most significant writers this

nominalism never reached its ultimate forms >

). The problem was whether ‘social’
was predominant over ‘individual’ or, on the contrary, an individual was predominant
over social institutions. Though Ivanov-Razumnik was definitely right seeing the
difference between these trends in the problem of the relationship between society and
individual, he was still wrong because he considered the opposition in the one-
dimensional Western scheme. In doing this he missed the point. He was following the
liberal tradition of European political thought (presented in the French Declaration of
Rights of Man and Citizen) defending the rights of an individual over the rights of any
social groups or institutions, i.e. Ivanov-Razumnik was seeking for balance rather
than for organic unity.

Khomyakov, on the other hand, tried to find the kind of unity which would
occur beyond the opposition ‘social versus individual’. Both society and individual
are for him personalitics, and, therefore their relationship should be based on love
rather than on law, and therefore, this relationship should be based on freedom rather
than on any form of coercion. Khomyakov followed Kireyevskii in his endeavour for
unity and wholeness, which were found in the concept of the Universal Church. While
the state unites people on the basis of legal regulations, the Church unites people
through participation in sacraments. This is essentially different from legal relations
and forms the highest kind of unity. “The mystery of the moral freedom in Christ and

the unity of the Saviour with the conscious creature can be properly disclosed only to

22 1bid. P. 267.




199

the freedom of human reason and to the unity of mutual love.”*** Khomyakov thought
that the Orthodox Church was closer 10 the Christian ideal than Catholicism and
Protestantism. This did not mean that he was unaware of the deficiencies of the
Orthodox Church. This was not at all the case. However for him the visible Church
was subordinated to the invisible Church. He rejected both Catholicism and
Protestantism on the ground of their incorrect (as he thought) attitude to freedom:
Catholicism expressed unity without freedom while Protestantism expressed freedom
without unity.*”® In the first case a personality was suppressed, in the second case a
unity was destroyed. Khormyakov named the proper relationship between society and
personality “sobornost” (collectivism, conciliarisn‘_;.). The word was obvibusly taken
from the Creed (“I believe in One, Holy, Catholic,**® and Apostolic Church”). At the
same time in Russian it acquired a meaning which is untranslatable into other
languages. Following the Greek original it means ‘universal’, however in addition it
means ‘based on agreement’ (describing the relationship between members of the
universal unity). With sobornost’ we approach unity rather than union, because
‘union’ bears the nuance of the ‘united political body’. Khomyakov defended the
correctness of this Russian translation of the word ‘Catholic’ in his lefter to the Jesuit
Prince Gagarin.”?’ For Khomyakov sobornost' meant precisely the freedom based on
loving unity where every member kept his own specific features, Khomyakov thought
that the Church provided us with the example of this unity, which aimed to embrace
in the course of time the whole of humankind.**

The history of humankind was presented by Khomyakov as a permanent fight
between two opposite principles, which he calied the Kushite and Iranian. The former
taking its origin from Ethiopia, subordinates human beings to matter, to natural

necessity, and because of this it expresses itself in a form of indefinite pantheism. The

*} Ivanov-Razumnik Istoriya..., P. 341-342,

> Khorayakov A.S. “Po povodu raznykh sochinenii ... o predmetakh very” (On the
different writings about the subjects of belief). // Sochineniva bogoslovskiye
(Theological works) St. Petersburg, 1995. P. 206.

o Thid. P. 216,224.

‘5;? In Russian the word “Catholic” is presented as “Sobornaya”.

. Tvid. Pp. 275-280.

A commentary on Khomyakov’s understanding of sobornost’ in relation to the
Creed {from the point of view of the Orthodox Christian can be found in: Archbishop
Nafanail Besedy o Svyashchennom Pisanii i o Vere i Tserkvi (Conversations on Holy
Scripture and on belief and Church). V. 1. 1991, Pp. 112-119, 133-136. Archbishop
Nafanail’s commentary coincides with the one presented in this chapter.
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Iranian principle, in contrast, expresses itself in the highest personal morality of
monotheism.”™ In fact, it is the struggle between necessity and freedom. Though,
partly under Hegel’s influence, Khomyakov believed in the highest aiins of history
and its immanent logic, he at the same time thought that this would not weaken
human freedom; on the contrary, these aims and logic were based on human freedom.
There were, according to Khomyakov, two notably opposing types of human
personality which coincided with the above principles: the type seeking for freedom
(Iranian) and the type seeking for subordination (Kushite); they were not purely
represented as such, but any actual personality combined both principles in different
ratios. This combination led to the inevitable tragedy in human life: being free by
nature man sought for subordination, which destroyed the wholeness of personality.
Therefore, the search for an ideal of human life was in reality the endeavour for
sobornost’, the genuine unity of free personalities forming the actual unity of the
whole universe. It is important to emphasize that this unity is not exclusively spiritual,
it embraces spiritual and physical in one (later Vladimir Solovyov expressed this unity
by the image of ‘Gcd-Humankind’).

In order to understand the relationship between man and nature we must take
into account the meaning of ‘wholeness’: this concept presupposes that a human being
cannot be regarded either as exclusively spiritual, or as exclusively physical; therefore
a human cannot be separated either from God, or from nature. A strong sense of this
unity found its expression in the Russian poetry of this period, particularly in the
verses of F. Tyutchev and A. Tolstoy, the poets who carried further the Karamzin-
Pushkin trend in literature. The congeniaiity between poetry and religious and
philosophical thought demonstrates clearly that both the literary and the religious and
philosophical development of Russian national culture sprang from the same source.
and what was expressed by poets in their symbolic images was at the same time
expressed by thinkers in their doctrines.

There is one remarkable and revealing thenie which marked the XIX" century
consciousness: the idea of the “Russian God”. This expression is commonly
connected with the name of Nicholas, bishop of the Christian church of Myra, in
Lycia, Anatolia, (known in the West also as Saint NichPlas of Bari). The cult of St.

Nicholas was so popular in Russia that he was often called the “Russian God” by non-
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Orthodox people.”>® However at the beginning of the XIX" century the expression
“Russian God” came to be linked with the events of the Patriotic War of 1812 and
was used predominantly not in relation to St. Nicholas but rather to God the Creator,
God the Saviour and Guardian of Russia. It was not a sort of paganism, but an idea
which emphasized some kind of special relationship between God and Russia. It
recalls a similar sort of relationship which was assumed between the Jewish people
and Yahweh, and, in fact, linked with the Russian messianic vision which influenced
the Slavophile movement. However this comparison can be made only in a very
narrow sense. First, the “Russian God” appears exclusively in the particular context of
the defense of Russian land: “O, Russian God, be our shield!” in Zhukovskii’s fainous
poem dedicated to the Patriotic War of 1812,%%! or “The enemies were in disarray - It
came from the burial mound: “The Russian God is stroag!”... — from Ryleyev’s
“duma” (‘thought’) Dimitrii Donskoi, which described the Kulikovo battle.>*? Second,
the most striking difference between the Russian and Jewish approaches to the issue is
that in the Russian case God is linked with the land rather than with the people. This
recalls the motif of the “holy land” (F.Glinka - The Military Song (1812)) Glinka also
uses the expression “Our God™: “Our God heard our prayers and oaths...””** Even in
the famous Vyazemskii’s Russian God the name is applied predominantly to the land
as such, beginning with the description of bad roads.

It can be presupposed that the concept and tmage of the Russian God played
ihe role of an intermediate step between the predeminant XV century image of
Almighty God the Creator, God the Father and predominant turn to God the Son, to
Christ in the middle of the XJX™ century. This evolution is obvious, and the idea of
the Russian God manifested the transition. In order to substantiate this statement it is
sufficient to compare Derzhavin’s God, the most outstanding in Russian poetry (and,
probably, in Russian literature) depiction of the Almighty and All-merciful God
(1784), with the famous Tyutchev poem These poor villages (1855) with the lines

“Tsar of Heaven, burdened by the cross, walked as a slave all over you, native land,

V. VL P33

"0 See: B. A. Uspenskii Filologicheskiye razyskaniva v oblasti slavyanskikh
drevnostei  (Relikty  yazychestva v vostochnoslavyanskom  kul’te  Nikolaya
Mirlikiiskogo) (Philological explorations in the field of Slavonic antiquity (Pagan
E?Eics in the East Stavic Cult of Nicholas of Myra) Moscow, 1982.
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blessing you.”** The shift between God-the Father and God-the Son emphasizes the
transition between the classical attitude to the problem of the place occupied by man
in the universe: abstract and based wholly on reason; and the new, less abstract, more
personal and sensual one.

There is also one more significant peint: God-the Son actualizes the unity of
the divine and the earthly natures. Nature displays harmony in the same way that
God-Man (Christ) has manifested the harmony of earthly life. Only human beings are
able and do estrange themselves from nature and, therefore, from their own nature.
This idea can be found again in Tyutchev’s verses: “There is undisturbed order in
everything, Total consonance in nature, - And in our illusory freedom We are
conscious of our discord with it.”*>* The link between the deep awareness of Christ’s
everlasting presence and the craving for the unity of the whole universe including
humanity is not direct, notwithstanding it is a very significant in Russian thought.

The loving unity of the whole universe is presented in the remarkable poem by
A. Tolstoy Me, in the darkness and dust... where all the natural objects communicate
through love and endeavour for God. The concluding words of the poem are: “There
is nothing in nature, Which does not breathe with love.”*® This unity not only among
living creatures but among the living and the dead is also expressed in the lines from
the poem foann Damaskin (St. John of Damascus): “But while 1 experience an
eternal sleep My love is not dying ...”>*" If the poem Me, in the darkness and dust is
obviously connected with Pushkin’s Prophet, Ioann Damaskin links the Russian
culture of the XIX™ century with IX-X™ century Byzantine culture. The idea of the
unity of the whole of being, where the external as well as the internal, and the natural

as well as the supernatural penctrate each other, is expressec with a peculiar strength

«Ham bor sunman monbbam v knaream...» (From: Year 1812).

«mpyquHbm HOWeW KpecTHoW, Beo Tebs, 3eMna poaHas, B pabckom auae uapb
HebecHmit Uoxoaun, Gnarocnosnas». This poem recalls The New Jerusalem by Blake
written in the first decade of the XIX® century. However there is a significant
difference: while Blake stresses the human endeavour to build Jerusaleny, Tyutchev
simply confirms that though the land is poor and scanty, it contains the highest
sg:untuahty in itself,

«HeBo3MyTUMLI CTpolt B0 BCeM, Co3Byqbe NOMHOE B NPUPOAE, - /MWL B Hawed
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by Tyutchev. S. Frank noted that in his poetry Tyutchev was always aware of the
invisible penetrating the visible.”*® The motif of unity in Tolstoy’s poems goes along
with the motif of the eternal existence of images and thoughts which inspire works of
art: “In futility you, artist, think that you are a maker of your works! They stray
eternally beyond the earth, not seen by eyes.”539 {The same theme can be found in the
first part of Joann Damaskin.)

Moreover, in relating the source of artistic inspirations to the heavens Tolstoy
outlines his position as an artist as beyond the visible world and everyday life. He
clearly expresses his social role as reflective indicating that he does not belong to any
of the opposing groups: “I am not a soldier of any of two camps, but only a fortuitous
guest...”**® With this we approach his famous humorous poem Pravda, where pravda
is presented as stmilar to the world itself: pravda is so big that no one is able to
embrace it in its entirety, and so everyone fights for his individual image of pravda’¥
In addition, it is worth noting that A. Tolstoy shares the same attitude to beauty as
Dostoevsky. He thinks that beauty is the power which leads the world. In his Literary
Confession Tolstoy states: “My conviction is that the poet’s mission ... should lift
people’s level of morality, imbuing them with the love of beauty, which discovers its
own application without any external support.”*?

Taking into account how close the contemporary poetic themes and
approaches and a clearly presented reflective position are to those of the Slavophiles
we again can see in the latter the continuation of the Karamzin and Pushkin tradition
in Russian culture. Poetic works pour an additional light onto such concepts as
wholeness and sobornost’. The sense of the unity of the universe conveyed by the
above poems, in the form of the harmony of personalities united by love, transforms
the universe into a group of subjects rather than objects, because it is impossible to
imagine love between objects. The wholeness and sobornost’ express different aspects
of what later Solovyov calls ‘Omni-urity’: the wholeness is not just the One, but the

united multiplicity; this multiplicity in its tumn is formed by free personalities,

'S, Frank “Kosmicheskoye chuvstvo v poezii Tyutcheva” (The feeling of cosmos in
Tyutchev’s poetry) // Russkoye Mirovozzreniye (Russian worldview) St. Petersburg,
1996 P.325.
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otherwise love does not make sense. These personalities being linked by love do not
subordinate or suppress each other, as would {: the case if they were linked by law
(whether social or natural). Therefore their unity should be characterized by
sobornost’. At the same time the uniting force of love makes this wholeness alive and
dynamic rather than static. In addition, wholeness means not only the unity of recently
existing beings but their unity with dead ones, as well as with those who are to come.
Wholeness, consequently, not only unites living beings but also links them with those
beings from the past and future.

At this point we can demonstrate that the views of the Slavophiles fit the
three-dimensional cultural space outlined by historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism.
In this respect we have to take into account Tchaadayev’s views as well because, as
has been mentioned, his approach is basically the same as that of the Slavophiles.

A historical dimension is manifest in the thinking of Tchaadayev, Kireyevskii,
and Khomyakov. The immediate result of Tchaadayev’'s thought is his historicsophy.
For him world religions do their utmost to understand God, and through this
understanding create cultures in the course of time. Being the manifestations of divine
activity, they are, for Tchaadayev, the driving forces of different cultures, rather than
pure 1mages, doctrines, and so on. In his Fifih Letter he wrote: “However we would
retire into ourselves, however we would dig into the concealed depths of our hearts,
we would never be able to find anything but the thought inherited from our earthly
ancestors.”* This quote reflects the same feeling of “living history” which we have
found in Pushkin’s approach.

Khomyakov wrote the voluminous Nofes on World History. However this
work can be put to one side because, although it obviously demonstrates his interest in
history, the history in this case does not appear as a dimension, but as an aim in itself.
More important in this respect is that all Slavophiles reasoning is based on the feeling
of being in history. This can be seen in Kireyevskii’s approach to rational thinking
and Khomyakov’s defence of Orthodoxy. As we observed earlier Kireyevskii was
eager to construct a new foundation for philosophy not from a set of arguments, but
by an indication of the deficiencies of contemporary schools of philosophy,
deficiencies which were caused by the specifics of their historical development. This

did not allow these traditions to follow ways which, he believed, would be much more

* Polnoye Sobraniye Sochinenii (Complete Works). V.1, St. Petersburg, 1907. P.25.
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productive. Khomyakov also tried to prove the superiority of the Orthodox Church to
the rest of the Christian Churches by demonstration of its historical fidelity to original
Christianity. Logical as well as theological arguments prove to be secondary in this
historical approach to demonstration.

An aesthetical dimension is also quite obvious. Tchaadayev noted: “God
created beauty in order that we would understand Him.”**® This statement does not
depart far from Dostoevsky’s “Beauty will save the world”, and both express the same
attitude to the importance of beauty for the human worldview. In his fragment On
Architecture Tchaadayev declares: “In general, it is beyond doubt that beauty and
good come from one source and are subordinated to one law ... the history of Art is
nothing else but a symbolic history of humankind.”>*® This is the purest expression of
ari idea that divine good manifests itself through beauty. Moreover “goodness and
beauty are linked and merged in the most absolute and the widest idea of morality.”>*¢
It seems obvious for him that good is beauty, and vice versa.

Kireyevskii does rot demonstrate his attitude toward keauty in any specific
statements, however all his writings are permeated with the worship of beauty. Clear
evidence can be found elsewhere in his works. For instance, in the articles mentioned
previously he described the development of Western Art as arising from a one-sided
pagan veneration of beauty “instead™, he continues “...of keeping the meaning of
beauty and truth (pravda) in an inseparable connection ... which preserves the general
wholeness of human spirit and holds the truth of its mauifestations ...”**’ Here beauty
1s presented not as a part but as a keeper of wholeness. Kireyevskii finds fault with the
West where beauty, being separated from belief, has been transformed into mere
decoration, has become a part of the world theatre, instead of the world’s cuthentic
existence. In this case the feeling of beauty does not lead to God and goodness but

exclusively to an artificial enjoyment.>*®

The crucial role of beauty in Kireyevskii’s
approach, at least to religious and philosophical matters, is clear from these

statements.
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Khomyakov when presenting the concept of sobornost’ in his theological
works does not relate to beauty directly; he predominanily uses the words truth
{(prevda) and love. For instance, the Christian Church should reveal to ali people
complete freedom which “can be gained by truth (pravda) and love.”* Concepts of
truth, freedom, and love were in this respect more important to him, since he was
defending the idea of the unity of the Church. However he provides a brilliant
expression of his attitude to beauty in his poetry. (Taking into account Khomyakov's
character we can rest assured that the views and images which he present express his
own genuine approach to the worid.) In the poem Yesterday's night was so bright
Khomyakov is observing the beauty of the natural world while thinking of the beauty
of love and friendship, and human life. All his poems are penetrated by the idea of
God’s presence in the earthly world, and natural worid is seen as the manifestation of
divine glory. In his famous poem To Russia he concludes that if Russia were to
courageously follow its calling in its ruysterious glory it would obtain the highest
place among other people, and its glory would be “Like this blue vault of heaven, the
transparent cover of God.”>* It is clear that for Khomyakov the divine pravda and
beauty are inseparable, pravda cannot manifest itself in any other way. Like
Tchaadayev and Kireyevskii he values inner beauty, which he regards as the
manifestation of truth (pravda) and love. With this we approach the mystical
dimension of Tchaadayev’s and the Slavophiles’ consciousness.

Referrivg to the understanding of mysticisin presented in the corresponding
chapter it is easy to demonstrate that the Slavophile approach is mystical. This can be
concluded on the basis that for them the source of indubitable ultimate knowledge is
beyond doubt revelation and intuition rather than empirical investigation. Moreover,
the whole of history of the universe and humankind is for the Slavophiles the
revelation of divine thought, and because of this human intuition in its effort to
penetrate into this thought provides us with the most important knowledge. In general

it can be stated that the consciousness of the permanent presence of the supernatural

in the natural world imbues the writings of these thinkers. Tchaadayev wrote aboui

the primacy of the intuition of moral law when compared with natural law. Obviously
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this moral law cannot be observed in nature. For Kireyevskii, the ‘wholeness’ is
delivered to us by intuition which, at the same time, he understood in the widest sense
of the word as a necessary premise of human life. The particular concept of the loving
unity of the universe found its clear expression in the writings of Kireyevskii and
Khomyakov. At the same time it is quite obvious that the very endeavour towards
unity cannot be rooted in any kind of material experience, because the material, the
matter is always given as a multiple, consisting of numerous different parts. The
concept of the relationship between visible and invisible churches in Khomyakov’s

works again emphasizes the same mystical approach.

Thus, by the second half of the XIX™ century the possibility of the
development of original Russian philosophy acquired its peculiar form. The
elaborated reflection on national consciousness, presented by Karamzin and Pushkin,
moulded the foundation and outlined the limits for further development. It was
immediately brought into relation with the most painful political, social, and moral
problem of the time: the existence of serfdom. In the course of time the earlier
rationalistic approach transformed itself into negation of the value of Russian national
development in view of its limited political and social achievements. Ti..;, however,
was not done from outside, as it had been the case with the Masons, but from inside.
This negation in its tum instantly led to the negation of itself from the side of
traditionalists. Both positions of negation in a short course of time tumned into the
limits of Russian thought: the purely Westernized and traditionalistic. This happened
through simplification and exclusive concentration on political and social problems.
The living thought had to be and did developed within these limits inclining not to
coincide with any of them. The Slavophiles found themselves in this middle position,
and, moreover, they were forced from a political to a reflective position, a position
beyond the battle.>®! This should not be understood as an assertion that they were
politically indifferent. They took a middle position and, therefore, their approach was
the continuation of the stream of national spiritual development not merging with the

exiremes presented by the firm Westernizers or by the traditionalists. Occupying this

*! This explains why it is so difficult to characterize the evolution of their position,
and completely different views can be found in this respect. However if we take into
account their middle position it is obious that they did not form the school of thought




position the Slavophiles formulated the core concepts which characterize national
consciousness: wholeness and sobornost’, and presented them in the three-
dimensional space formed by historicism, aestheticism and mysticism. These concepts
formed the specific perspectives of further philosophical development.

With the Slavophiles we have approached the point when the foundation of
Russian national philosophy can be and actually has been constructed. The concepts,
which they elaborated, allow us to outline the principal features of the developing
philosophical tradition. The aim of the next chapter is to depict these features in
regard to the principal areas of philosophical research, including metaphysics,

epistemology, and ethics.

but rather the living way of thinking which related to the specifics of Russian
mentality.
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Chapter 8

The frame and the principal themes of Russian

philosophical development

In metaphysics the concept of a living dynamic wholeness which 1) embraces
God, nature, and humankind in their mutual refations and 2) does not suppress any of
its participants but provides the conditions for their interdependent complete
development, i.e. linked with sobornost’, has to be elaborated. Being “living and
dynamic” this wholeness is at the same time transcendent and immanent to the human
consciousness, it is simultaneously the means and the goal, uniting historical
aesthetical, and mystical approaches to reality. This concept 1s intimately linked with
the meaning of pravda: by nature pravda is integrity; it does not tolerate being split
into small limited pravda-s which are always understood as insufficient fractions of
the one Pravda. The concept of volya is complementary to the concept of pravda. The
thesis that pravda forms an organic rather than a hierarchical wholeness means that
every element of this wholeness should fully and freely realize and manifest itself.
Pravda does not presuppose a unity where elements disappear as self-sufficient units,
on the contrary, they can be fully self-sufficient only if they exist as essential parts of
the highest pravda. And, vice versa: pravda is not complete if any of th:se parts is
missing.

The ftraditional European concept of the identity between Being and
Consciousness presupposes at the same time a strict differentiation between them,
following Descartes’ distinction between two substances: extensive (i.e. acquiring
spatial and temporal dimensions) matter, and spiritual substance. This distinction
leads, among others, to the ‘mind-body’ problem. Though it is known that Descartes
himself iried to elaborate the concept of a quasi-substantial union between mind and
body, the problem has not been resolved. On the contrary, the concept of wholeness
presupposes that Being, as it is the highest organic unity, cannot be divided into two
completely distinct isolated kingdoms. The concept of wholeness presupposed by the
ideas of pravda and volya also does not coincide with the wholeness of Being which

has been elaborated by classical German philosophy, Hegel in particular.
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It is known that Hegel was eager to elaborate a doctrine which would re-
establish the unity of the world after it was axed by Kant into phenomena and
noumena in his Critiqgue of Pure Reason. His system presents an omni-embracing
structure which is the sole genuine reality. Moreover, for Hegel the reality of any
distinct being is completely defined by the existence of the whole, which is
permanently formed by dialectical development going from thesis to synthesis
through artithesis. In this system every separateness being subordinated to the whole
is not seif-sufficient either in its aims or in its very existence. From the point of view
of organic wholeness, this system violates the harmony of the whole: the spiritual
aspect of the integrated wholeness is primary in relation to material as to secondary
aspects of this wholeness.

With a presupposition of organic wholeness the problem shifts from the
opposition between material and spiritual to the relationship between Being and Non-
Being (Nothingness); another aspect of this problem is the relationship between the
whole of the Universe and its Creator from nothing. With the conception of
Nothingness we twn to the apophatic theology of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite
who relates to God as to Divine Darkness (which in principle cannot be penetrated by
reason but approached exclusively through negation). If God is taken as Darkness and
Nothingness a cluster of philosophical problems arises, in order to understand the
ways by which God maintains the world and presents himself to all beings. Taking
into account that God-Darkness is by definition absolutely estranged from Being and
al the same time presents the very source of Being we have to presuppose the
existence of mediators between God and Being. As the first step towards this
understanding, the concept of Trinity (the way in which God reveals himself to the
Christian mind) should be investigated. This image brings us the contradictory
concept of One in Three and Three in One, which is taken for granted by theology but
cannot be taken for granted by philosophy.

The concept of sobornost’ (which, as has been demonstrated, is also closely
linked with the meaning of pravda and volya) presupposes that the whole of the
organic world consists of free personalities. The problem of ultimate freedom,
including human freedom, forms a significant part of metaphysics as well as ethics. It
is obvious that sobornost’, as well as whole:iess, is an ideal rather than an actual state

of the world, and because of this it presupposes a development towards this ideal. It
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provides us with a dynamic rather than static picture of the world, and the
corresponding metaphysical doctrines have to conform with this dynamics.

Given its meaning, it can be expected that soborrost’ will lead philosophical
development towards the kind of metaphysics elaborated by Leibniz, particularly his
monadology with its infinite number of substances. Although this is definitely the
case, there is an important limitation: according to Leibniz monads are not affected by
each other because they “do not have windows”, and genuine relationship between
monads which is needed in order to establish an organic unity does not exist. Instead
Leibniz introduced a hierarchy of monads with God as the dominant monad
responsible for world harmony. However, this is an ultimate goal of every monad (if
we use the Leibniz’ term here), and should be achieved through the efforts of all
living beings on the basis of love.

An example of all penetrating and conguering love is again found by Russian
thought in the image of the Trinity. This ideal state is presented to the world in the
form of the Church. However through participation in divine nature, the world
acquires spatial and temporal dimensions, and, therefore, the Church, being
supernatural, reveals itself in history in the form of historical churches. Here we can
see the logic by which hisroricism influences the development of metaphysical
categories, outhning the corresponding frame. It should be emphasized that the
concept of the Church acquires an ultimate meaning expressing the concept of an
idea) relationship between God, the world, and man. The historicism in the approach
to this relationship leads to the idea of finiteness. The actual development of the world
towards the all-embracing wholeness does not make sense if this process is
understood as being unlimited. If this were the case it would mean that historical
process goes nowhere, the ultimate wholeness is not gained in principle, and
understanding of the wholeness embracing everything in space and time is ruined.
Therefore, the Church should be understood as an actualization of the divine plan.
(This logic clearly anticipates the appearance of such metaphysical concepts as God-
Humankind or Sophia in Solovyov’s writings.)

The idea of the wholeness of being as uniting all personalities leads directly to
eschatology, because the beginning and the end of being are linked together. The past
comprises present and future, therefore the development of any particular being is at
the same time the development of the whole. History has its goal in the completed

forthcoming unity. However at the same time each and every element of this unity,




being specific, fuifils its own goal forming the necessary part of the future wholeness.
In relation to such personalities as nations (the highest cultural unities of people) the

idea of wholeness leads to the messianic vision of history: every nation has its own

aim and bears responsibility to other nations.

It is easy to demonstrate the essential dependence of the outlined metaphysical
on the triad of historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism. It has already been mentioned
that historicism does not tolerate infinity: the dynamic development towards the
highest truth has to have a beginning and an end, otherwise it does not make sense.
Aestheticism, and mysticism, reveal themselves in the concept of an organic
wholeness, which is based on the divine harmony of self-sufficient elements
(aestheticism) and manifests the unity of Being based on the divine plan (mysticism).

Epistemology, deeply linked with the metaphysical basis outlined, can be
presented in the following postulates. It was mentioned earlier that the very concept of
unity and wholeness cannot be derived from observation or from any form of
interaction between man and nature. This concept relates to intuition. Khomyakov in
this regard uses the word vera (belief). However he means something much more
general. The word ‘intuition’ expresses his idea better than the word ‘belief” because
the latter is overloaded with unnecessary associations, which finks it with the
supernatural. The possibility of intuttion in its turn relates to the permanent presence
of the divine in our life. At the same time from the concept of wholeness it follows
that other faculties of the human mind, including reason, are not subordinated to
intuition. Together they form the higher unity. God, being Darkness, is principally
beyond any sort of rational exploration. Intuition is guessing. It is delivering concepts
and images, which in the course of cultural development have become the foundation
of reasoning. A

There is, however, a more original and interesting aspect of this interaction
between intuition, reason, and sensation taken as a whole. Western philosophy bases
its approach to cognition on the idea that sensual data relates exclusively to the
physical appearance of the world (e.g. Locke’s Essay). If we take human cognitive
ability as an inseparably united whole (and not as a sum of added different abilities,
like sensual ability, rational ability, will, and so on) it becomes impossible to look at
sensation in Locke’s way. The divine, being actually present in the world, reveals
itself to the senses as well as to intuition and reason. This view does not coincide with

Descartes” approach either. Descartes in his Discourse on Method stipulates the
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existence of three sorts of ideas: innate, coming from outside, and invented. The
intuition of clarity and distinctiveness, which forms the foundation of further
development, does not bring the concept of unity, and so at the end the divine
substance uniting matter and spirituality is of secondary importance. On the contrary,

with the concept of wholeness the possibility of distinguishing between the

knowledge associated with the physical world and the knowledge associated with the
spiritual world is secondary to the primary knowledge of inseparable wholeness. From
the very beginning the material aspect of the world is given in its unity with the

spiritual one. The opposition arises from rational analysis, it is generated by

reflection. This consideration brings new aims and perspectives to epistemological
research. In addition, the criterion of true and false knowledge should be found not in
the relationship established by thoughts and things and not in the logical consistency,
but in the wholeness of expression.

In addition it should be mentioned that reason loses its supreme position
leaving this place for the heait, a symbolic expression of the unity of all human

abilities. The concept of the heart was elaborated in this respect by one of the most

outstanding thinkers of the middle XIX™ century Pamfil Yurkevich in his central
work Heart and Iis Significance in Human Spiritual Life in Accordance with
Scripture, published in 1860. It is worth noting that V. Solovyov was Yurkevich’s

pupil at Moscow University.

Ethics, rooted in the same concepts of wholeness and sobornost’ acquires
specific features which distinguish it from Western ethical doctrines. It is optimistic
rather than pessimistic; but this optimism arises not from the utilitarian striving for
pleasure but rather from the postulate of the actual divine presence in the world and
from the conviction of the possibility and necessity of transfiguring this world. Free

human beings acquire their highest value exclusively through a loving interaction

with the rest of humankind and with the world. This approach overcomes the
opposition ‘egoistic-altruistic’, which is so characteristic of Western thought, Any
utilitarian doctrines are rejected from the beginning. The principal goal of human
development is directed towards the universal wholeness, based on love and,
therefore, any relationship between people based on profit prevents them from
achieving this goal. At the same time this is not an altruistic relationship because
every human being as a necessary participant of the ideal wholeness should not be

restricted by others. Freedom transforms t.e individual into a personality. Being
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rooted in freedom, personality avoids any rational definition but at the same time in
our life we are always able to immediately recognize personality. The value of
personality is absolute because every personality (without any excepion) is an
essential participent in divine wholeness. At the same time the concept of personality
should be applied much more widely. Taking historical dimension not as an
accidental epiphenomenon of human everyday activity but as the manifestation of the
divine plan, different nationalities, which are the essential forms of human collective
life, should be regarded as personalities as well.

It is also obvious that for this kind of ethics the criterion for discriminating
between good and evil is embodied in the human heart with this immediate divine
presence. The problems arise only when the harmony of the whole of human
personality is destroyed. Therefore, every human being is responsible for histher inner
wholeness and, therefore, for the harmony of the whole of humankind. Dostoevsky
expressed this idea when he said “Everyone is guilty for everyone and for
everything.”

A philosophy built around wholeness runs the risk that is ever-present for
mysticisms of any sort — any articulation in language artificially separates parts from a
unified whole and thereby misrepresents that essential unity. Hence the unity is
ineffable and what cannot be said must be passed over in silence. This implies that
philosophy is impossible if philosophy is conceived as including pursuit of rational
argumentation and follows the argument wherever it leads, however far from common
sense. And so the problem arises: how did Russign philosophy with the concept of
wholeness at its heart would evade this thread? It found it’s voice through a nexus of
concepts which extract different aspects of an essential unity without losing the
integrity of the whole from which these aspects can be felt. In their tumn these
concepts were strongly yet indirectly linked with those of Russian national

consciousness including such concepts as volya, svet, zakon, mir.
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Chapter 9

Vladimir Solovyov and the beginning of Russian

national philosophy

In this chapter we propose to argue that the fundamental premises of Russian
national philosnphy relating to metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics coincide with
those outlined in the previous chapter. In doing this we will focus our attention on the
concepts of Vladimir Solovyov, the first Russian philosopher who appeared with a
fully elaborated, original philosophical doctrine. In creating this doctrine Solovyov
took a decisive step towards a new level of philosophizing, which challenged the
basic axioms of Western philosophical thinking by a different yet consistently
presented set of axioms. '

However before we turn to Solovyov it is necessary to discuss two problems:
I} why did the national philosophical tradition began only in the second half of the
XIX™ century with Solevyov? and 2) what are, if any, the general characteristics of
Russian philosophizing?

Let us recall the four features of philosophy which were formulated in the
introductory chapter: 1) an individual search for understanding of the social position;
2) based on reason rather than on tradition, and at the same time limited by this
tradition; 3) reflective and universal; 4) creating general terms which outline the new
space for discussion. It can be demonstrated that only by the time of Solovyov did the
conditions of Russian social life make space for all four of these features, taken as the
criteria. |

As it follows from previous analysis, 1) the signs of an active individual
search for understanding of the social position can be traced from the secor:d half of
the XVII® century. 2) However, although this search is based on reason, it does not
answer the criterion of tradition, because it is taken from outside and is external to
national mentality; however further cultural development in such areas as history and
literature (including poetry), in particular, have revealed the basic framework of the
national tradition. 3) The position of reflection was formed in Russian cultural space
because of the clash and the successive polarization of the Westernizer and

traditionalist positions, leaving room for a position ‘beyond the battle’ which is
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nevertheless based on national values. 4) The Romanticist movement inspired Russian
intellectuals to clarify national values and concepts which shaped the framework for
the subsequent discussions, and on this basis the terms which expressed the
peculiarity of national consciousness were formulated in the middle of the XIX™
century by the Slavophiles, and clearly expressed by great writers, Dostoevsky in
pm’ticul::u.s5 2 These values and concepts, presented in such expressions as “Moscow -
the Third Rome”, “Holy Rus’”, and such words as pravda and volya, typologically
played the role of the mythological concepts of the Ancient Greeks. It can be stated
with high probability that even if Solovyov had not formulated his doctrine, Russian
national philcsophy would still have acquired not the same yet very similar features.

The concept of nation had also acquired its mature forms. Though the most
essential ideas were formulated much earlier, all the followiﬁg statements were re-
formulated in the middle of the XIX™ century by poets, writers, and religious thinkers:
the Russian nation was taken as an eternal idea; 'this idea was linked with the Russian
land and the people inhabiting this land; tsardom was taken as a legitimate and just
earthly power on this land, relying strongly on the divine power of the One Almighty
Orthodox Christian God.

The specific situation which was brought about by these preconditions came to
be favourable for a reflection on national consciousness which directly initiated the
development of distinctively Russian philosophical doctrines.

It is possible to demonstrate that there are some peculiar features of Russian
philosophizing. The essentials of the Russian understanding of philosophy were
expressed by the eminent philosopher, S. Frank, in his article “Russian philosophy, its
peculiarity and task™:

Philosophy is ... an absolutely specific area of human creativity where a
pure and independent outlook onto being and its understanding as a
wholeness is directly linked with the religious conception of life ...

“! We should explain why there is no chapter on Dostoevsky in this thesis,
particularly if take into account his great influence on subsequent philosophical
development: almost every prominent philosopher, includ.ag Solovyov, Berdyayev,
Lossky, Rozanov, Shestov, wrote about Dostoevsky’s worldview. However
Dostoevsky’s most original works starting from Notes from the Underground
(published in 1864, up to The Brothers Karamazov, published in 1880) for all intents
and purposes coincided with the publications of philosophical works by Solovyov,
who defended his thesis in philosophy in 1874. Dostoevsky and Solovyov basically

worked in the same cultural space rather than holding positions of predecessor and
suecessor.
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Religiosity through mystical experience ... leads us to what is called
“gnosis” or “theosophy”. On the other hand, a pure cognition of the world
leads towards understanding of an Absolute ... On the intersection of these
two tendencies a unique event of the human spirit appears, “philosophy” in
the classical meaning of this word, an alt embracing worldview which ... is
generated by the primary feeling of life.*”

Although this understanding is considered by Frank as a general and by no
means national definition of philosophy it emphasizes a very Russian approach to
philosophizing, directed towards all-embracing beiﬁg taken not as an abstract concept
but as “givenness”, as life itself. The following features reflect the peculiarity of this
approach.

First, Russian philosophical doctrines appeared in relation to the entire content
of human culture: religion, literature, music, fine arts, mythology, moral relations.
This reflects not only the fac: that Russian philosophy was shaped predominantly in
such spheres as literary criticism and the religious search of laymen, but it is also
understandable in the light of the striving for universal unity and wholeness. From the
very beginning it was presupposed that the same basic principles should penetrate
culture as a whole, including the human being who is a creator of this culture, and,
therefore, the separation and isolation of any chosen aspect of being is purely
artificial. For Russian thinkers philosophy is not the supplier of abstract doctrines but
a dynamic knowledge which forms a necessary part of human striving for wholeness
of being. .

This endeavour to grasp everything in its totality, as the One, means that the

reflective position of such a philosopher appears to be self-contradictory. On the one

hand philosopher should take a position of an objective observer who finds himself
beyond the actual current of life; and, on the other hand, it cannot be a position of a
spectator beyond Being because the concept of wholeness means that no one can be
excluded from the wholeness without destruction of the very meaning of this concept.
This paradoxical situation leads to some difficulties in defining the actual position of
the thinker. Solovyov himself did not care about overcoming this difficulty; he simply
related to the so-called “free theosophy” amalgamating theology, philosophy, and
science into an inseparable unity. Others, Sergei Bulgakov, for instance, seem to be

aware of this problem. When Bulgakov defines philosophy as an insatiabie love of

533
P I

n: S. Frank Russkoye Mirovozzreniye (Russian Worldview). St. Petersburg, 1996.
P.207.
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Sophia, he immediately encounters the problem of the relationship between religion
and philosophy, which, contrary to what he says himself, he cannot resolve with

satisfaction.>*

{This uncertainty of position is characteristic of Russian philosophers.
This is a reason why Russian philosophers are often put under “Religious studies” or
“Literary criticism”, etc. in the Western libraries.) In their striving for wholeness
philosophers have to grasp reality not only as intelligible but also as senstble and
spiritual, that is concrete. The notion of the concreteness of Being, the sense of its
reality and actuality is extremely sharp in Russian philosophizing.

Second, Russian philosophers, such as Solovyov, Bulgakov, Florenskii,
Berdyayev, and Frank, are always aware of the presence of the infinite in each and
every finite being. Material being is imbued with the spiritual, which co-exists with
the material and manifesis itself through it. For instance, myth, religious myth in
particular, is regarded as a true reality, as a transcendent being presenting itself in the
immanent being. The philosophers are working in the same spiritual space as did
Dostoevsky, trying to embrace everything in one principle and being unsatisfied by
any isolated and local truth.>® Moreover, every actual act of cognition is possible
exclusively as the expression of both modes of being, a united ideal being and an
1solated one. To recognize “A” as the being identical to itself (law of identity in
formal logic) means to reflect on “A” from “B” which is “other than A”, and if “A”
by definition is finite, “B” should be infinite. Therefore, these modes cannot ve
separated or isolated from each other. Bulgakov expressed this idea in the words: “A
man is cognizing as an Eye of the World Soul.*® Florenskii declares in The Pillar
and Ground of Truth: “Through the yawning splits of human inieflect one can see an
azure of eternity.””*’ The same relates, for instance, to ethics: the very perception of
other beings is possible only on the basis of the inseparable unity of the material and
spiritual.

Third, Russian philosophers are never afraid of the most radical conclusions,
irrespective of how far they are from ordinary common sense or from known

doctrines and accepted religious dogmas. In order to express the wholeness of a

354

; S. Bulgakov Sver nevechernii (Non-evening light) Moscow, 1994. P, 70.
* The logic expressing this attitude c¢an be found in statement made by one of
Dostoevsky s heroes: “If there is no God I cannot be a captain any more!”

’s. Bulgakov Filosofiva Khozyaistva (Philosophy of economy) Moscow, 1912. P.
120,

37

P. Florenskii Stolp i utverzhdeniye istiny Moscow, 1990. V. 1. P. 489.
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human being Solovyov elaborated the doctrine of love which was supposed to unite
everything. According to him, the ultimate goal of sexual love, for instance, is not a
physiological union designed for reproduction but a resurrection of the primeval
wholeness of a human being: that is an androgen without external incorporation of
material forms (which is ugliness) and at the same time lacking the inner separation of
personality and life which is so characteristic of human beings.**® Berdyayev takes
freedom as preceding God Himself and establishing limits for Him. On this basis he
constructs an unorthodox theodicy: as evil is generated by freedom, God is not
responsible for it, because He cannot be responsible for something which has not been
created by Him. Bulgakov, an Orthodox priest, comes to conclusions which contradict
many established Orthodox dogmas. He follows his own logic and demonstrates the
validity of such statements as the impossibility of eternal tortures and, therefore, the
ultimate salvation for everybody.” He derives arguments in favour of the idea of
Purgatory™® though in his work it is different from the Catholic one.

It ts also necessary to emphasize that nb philosophical schools were formed in
Russia in the academic sense. The direct dependence of one philosopher on another
one, or direct influence was usually an exclusion, For instance, Solovyov himself
thought of Slavophiles as extremely superficial thinkers, and in his letter to Sofia
Tolstaya he wrote: “I familiarized myself a bit with Polish philosophers: the general
style and endeavours are very attractive, but there is not any positive content — just
like our Slavophiles.”*®" It is impossible to deny the Solovyov’s strong influence on
Bulgakov. However even in this case Bulgakov, prior to the time when he was
influenced by Solovyov’s doctrine, had come to concepts which were very close to
those of Solovyov. Florenskii, although sharing a lot with Solovyov in his approaches
and themes, alluded to Solovyov once in The Pillar stating that he was taking
Solovyov’s ideas only from the formal point of view, but without Solovyov’s

content.”* However Bulgakov as well as Florenskii developed further the concept of

¥ Complete edition, VII, P. 224.

9 Bulgakov comes to the same conclusion as did Origen, who was proclaimed to be
?eretic for similar views.

" Orthodox teaching does not have a Purgatory, recognising only Paradise and Hell.
However, in his book Uteshitel’ (Comforter) Bulgakov stated that there was no
eternal hell but a temporary Purgatory. (See: N. Losskii Istoriya Russkoi Filosofii
(History of Russian philosophy) Moscow, 1994, P. 240.

! Quote from: Florenskii Stolp, V. 1. P. 331.

" Ibid. V. 2. P. 612.
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Sophia which had been introduced by Solovyov into philosophical investigation.
Being attracted by the Slavophiles Florenskii was at the same time one of the most
passionate and even unjust critics of Khomyakov. Frank always listed Solovyov
among other European philosophers, and emphasized that his own main source of
inspiration was Nicholas of Cusa, because he was the only thinker who had achieved
a unique synthesis which was never repeated.’® It is easy to multiply the examples,
and the principal conclusion is that these philosophers worked in the same spiritual
frame rather than forming any kind of philosophical school directly influenced by
cach other or dependent on one teacher. These relations between leading philosophers
can be characterized rather as a sort of dialogue. Everyone remains independent and
equal to others.
* *k ¥

Now we turn to Solovyov and his doctrine.

Vladimir Solovyov (1853 ~ 1900) was born into a family of one of the greatest
historians of Russia Sergei Mikhailovich ‘Solovyov, who is well known for his
enormous 29 volume History of Russia. Vladimir’s grandfather Mikhail was a priest
who blessed the eight year old boy to serve God, and Viadimir always remained a
religious man, and even occasionally thought of becoming a monk.*** He completed
simultaneously two courses at Moscow University, in natural sciences and in history
and philology. He was an extraordinarily educated person and a prolific philosopher,
literary critic, and publicist. He was also an eminent poet, who influenced future
Russian poetry, particularly by his image of an eternal femininity and by his
historiosophical visions. He published such books as Crisis of Western Philosophy,
Philosophical Foundation of an Integral Knowledge, Readings on God-Humankind,
La Russe et I'Eglise universelle, The History and Future of Theocracy, The
Justification of Good, Three Conversations. Solovyov was always interested in the
intellectual development of humankind, including Buddhism, Islam, Judaism,
Gnosticism. Being an editor of the philosophical section for a publishing house he
wrote widely for one of the best encyclopaedias (Brokhaus & Efron) on philosophy
and the history of religion. One of his most important, yet unfortunately unfinished,

projects was to translate the complete works of Plato. In relation to influences on

*} See: S.L.Frank “Nepostizhimoye” (Unfathomable) // Sochineniya (Works)
Moscow, 1990, P. 183-184.

* With only a short atheistic period between 13 and 18.
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Solovyov an outstanding philosopher and historian of aesthetics, Alexei Losev, lists
Plato, Neo-Platonism, Patristics (predominantly Origen and Augustine®®),
Theosophy, Mysticism and Gnosticism (BShme, Cabbala, Svedenborg), Descartes,
Spinoza, Kant, Shelling, Hegel, Comte, Schopenhauer, Hartmann.’® It can easily be

seen from this list that Solovyov had no intention of dealing exclusively with national

themes or relating only to Russian writers and thinkers. On the contrary, he was eager

to find support for his views elsewhere in the history of world culture. It is well
known that even now Solovyov is blamed for becoming a Catholic, because he scught

for the union of Christian Churches in order to fulfill the theocratic utopia.”®’

Solovyov expressed his philosophical views with a strengih and clarity
comparable with those of Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, Tchaikovsky and Mendeleev in their
works. What is most characteristic in his approach? A historian of Russian thought
and an outstanding philosopher himself, Nikolai Lossky, stated that “Solovyov’s
works brightly reflected the peculiar i‘eature of all original Russian philosophical
writings: a search for an integral knowledge about united being, and because of this
the concreteness of worldview.””® The commonly accepted name for Solovyov’s
philosophy is “philosophy of omni-unity”. Solovyov came to this concept at the very
beginning of his philosophical development and expressed it clearly in his first works,
in particular in the Crisis of Western Philosophy and Philosophical Foundations of an
Integral Knowledge.

It is not easy to prove that Solovyov’s concept of omni-unity is linked with the
pravda of Russian national consciousness. However this presupposition seems quite
plausible if we take into account his use of the word pravda in different contexts
including some of the most crucial ones which relate to the formulation of principal

values and the goals of his research. For example, characterizing the works of the poet

*% A. Nikolskii even called Solovyov “Russian Origen” // Vera i Razum (Belief and
Be_:ason), 1902, (1 10, kniga 2, 0 24, kniga 2.)

** A. Losev V. S. Solovyov Moscow, 1986.

"7 In fact he remained an Orthodox all his life. A good example of this attitude to
Solovyov can be found in: 1. M. Kontsevich Optina Pystun’ i eya Vremya (Optina
monastery and its time) 1970, where the author, being fairly objective in regard to
other matters, stated that Solovyov followed Kireyevskii only in his first works and
later turned to Protestantism.

** N.O.Lossky Jstoriya russkoi filosofii (History of Russian philosophy). Moscow,
1994, P.105.
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Alexei Tolstoy Solovyov praises his struggle for “the highest pravda, in the interests
of unconditional and eternal dignity.”*®® Moreover, in Solovyov’s eyes, this striving
for pravda provided Tolstoy with the strength to overcome the polarity of Russian
political life, and to occupy the reflective position of a compassionate observer. It was
noted earlier that A, Tolstoy valued beauty and beauty was the principal goal of his
life. Explaining this goal Solovyov states that the problem of the meaning of beauty
should be viewed in the context of whether or not it is possible to have an absolute
perfection. In other words, Solovyov asks whether or not beauty can ultimately
manifest truth and love. By doing so he recognizes the search for wholeness to be the
most notable feature of Tolstoy’s poetry.’™

In his article dedicated to another eminent Russian poet, Polonskii, Solovyov
discovers the Christian foundation of his lyrical poetry. According to him Polonskii
presumes that our world can be saved and renewed not by science but by the power of
moral pravda and belief.’”" Concluding his article on Tyutchev, Solovyov uses the
expression the “tsardom of pravda and mércy” in relation to the ideal Russia which
manifests the loving union of the collective soul of humankind. Here again the word
pravda appears when Solovyov discusses the ultimate unity and overcoming of
chaos.’™* The understanding of pravda — “the unity of love and wrath” - contrasted to
“simple forgiveness” appears in Solovyov’s article on Pushkin’s understanding of
pe‘etry.S ™ From these contexts it is clear that Solovyov understands pravda as an ali-
embracing and all-uniting principle which is intimately linked with love and
contrasted to isolation and evil. One of the most notable uses of the word pravda can
be found in the short article “In Memory of the Emperor Nicholas I”: “... A clear
understanding of the highest pravda and the Christian ideal was concealed in Nikolai
Pavlovich, and this put him beyond the level of the contemporary as well as of current

social consciousness.”>”* And this paragraph concludes with the words “Only good

*® “Poeziya gr. AK.Tolstogo” (Poetry of count A.K.Tolstoy) / Stikhotvoreniya.
Estetika. Literaturnaya kritika (Poems. Aesthetics. Literary criticism.) Moscow, 1990.
P 297,
"% Ibid. Pp. 303, 308.
" “Poeziya Ya.P.Polonskogo” // Ibid. P. 328.
;’2 “F.1. Tyutchev” // Ibid. P. 296.
“Znacheniye poezii v stikhotvoreniyakh Pushkina” (The meaning of poetry in

Pushkm s poems). // Ibid. P. 436.

" “Pamyati Imperatora Nikolaya I” (To the memory of the Emperor Nicholas I) /
Complete edition, V. 7, P. 377.




223

and pravda linked with the highest nature of man are worthy of eternal memory.””
The word pravda appears in Solovyov’s poetry, for instance, in such poems as “If
wishes run like shadows” which concludes “Life is only a labour, and a living pravda
Shines with immortality in the decayed coffins”’® or in “The Christmas night™
“Light has been born in the world, yet light has been thrown out by darkness However
it shines in darkness, at the edge of good and evil. Not by external force but by pravda
itself Has the Prince of Ages been condemned, and alt his deeds.”"’

In his programme for Readings on God-Humankind Solovyov declared that he
would talk about the truths of positive religions, which (in contrast to the immediate
interests of modern civilizations which relate exclusively to the present-day) were
equally important for present, past, and future because of their connection with the
unconditional foundation of every being. “By admitting this unconditional foundation
we admit that all the points of the life circle are connected with it by equal rays. Only

in this case the unity, wholeness, and agreement appears in human life and

consciousness.”™ '

The wholeness of Being presupposes that there are no distinct substances
isolated from the others. Solovyov wishes to overcome the one-sidedness of the
empirical as well as of the rationalistic approaches. In doing this he turns to the image
of the Trinity which manifests the absolute unity of three persons and at the same time
retains the differences. In his Philosophical Foundations of the Integrated Knowledge
Solovyov states that the Trinity consists of Spirit, “a subject of will and bearer of
Good and ... therefore, a subject of the presentation of truth and of the sense of
beauty”; Reason, which is “a subject of presentat‘ion and bearer of truth, and, as a
result, is also a subject of will for good and of sense of beauty”; and Soul, “a subject
of feeling and bearer of beauty, and, therefore, subject of will for good and of

presentation of truth.”>” Thus, Goodness, Truth, and Beauty manifest different

"7 Ibid.
8 ©KU3Hb TONbKO MOGBMI, - U Mpasga Xwsas CBeTUT BeccMepTbeM B UCTASBWMX
r]];)oﬁax»

«Poauncs B Mupe CBET, ¥ CBET OTBEPrHyT TbMOK, HO cBETUT OH BO TbMe, rae
rpaHb nobpa u 3na. He BNacTbio BHEWHEID, 8 NPaBAOI0 CaMoo KHA3E $2Ka OCyKAeH
W BCe ero aena.

B V. 8. Solovyov “Chteniya o bogochelovechestve (Lectures on God-Humankind)
/f Sochrnemya v dvukh tomalh (Writings in two volumes). V. 2, Moscow, 1989. P, 5.

Complete edition, V. 1, P. 338.




aspects of the same integrated world, and only in this union can they express their
own nature.

A sense of the everlasting participation in the unconditional divine wholeness
is particularly characteristic of Solovyov. Probably, in the most striking way he
expressed this sense in one of his best poems “My beloved friend, can you see That
everything we observe Is only a reflection, a shadow Of the unseen by eyes?...”** In
his approach to man Solovyov begins not from the image of an isolated human
individuat with his senses which bring empirical data to his mind, but from the image
of a man being a necessary part of eternal wholeness, a man who is at the same time
finite and infinite. Solovyov states that only if this image is accepted do the two
greatest truths, i.e. truth of freedom and truth of immortality which have been

revealed to humankind, make sense.’®’

All human moral life is based on these two
great ideas.

The concept of sobornost’ and Solovyov's understanding of freedom is clearly
recognizable in the presupposition of the actuality of the wholeness of being and the
wholeness of pravda. As it is expressed by E. Trubetskoi, “for Solovyov the subject
of cognition in himseif, i.e. outside unconditional Truth, is nothing.”>*? In addition,
Solovyov sought for the main task of ethics in what united one human being with
others. In his voluminous, yet unfinished, Justification of Good Solovyov
discriminates between three primary moral qualities: shame, pity, and reverence
which stand in relation to lower nature, human nature and the highest nature. Man is
ashamed of his animal nature; he feels solidarity with other living beings through pity
and compassion; and through reverence he establishes a relationship with the highest
principle.”® In order to fulfil pravda man has to maintain a corresponding relationship
with all three natures. The moral limit for the egoism of an individual cannot be
established by the egoism of the others, by their self-determining wills but by
subordination o pravda which stands equally beyond any individual human being.’%
Solovyov emphasizes that the true relationship between people should be based on

freedom and on the subordination to the power which manifests pravda. Thus the

% «Munbit apyr, unb Thl He BuAMWb, YTO BCE BUAWMOE HaMu — TONbKO OTBRECK,
TOI'IbKO TeHy OT He3pUMOoro ouamu?»

Ibd P.119.
N " Quote from: Zen’kovskii Istoriya, V.2, Part 1. P. 52,

Complete edition, V. VII, Pp. 189-190.

Solovyov “Chtentya”, P. 12.




225

fulfillment of pravda which would lead to sobornost’ is impossible exclusively on the
level of nature but on the level of the divine grace.’®® The concepis of pravda and
sobornost’ are presented by Solovyov as inseparable from each other and

complementary.

Taking into account the outlined postulatés we can demonstrate that in the
principal areas of philosophical knowledge Solovyov’s doctrine is based on the
following concepts. In his metaphysics, Sclovyov formulates the concept of omni-
unity which brings finite and infinite, supernatural and natural, as well as past,
present, and future into the integral wholeness. He expressed this in the words “We
look directly from Time into Eternity.”**® The concept of God-Humankind embraces
the whole of the universe in its ultimate goal. All beings forming this unity were, are
and will be developing as essential members united by the law of love. As it was
stated in the previous chapter the ideas of wholeness and omni-unity lead to an
optimistic eschatology. In his article “The Russian Idea” Solovyov declares: “The
idea of nation is not what it is thinking about itself in the temporal life, but what God
is thinking on it in eternity.”®’ National differences should remain up to the end of
time, it is important that they are the separated members of the universal organism.
The genuine future of humankind is “the universal brothethood, which proceeds from
universal fatherhood through permanent moral and social sonhood.”® In its Striving
for this ideal, yet necessary, future every nation has its own goal; and the goal of
Russia is “To re-establish the true image of the divine Trinity on earth.”*® This
staternent returns us to the core of Solovyov’s philosophy including omni-unity and
God-Humankind.

Because of these presuppositions the situation, typical for the Western thought
taking art as alienated from philosophy, is impossible for Solovyov as well as for
other Russian philosophers. For instance, Gibson begins his analysis of the
relationship between philosopher and artist from the Lamia by Keats with the words:

Do not all charms fly
At the mere touch of cold philosophy?

23:‘ Ibid,

*® 1bid. P. 121.

i:; In: Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, P. 220.
Ibid. P. 242.

*® Ibid., P. 246.
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There was an awful rainbow once in heaven;
We know her woof, her texture; she is given
In the dull catalogue of common th_mgs

Philosophy will clip an angel’s wings...>*

Gibson indicates that Keats confuses philosophy with science and then
considers the relationship between art and philosophy as the point for discussion. At
the end Gibson concludes that the worthy place for art criticism still exists. However
it is obvious that with a Russian approach the situation is different: beauty is an
essential aspect of Being, and so it is impossible even to begin with the question as

whether the concept of Beauty relates to science or to philosophy.

In his epistemology Solovyov presents true knowledge as the balanc>d unity
of empirical, rational, and mystical elements, with the goal to achieve a universal
synthesis of science, philosophy , and religion. He is always emphasizing the fact that
every image and every concept in our consciousness is linked with the unconditional
basis, otherwise they are nothing, but accidentally disappearing states of mind.
“Simple and obvious, even trivial discrimination between good and bad, true and
false, beautiful and ugly presupposes by itself positive reception of an objective and
unconditional foundation of all three spheres of spiritual life””®' It is, therefore,
understandable that epistemology. as well as metaphysics and ethics, cannot be

developed in isolation.

Solovyov in the “Preface to the Second Edition” of The Justification of Good
formulated the main goal of the work as “... o present good as pravda®, that is, as
the sole right, true to itself, way of life in everything, and up to the very end, for all
those who will decide to prefer it.”*” Solovyov’s ethical teaching presents Good as
the all-penetrating force, manifesting a divine Absolute and being this Absolute at the
same time. Because of this the problem of the choice between good and evil is

understood from a completely difierent perspective compared, for instance, with that

0 GleOIl Muse and Thinker, P. 3.

Solovyov “Chteniya, P. 32.

o2 Thjs expression was highlighted by Solovyov.

3 Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, P. 79. 1t is extremely important that Solovyov | this
context uses the word ‘pravda’ indicating the unity of truth and justice in his approach
to ethical problems. See also: D. Strémooukhoff Vadimir Soloviev & His Messianic
Work Nordland, 1960. P. 261.
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of the utilitarians. “Good causes my choice in its favour by all the infinity of its
positive content and being, therefore, this choice is‘inﬁm‘!ebz predetermined, necessity
of this choice is absolute, and there is no place for any arbitrariness.”** This means
that the possibility of evil has to find its basis in the being, rather than in the arbitrary
choice of an individual. The source of evil is found in the isolation of individual
beings. Taking into account the empirical fact that an egoistic feeling, being rejected
in theory, at the same time firmly establishes itself in the course of everyday life,
Solovyov declares that egoism is the vital evil of our nature, and we share it with the
whole universe. On the one hand, nature and every being belonging to nature are the
reflection of an omni-uniting idea, but, on the other hand, in its separation from
othiers, in its isolated existence every creature appears strange and hostile to others.*”
Egoism manifests itself 1) in the endeavour of an isolated being to replace everything
by its own ‘I’ which means to abolish the rest of the world by itself; and 2) in
suffering, because the actual impossibility of accomplishing this task leads to
permanent non-satisfaction and, therefore, to suffering.

Because of this Solovyov constructs his ethics not on the basis of an isolated
egoistic individual and his senses and preferences (a characteristic starting point of
Western philosophizing) but on the basis of the senses which demonstrate the
necessary connection of an individual with other individuals. Through shame, pity,
and reverence man is intimately linked with the rest of the world; therefore this Good
cannot be good exclusively for an isolated being but for the universal wholeness of
being. Pravda manifests itself in a proper attitude of a man towards reality which
demands to be ascetic in regard to lower nature, altruistic to other human beings, and
religious - to the highest nature.”®® Thus, for instance, the main goal of sexual love is
not childbirth but the unity of human being, an androgen. As the principle goal is the
loving wholeness of all beings Solovyov transfers personal relations into relations
between nations. In doing this he re-formulated the basic Christian ethical rule in the
following: “Love every nation as you love your own.”"’ The same is true in relation
to Church. Strémooukhov quote from Solovyov’ s “Short Reply” which appeared in

Katolicki List in 1886, “For us, neither the patriarchs nor the councils can assert

" Ibid. P. 118.

;z; Solovyov “Chteniya, P. 122.

Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V.1. Pp. 202-204.
Y7 Complete edition, V. VII, P. 373.
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anything in matters of faith; only the body ef the Church, that is, the people, the
guardians of the true faith, can do s0.™**® Members of the Church are represented here

as a united body which reveals the divine truth only as a whole.

Probably the most mysterious concept which has been introduced by Solovyov
into philosophical investigation is the concept of Sophia elaborated by him in one of
the most notable doctrines of Russian national philosophy. The eminent Russian
philosopher Em wrote that “After Plato Solovyov is the first to make a new great
discovery in metaphysics. In the sea of the intelligible light which opened iiself to
Plato as not bearing images Solovyov with the highest power of insight discovered
definite blinding features of the eternal femininity.”** The concept of Sophia later in
the first half of the XX century was developed predominantly by Bulgakov and
Florenskii. Bulgakov was right emphasizing continuity between Russian national
consciousness and the concept of Sophia as it appeared in Solovyov’s works. *°

The time has come for us to sweep away the dust of ages and to decipher the
sacred script, to reinstate the tradition of the Church, in this instance alf but
br%lé?n, as a living tradition. It is holy tradition which lays such tasks upon

us.

Solovyov himself linked closely his understanding of Sophia with the old
nationa! tradition: “By dedicating the most ancient churches to Holy Sophia, to
substantial Wisdom of God the Russian people gave the new expression to this idea
unknown to Greeks (who identified Sophia with Logos).”®* Trubetskoi in his book on
Solovyov’s philosophy deciphers the specifics of the Russian approach to Sophia as

follows:

The deepest roots of the Solovyov’s representation of “Sophia” lies in ...
collective religious life. ... His doctrine of “Sophia the Divine Wisdom” ...
takes us to the religious atmosphere of ancient Orthodox churches. The
characteristic feature of these churches expresses itself in the surprisingly

8 Strémooukhoff Viadimir Soloviev, P. 337,

*? See: V.Em “Gnoseology of Solovyov”. Quote from Losev Selovyov, P. 88.

% Sergei Bulgakov Sophia. The Wisdom of God. New York, 1993, Pp.3-9.

' Ibid. P. 5. In his foreword Christopher Bamford stated this in the following words:
“Enthroned in icons and images, the center of deep popular devotion, Sophia always
lived a dreamlife in the Russian heart. But it was not unti! the last century that she
awoke into philesophy, entering and illuminating the light of consciousness itself.”
Ibid. P, vii. :

60 “Rossiya i vselenskaya tserkov’” // Sobranive Sochinenii. Brussels, 1969. V. I1.
P.310.
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bright representation of the humanness of the divine. In these churches a
prayer does not meet the dead, empty, and abstract Absolute. This Divine
world is filled with infinite powers and possibilities; it is densely inhabited
with images. From all the sides it looks at man by myriads of human eyes.
And it is impossible for Sophia to take other but central place amidst this
divine-human world ... Eternal Wisdom of God which fourd its ultimate
unconditional expression in man, and seat on the throne in human
appearance, reigning upon heavenly and earthly, - this is the main idea of
religious art and architecture, has inspired Solovyov.5®

Sophia is an unconditional unity of the whole of creation. It is the reverse of
the God - Logos. The idea of Sophia is needed logically if we recognize the unity of
the universe. Sophia implies the possibility of the execution of human aims, including
the human cognition. There must be the same essence in the distant and
incomprehensible God and humankind for complete true unity could bic -~stablished.
Therefore, Sophia as a middle element guarantees the smni-unity. Notwithstanding
some obscurities of the conception of Sophia in Solovyov’s philosophy, it outlined the
mainstreamn of Russian national philosophy in the writings of Florenskii, Bulgakov,
Frank and others. This is the case because the conception of Sophia unifies all the
main culturally pre-determined conveniences of the Russian mind. When Frank, for
instance, talks about the ‘Unfathomable’ it is impossible for him to presuppose
different laws for the Absolute and for the visible world (as Herbert Spencer does in
his doctrine). Thus, from the point of view which h... seen presented in this thesis, the
concept of Sophia had to be developed as an answer to the following question: What
allows us to participate in the divine nature during our earthly life? In other words:
What makes omni-unity to be the genuine omni-unity rather than an amalgamation or
heterogeneous elements? And additionally: How can the conditional be inferred from
the unconditional, if we take into account that they' are completely distinct from each
other by definition?

For Solovyov, Sophia is a reflection of the divine unity.*” With the Holy
Trinity we have three peculiar subjects of being and along with this all of them
acquire three principal modes of being which are will, representation, and feeling.
There are also three ideas which correspond with each subject of being: a will which

endeavours for Good, representation - for Truth, feeling - for Beauty. These are

*® E N.Trubetskoi Mirosozertsaniye V.S.Solovyova (World-outlook of V.S.Solovyov)
X;&l' Moscow, 1995, Pp. 343-344
Solovyov concept is taken from: Chteniya o Bogochelovechestve.
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different images and different modes of unity. As three subjects are united by love it
is possible to say that Good, Truth, and Beauty are different images of Love. In
correspondence with this divine unity in three, and three in one every life form
presents two forms of unity: first, the unity of the active principle which unites the
multiplicity of elements in itself, and second, the muitiplicity taken as unity reflecting

this active principle.(‘os

These forms of unity are Christ who is the active uniting
principle; God-Logos; an unconditional and uncreated unity. The created unity which
reflects and expresses the first form is Sophia. Sophia is the God’s body, the God’s
matter, penetrated by divine unity.‘m‘5 The image of the divine wholeness seems to
contradict to the image of multiplicity, it appears as the nature introduced into God.
However, on the contrary, the specific eternal divine nature and eternal world should
be recognized in God in order to discriminate completely between God and the world.
Otherwise, our image of God appears to be more poor and more abstract than our
image of the visible world. If the image of God does not represent the wholeness and
integrity of being it bears exclusively negative meaning.®”’

Bulgakov clarifies the concept of the relationship between the Three and Sophia.
He states:

Certainly, the Word, which contains in itself every word of God concerning
creation, and the Spirit, who brings all to fulfillment, are equally persons in
the Holy Trinity. It is quite obvious, however from the text, that it is
precisely the Father in person who initiates this act of God, while Son and
the Holy Spirit participate in creation only in virtue of their self-
detemglgation in Sophia, the words of the Word and the fulfillment of the
Spirit.

The most important formula which describes the relationship between the
Holy Trinity and Sophia has been presented by Bulgakov as the following;:

The Father, Deus absconditus (the hidden God), possesses her [Sophia] as
his revelation in the dyad of hypostases which reveals him. The Son
possesses her as his own revelation, which is fulfilled, and accomplished
through the Holy Spirit. The Holy Trinity possesses her as her triune
subject, as it exists in three differeut hypostases; and in its tri-unity has her
as its one Ousia, which in its revelation is the divine Sophia.?”

* Ibid. P. 108.

2‘;? Ibid.
Ibid. P. 109.

zg Bulgakov Sophia, P. 68.
1bid. P. 53.
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Thus, in relation to Holy Trinity Sophia is the reflection of an etemal wisdom
and love presented as the united world of ideas. Bulgakov also discriminates between
the divine and creaturely Sophia. It would lead us to far to go into details of this
concept, but it is worth emphasizing the central place Sophia occupies in the middle
of the divine and created worlds. In relation to the created world Sophia manifests
itself as a necessary intermediate foundation towards the divine. Florenskii writes in
the Pillar: “In relation to creature Sophia is a Guardian Angel of Creature, an Ideal
Personality of the World. Being a formative mind in relation to the created world she
is a produced content of God-Mind, His “psychic content”...%'® Through Sophia the
eternal God exhibits Himself in the temporal world.

Participating in both divine and material worlds human being possesses a
unique position in the universe, Sophia reveals herself in humanity because man is the
unity of conditional and unconditional, the unity of the absolute eternal essence and
the transient phenomena. Sophia is the ideal and perfect humankind, which is

eternally existing in the divine wholeness.®"!

As it is necessary that God having actual
existence manifests Himself in the other existence, it means that this ‘other’ existence
is eternal as well. And we cannot think otherwise. The Divine Sophia is this eternal
humankind. At the same time, being the revelation of Logos, Sophia “ is the all-
embracing unity, which contains within itself ail the fullness of the world of ideas.”®!?
Solovyov stated that “Humanity being united with God in the Virgin, in Christ, in the
Chureh, is the manifestation of the essential Wisdom which is an absolute substance
of God.”®" Sophia manifests itself in humanity in three ways. Trying to keep
ourselves on the ground of philosophy (though the boundary between philosophy and
theology in this case is not clear at all), we can outline at least three principal aspects
of Sophia in relation to metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics. At the same time it is
worth taking into account that with Solovyov’s approach there are no boundaries

between these areas of philosophical investigation, these are just different aspects of

one indivisible knowledge about being as a wholeness.

* Florenskii Stolp, P. 326.

61: Solovyov, Chteniya. Pp. 113-114.

* Bulgakov Sophia, P. 69.

*¥ “Rossiya i vselenskaya tserkov’” P. 309.
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It is also crucial for our work that the concept of Sophia as it has been

elaborated by Solovyov and other Russian philosophers clearly reflects the
historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism of Russian national consciousness. Sophia
almost directly represents these dimensions, makes them alive, transforms them into

the subject of philosophical search for pravda and volya.

In order to prove the influence of the historicism of the Russian mind on
Solovyov’s thought we can start with the quotation from his preparatory notes for his
first lecture on God-Humankind:

Common state of modem culture. Breakiﬁg and disorder in life and
knowledge. Absence of the unconditional principle and the center point.
Socialism and positivism. Their real and imaginary meaning. Religion as the
only realm of the unconditional. Catholicism of Rome, the truth of its
aspirations and the untruth of its reality. Russia’s religious calling...®**

As it can be seen from these notes it is quite obvious for Solovyov that
philosophical problems are deeply rooted in culture, although he does not state this
directly. He puts his arguments in the immense cultural universe where one can
encounter all human cultures from India to Greece and modern West. His sense of
history forces Solovyov to consider the proper place and, more significantly, the
peculiar task of every culture in the history of humankind.

If the life of the world and of humankind is not entirely casual, i.e. without any
sense or aim, we are compelled to recognize the existence of some content of the
process of life. And this content can be nothing but an idea. It is absolutely pointless
to debate whether idea or matter is more important‘ for the wholeness of life, they are
both of equal importance -~ the physical body and the spiritual abilities including will,
reason and sense. At the same time they are both only instruments for manifesting of
this principal idea which forms the content of cultural life. These three spiritual
abilities determine the unity of the human being: a man needs to wish something, to
think about something, and to feel something; and in all these spheres he is seeking
for something unconditional, for an absolute Good, for an absolute Truth, and for an
absolute Beauty. Yet man is not an isolated fragment of the universe, his life forms a
necessary part of material, social, and heavenly life, therefore his material and

spiritual development is intimately linked with those of other participants of the

ol Solovyov, Chteniya. P. 117.
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wholeness of life. This means that man is put into the centre of the process of
evolution of the matter as well as into the process of historical development. Sophia,
an ideal humankind, provides the basis for this development of humankind as a
whole; every person along with every nation is included in this process. In the
Justification of Good there is a special chapter “Good through the history of
humankind” where Solovyov demonstrates and explains social evolution from the
earliest periods to the origin of the national states. The pages dedicated to the problem
of nationalities were considered by Trubetskoi to be the best in the whole work.
Following the logic of a given wholeness Solovyov states that Christianity is not a
cosmopolitan religion, because cosmopolitanism denies the actual historical
development by taking society as a mechanical rather than an organic unity. On the

contrary, Christianity by nature is guper-national. Its ideal is omni-humankind, an

organic wholeness which is formed in the actual history of humankind through the
development of different nationalities.

It is worth noting that Solovyov passionately argues against the approach to
the goals of national development presented by Danilevskii in his famous book Russia
and Europe (1869). Danilevskii was the first historian who presented the so-called
“theory of the cultural and historical types” (later a similar approach to the history of
humankind was developed by such historians as Spengler and Toynbee). He denied
the existence of human civilization as an integrated whole, and asserted that only
isolated civilizations had grown in human history, such as the Egyptian, Chinese, or
Greek. Each of these civilizations developed a specific idea. For instance, the Jewish
civilization developed a religious idea, the Greek civilization - an artistic idea, the
Roman and Germanic civilizations - political and scientific-industrial ideas.
Danilevskii presented the Slavic civilization as the first complete type of civilization
in human history which united religious, scientific-industrial, political, and
communai-economic ideas. Thus, the future would belong to the Slavic people who
would form a great state with a capital in Constantinople.

Solovyov criticizes Danilevskii’s approach by emphasizing that to recognize a
particular nationality as a goal of our activity means to decrease our moral
demands.5"® He consistently follows the “golden rule” in relation to nations. Solovyov

does not deny national specifics, however he does not think that these specifics can be
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a ground for pride and arrogance. It is worth stressing the points which unite both
thinkers and wiose which distinguishes Danilevskii from Solovyov. They both follow
the same tradition regarding humankind as a group of relatively autonomous
nationalities based on their own peculiar ideas, rather than as a series of nationalities
representing different stages of the only possible social and cultural development (the
picture characteristic of the Western theory of pro‘gress). However Solovyov always
keeps in mind the ideal of the ultimate unity of humankind without loss of national
character, because every nation forms a part of the whole humankind in time and
space. According to Solovyov, every nation arises as the necessary part of an organic
whole of humankind. Moreover, every nation brings its essential idea to the universal
humankind in favour of this wholeness, and from this point of view the Jewish, or
Egyptian, or Germanic, or Slavic contribution to history is different yet absolutely
necessary. Therefore, they are all equally worthy and significant.

Another notable feature of Solovyov’s attitude lies in its dynamic character.

Danilevskii stated that the Slavic nationality expressed more ideas than any other
nation and, therefore, should be in the fore of the development vf humankind. In his
doctrine this is presented in a way that the historical development of humankind can
be completed by the full development of national ideas. This ideology is similar to
any of chiliastic or like doctrines. However this is not the case with Solovyov,
because he regards humankind as permanently developing. This development cannot
be interrupted until the state of God-Humankind is reached. Solovyov’s approach to
the development of humankind brings us to his understanding of messianism. In fact,
Solovyov, emphasizing the specifics of every nation, finds a nation’s moral
responsibility in the development of these specifics being regarded as an essential part
of the universal ideal humankind. By no means does he understand these specifics as
a matter of pride and national arrogance. On the contrary, he regards this to be a great
moral burden, and it is extremely demanding of the subject of a specific national idea.
This approach is clearly consistent with the understanding of Sophia, and at the same
time with the approach which had been developed by such Slavophile thinkers as
Khomyakov. This is a kind of universal, yet historical messianism, based on love.
Solovyov’s thought is eschatological from the very beginning, he was

convicted that Christianity forces us to achieve the wdiimate salvation through

** Solovyov in his article on Danilevskii in the Brokgauz & Efron Encyclopaedia I/
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transfiguration of the nature. And this is a main goal of every personality and every
nation in their inseparable unity. The omni-unity is completed historically through the
free efforts of every participant. Solovyov concluded “Russia and Ecumenical
Church” with the words: “The cycle of the universal life is completed by the
resurrection of flesh, by the re-union of humankind in its integrity, and by the ultimate
incarnation of the Divine Wisdom.”%!¢

The concept of Sophia also provides Solovyov with a corresponding approach
to Beauty. He chose Dostoevsky’s words “Beauty will save the world” as an epigraph
to his main work in aesthetics Beauty in Nature. For Solovyov, Beauty by manifesting
itself in nature forms the ground for the philosophy. of art.'” From the very beginning
he postulates that Beauty is a part of Being as such, rather that a function of any
subjective approach. This does not mean that everything which exists should be
regarded as beautiful. Beauty is an embodied, an animated idea. Owing to the fact that
man belongs to both, physical and ideal, worlds, he can touch this ideal world by
perceiving the radiant images of the divine world. Beauty as a manifestation of the
ideal element in the physical world is, therefore, the path which leads to true
knowledge. This understanding does not demand any proof from Solovyov: he is just
absolutely confident in its relevance. Solovyov investigates this subject in details in
other works, but he never doubts the reality and the saving power of Beauty.

Solovyov’s doctrine can be presented as the following: a) Beauty is a
“transfiguration of matter through the embodiment of another, super-material
element.”®'® b) Beauty is an embodied idea which by itself is a worthy kind of Being.
It is “a complete freedom of constituents in the perfect unity of the whole.”®"® ¢) The
beauty of omni-unity is expressed through light, and, therefore, it is represented by the
sunt in its male aspect; by the moon in its female aspect; and in their synthesis by the
starry night.*® The nature of the Sophianic approach is clear. The embodiment of an
ideal being (Sophia) retains its dynamic character: light and life manifest themselves

through different forms of natural beauty, and human creative self-consciousness is a

fochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V.2. P. 411.
'® “Rossiya i vselenskaya tserkov>” P. 348.
o Krasota v prirode” // Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V.2, P, 353,
Ibid. P. 358.
““ Thid. P. 361. Upest ecTe «rlonHas cBO6OAA COCTABHLIX YACTEN B COBEPLIEHHOM
eQVUHCTBE UEenoro»,
0 Ibid. Pp. 364-365.
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continuation of this process. Moreover, human self-consciousness participates in the
goals of divine creation and, therefore, fulfils a moral task. Dostoevsky’s slogan
“Beauty will save the world” implies that Beauty is the means, not the aim in itself (as
for Schopenhauer, for example). This understanding evidently unites the historical,

aesthetic, and mystical aspects of Being.

Solovyov presented his understanding of mysticism in one of his earlier works
The Philosophical Foundations of the Wholeness of Knowledge. According to him,
the true reality has its own being which is independent from the actuality of the
external material being as well as from our mind. On the contrary, this absolute reality
makes the external world real and brings an ideal content into our thought. Therefore,
mysticism forms the third kind of cognition along with those of the empirical and the
ideatistic.®?' Truth cannot be found in the empirical content itself or in the logical
form of knowledge. “The knowledge of truth is the only one which coincides with the
will towards good and with the feeling of beauty.”®* However in relation to the
concept of omni-unity mysticism does not exist in isolation from other forms of
cognition, but is closely liked with them:

Mysticism being an absolute in its character is of the highest significance,
defining the supreme ground and the ultimate goal of philosophical
knowledge; empiricism in accordance with its nature serves as an external
basis and at the same time as a crucial application or fulfillment of the
highest elements; while ... the rational, a proper philosophical element,
being predominantly formal in its character, appears to be the intermediate
and the general connection of the whole system.®”

Because wholeness of knowledge is one of the trends in the philosophical
approach to reality, it can be achieved only through and in the course of the historical
development of humankind. Philosophy develops through such stages as 1) the
mystical, when all the elements, including the rational and the empirical, are
represented by common mystical form. 2) The stage which is characterized by the
separation of these three approaches into theology, abstract philosophy, and science.

3) The third stage presenting a free inner synthesis of these elements in what

2 Solovyov Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V.2, P. 191.
622 1y -
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Solovyov calls a “free theosophy.”®® The picture of this development clearly
demonstrates the dynamic character of Solovyov’s doctrine.

Turning to mysticism we have to deal with the recognition of the
unconditional principle and with the way which allows us to comprehend it. Solovyov
distinguishes between two types of unconditionality: the negative and the positive.
The former is the expression of the unsatisfactoriness by any pre-arranged content of
knowledge. Because of this unsatisfactoriness the latter unconditionality apypwurs
dialectically by demanding the wholeness of the content. It comes to the very core of
human being: does a man wish to consider himself to be a sole mechanism whose
behaviour is subordinated to the laws of necessity, or does he not wish to be the
singular event, the only fact of being? The very possibility of such a question is
already hinted at by the existence of something more, something greater than pure
mechanism. Solovyov answers:

The beginning of truth is the conviction that human personality is not only

negatively unconditional (this is just a fact), i.e. it cannot be satisfied by any

conventional and limited content, but a human personality can and desires to
reach a positive unconditionality, i.e. is eager to possess the complete content,

the wholeness of being, therefore this wholeness of being is not only a fantasy, a

subjective phantom, but a real powerful virtuality. Thus the belief in yourself, in

human personality is at the same time belief in God.5*

This is an example of Solovyov’s deduction of an ontological statement from its
epistemological basis. And additionally, the conviction in the righiness of a mystical
attitude to the world evidently presupposes this conclusion. We can desipher
Solovyov’s statement as follows. The very possibility to endeavour for truth, i.e. for
principle which is beyond appearance, the instant contents of our consciousness ‘here
and now’, by the mecaning of the word ‘truth’ cannot be based on particular ‘truths’
included in these contents. Therefore it presuppses something outside these truths.
However this ‘something’ cannot be a part of ‘givenness’, and so it comes from
another source which points to the anity of “1”, otherwise any particular content with
its particular truth is impossible. At the same time this “I” is empty if it does not relate
itself to the reality which is a) beyond the ‘givenness’ and b) presupposes the content

of this ‘givenness’. This is a reality which discloses itself through particular instant

“' Ibid. Pp. 194-195.
* Chteniya. P. 26.
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appearances, and this cannot be anything but a content which includes all actual
contents as its parts and through this provides the wholeness of Being.

This inner feeling of unconditionality is what we call “mysticism” and it is
easy to see that any contradiction between reason, rational ability and this mystical
feeling is impossible for Solovyov. The facts delivered by human consciousness and
the facts delivered by human psychology have objective meanings, because they bear
an imprint of the unconditional element. Significantly, Solovyov does not specially
demonstrate the wholeness of man, because he simply presupposes this wholeness to
be the essential and crucial pre-requisite of the very existence of human beings.

Solovyov carefully examines the concept of sobornost’ (although he normally
does not use Khomyakov’s word) He demonstrates the contradictoriness and
incompleteness of the empirical realism. He savs that “the unity of the physical
organism, i.e. piurality of elements, presents itself in the experience only as a link, as
a relation but not as a real unit.”®?® Moreover, “self-consciousness is only one of the

acts of the psychical lifs”**’

. And so, in this case the unconditional unity cannot be
observed either in the physical, or in the psychical life. A human being appears as the
collection of the infinite number of physical and psychical elements. If this is the case
we have to state that every human being as well as humankind is only an abstraction.
We should take into account that every physical and psychical element can be devided
further without any limit. The reality disappears. In order to avoid this conclusion we
have to recognize the reality of the ideal beings which disclose themselves in these
physical and psychical elements. And so when we talk about human being we talk
about the ideai human being which stands beyond these elements. Solovyov

concludes:

...All human elements create ... a complete, simultaneously universal and
individual organism... So when we talk about the eternity of humankind, it
implicitly implies the eternity of each particular individual, that comprises
humankind. Without this eternity the whole of humankind would be
illusory.623

The image of the eternal humankind, which is at the same time Sophia herself,
as the goal for all the endeavours towards whole knowledge was always extremely

important for Solovyov, He emphasized that the relationship between any particular

" Chieniya. P. 115,
** Chteniya. P. 116.
*® Chteniya. Pp. 118-119.
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individual and this ideal humankind was personal by nature. In the paper “August
Comte’s Jdea of Humankind”, delivered two years before his death, Solovyov
compared Comte’s “Grand Etre” with Sophia indicating its personal character: “It is
obvious that it is not a concept but an absolutely real being, and if not exactly
personal compared with an empirical human being, it is nonetheless impersonal.”®*
This approach demonstrates an additional feature of Solovyov’s mysticism: it is a
striving to establish a personal relationship with Sophia. And through this
relationship, coloured by aestheticism, the mystical approach allows the discovery of
the ultimate goal for human historical development.

Different aspects of Sophia are, for instance, manifested by iconography. In
his analysis Florenskii brings our attention to such Sophia’s features as indication
towards her cosmic power, towards her cosmocracy. Sophia is drawn as being
alienated from the everyday worries in favour of contemplation. However people
cannot live by abstractness and because of this they begin to seek for concrete images
and found them in the Embodied Word, the Virgin, the Trinity, the Church, the
‘Grand Etre’ (Comte). If we take these images és being exclusively abstract and
rational concepts they are obviously incompatible, but as soon as we take them as
metaphysical concepis (as a manifestation of being itself) we discover that they are
strongly linked with each other.®*® Thus, Sophia is the principle of unity, expressing
the intimate link of the cognition with the core of life.

The ethical aspect of sophiology, as we could see earlier, has been presented
by Solovyov in Lectures on God-Humankind. In his main book on ethics, Justification
of Good, Sophia is mentioned only once when Solovyov discusses the Buddhist
ethics: In the physical nature thinkers-poets recognized the manifestations of celestial
wisdom: thus, visible light of our world was for them the smile of Sophia,
remembering the unearthly shining of the abandoned Pleroma (the wholeness of the

absolute being).”**'

At the same time it is obvicus that the whole concept of this book
is the elaboration of the ideas presented eatlier in relation to Sophia. Various aspects
of the Sophianic ethics were explored by Lossky, Frank, Berdyayev, and other
philosophers. In this ethics the ultimate goal of human life is the union with the

wholeness of being. In order to make this possible there should be something which

“ Sochineniya v dviukh tomakh, V2. P. 575.
* Florenskii Stolp, P. 384-385.
! Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V. 1. P. 137,
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would fill the gap between God and the world, that is Sophia. The participation in the
wholeness of being is gained only through the creative life of every participant united
by love. Therefore, this creative life forms a part of the integral whole, in other words,
a part of life based on the principle of sobornost’. Only through participation in the
divine whole, that is through Sophia, the self-realization of an individual is possible.
This is by no means possible for an egoistic human being. Evil appears in the situation
wh.en an individual grounds himself in his isolation from other individuals, when he is
becoming a monad.

Selovyov is also an ardent supporter of the view that social life forms the basis
for the development of personality, including political relations, as well as other social
relations. He maintained this view though it seems to stand in obvious contradiction to
the emphasis on the individual salvation in Christian life. This is understandable only
if we take into account the Sophianic approach which rely on the unity contrasted to
isolation. For Solovyov, society is an added, expanded personality, and, vice versa,
personality is a compact, concise society. However, it is definitely an ideal. A
personality, being infinite, in the inner life is at the same time limited by actual
circumstances, therefore it can gain the complete unity with society only in the
infinite wholeness which is formed by the developing links between separated human
beings and general forms of life. Society provides personality with the inseparable
wholeness of common life.**> The shared life has been achieved to some extent in the
past, and the memory of this achievement is still kept through tradition; this life is
partly fulfilled in the present by social duties; in the collective consciousness it partly
predetermines a future through the social ideal. Taking this into consideration
Solovyov discriminates between tiree stages of human consciousness and ways aof
life: 1) clan life, belonging to the past yet remaining in the form of family life; 2) state
and national life which is predominant in the present; 3) all-human life as an ideal of
the future. From these premises it follows that society as a whole and its particular
institutions participate in moral life. The existence of social morality along with
personal morality is a point which distinguishes human society from animal groups.

Solovyov defines the norm of this morality as the following. There is a
question in relation to evil which has not been resolved satisfactorily: if the wholeness

of being, the omni-unity, God-Humankind, Sophia, is the only goal of human

62 Sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, V. 1. P. 295,
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endeavour, isolation remains basically unexplained. If isolation, egoism, is part of
being as such (which Solovyov assumes) there should be something outside being
which causes this isolation. Frank and Berdyayev in their efforts to resolve this
paradox turned to the mystical idea of Jacob B6hme about ungrund. This is a vague
yet unavoidable and extremely significant image-concept of the chasm between God
and Non-God. Berdyayev in this respect offers the idea of “uncreated freedom™, This
freedom causes evil, however God, ar He did not create this freedom, cannot be
responsible for what He has not createc. In order to explain this approach the Pseudo-
Dionysius Areopagites concept of God-Divine Darkness can and should be recalled.
However this will lead us too far from the topic.

Though this problem remains unresolved, the very approach to ethics which
takes into account the concept of Sophia uniting different aspects of individual and

social life seems valuable and beneficial.

In the subsequent paragraphs we will examine the essential details of
Solovyov’s doctrine through comparison with some of the most outstanding
philosophical doctrines presented by Western philosophers. This will allow us to
emphasize the specifics of the Russian national philosophical approach as it 1s
presented in this thesis. It should be clearly stipulated that this comparison is by no
means arranged to prove the advantage or superiority of Solovyov’s approach but to
demonstrate the essential differences which follow from the outlined premises.

We begin from the metaphysical aspect of sophiology. Being the intelligible

and at the same time sensible substance of the world Sophia forms what can be called
‘the given omni-unity’. We can compare it with Spinoza’s concept of divine substance
(God or Nature®™) which possesses an infinite number of attributes yet manifesting
itself for human beings in two attributes - extensive and intelligible. Individual minds
(or souls) and bodies are mere aspects of the divine substance. Therefore, freedom can
be attributed exclusively to God, but it is impossible by definition to presuppose that
it could be attributed to His aspects. Because of this the only possible freedom, which
can be defined as an intellectual love of God, is, therefore, the form of necessity: the
comprehended necessity. Spinoza, therefore, comes to an absolute detcrminism.

Though Spinoza thought that love of God should hold the chief place in the mind, the

6 . .
** The famous Spinoza’s expression.

I
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very nature of the relationship between God and His aspect allows exclusively one-
sided emotion: “He who loves God cannot endeavour that God should love him in
return.”®* By stating this Spinoza has excluded the personal relationship between
God and man and, moreover, he has actually excluded the very possibility of a
genuine religiosity based on love and fear, which makes this relationship so concrete
and peculiar, when it touches heart rather than mind. The wholeness of being
appearing in Spinoza’s works is not a unity as such (if we understand ‘unity’ through
the process of uniting,) but the unity of substance which manifests itself in different
aspects.

On the contrary, Solovyov’s omni-untty is the true unity of free personalities
endeavouring, through participating intellectually as well as sensitively and willfully
in Sophia, towards God. Sophia also manifests the female aspect of the universe. It is
a specific question about the relationship between Sophia and God - the Holy Ghost,
who is understood often as a female aspect of Trinity, the Bride of the Lamb,
complementary to a male aspect expressed by God-Logos. Later this feature of
Solovyov’s approach was efaborated by Florenskii .and particularly by Rozanov, who
presupposed the sexual difference as the beginning of any development.®® Sophia is
ofien associated with the Virgin. The dialectics of the female and male constituents
thus appear in the very nature of the universe. This is again impossible in Spinoza’s
system.

In order to avoid the limitations put by Spinoza’s absolute determinism
Leibniz originated a monadology which presented the Spinoza’s substance broken up
into the infinite number of the perfectly isolated monads. However in this case the
monads were unapproachable for each other - they “do not have windows” as it was
expressed by Leibniz - and the interrelations, therefore, did not play any role in their
inner development. There is again no true unity between the monads, because they are
united exclusively by God’s will. Their unity is based on the ‘pre-established
harmony” and there is no room for the genuine development. This is exactly the point
which distinguishes Solovyov’s doctrine from that of Leibniz. Filling the gap between

the divine and the material Sophia brings the actual possibility for the omni-unity to

63{ Quote from: B. Russell History of Western Philosophy, London, 1994. P. 558.
* For instance, in relation fo the calculus of infinitesimals as the possibility to
describe the flowing as such in: “Lyudi lunnogo sveta. Metafizika khristianstva”
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every and each participant of the world mystery. Frank presents this idea in the

following words:

If the world in itself does not carry the uitimate pravda™® of its own being,
and if pravda as such cannot be denied in relation to any reality, this means
that the being of the world is defined by super-world pravda — Pravda as

such.®’

This means that every participant shares a common essence with other
participants, otherwise the interaction is impossible, and each fulfils its own pravda.
This idea was elaborated further by N. Lossky. Though he does not use the word
“Sophia” in this respect, Lossky elaborated the doctrine in which every participant of
the act of cognition (it does not matter whether it is even a subject or an object)
should be considered as a ‘substantial activist’, an actual or potential personality.*®
There is an obvious similarity between a substantial activist and a monad, however
there are at the same time differences of principle. The most significant difference is
that monads are completely different while substantial activists in their essences are
the same. Every monad possesses the copy of the whole world provided by God and
behaves accordingly in relation to this copy while the world remains estranged from
it. On the contrary, the substantial activists sharing the same essence are intimately
linked with other activists and through this actually participate in the real world.
Every substantial activist possesses infinite amount of qualities which distinguish him
from the abstract ideas. The activists are concrete and ideal {non-material) at the same
time. Through the concepts of pravda and substantial activist Frank and Lossky
claborate the concept of sobornost’ of being. However in his approach to the
Unfathomable Frank mentions Solovyov only once. Solovyov’s name appears when
Frank characterizes Being as an ideal humanity when he presents Being in its
sophianic aspect. He states that the World

...1s potentially human, it is a potential humanity, because being grounded
in God it 1s also linked with man and even coincides with him. All the

(People of moonlight. The metaphysics of Christianity) // Uyedinennoye (Solitaria)
Moscow, 1998. P. 220.

® In the context of our research it is indicative that Frank is using the word ‘pravda’
in italics alluding to its ideal national meaning.

7 S.L.Frank “Nepostizhimoye” (Unfathomable) // Sochineniya (Works.) Moscow,
1990. P. 518.

538 N. Lossky Creative Activity, Evolution and Ideal Being. Prague, 1937. Also in:
Obshchedostupnoye vvedeniye v filosofiyu (The popular introduction to philosophy).
Frankfurt a. M., 1936.
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creation including myself in God and in front of God is becoming a
sympathetic inner unity. At the same time as a “world” Being here
coincides in its nature with what I experience as the last being of my ‘I,
all the creation is becoming the great sacred “we”, the “created” omni-
unity, which is altogether omni-unity-in-itself.8*°
Frank’s consideration of unity as being sympathetic reminds of the Stoic
concept of the world sympathy which presupposes the actual aftraction and interaction
between every part of Cosmos. At the same time this picture is opposite to the one
provided by Leibniz: the harmony is ‘in becoming’ and the ideal is to be reached,

rather than it is ‘pre-established’ and the development is a mere visibility.

Turning to the Sophianic epistemology we have to begin with the confirmation

that 1) Sophia is the pre-existing eternal thought about the world and each and every
being which is presented in our life; because of this Sophia unites metaphysics and
epistemology; 2) the infinite manifests itself in every act of reasoning.

The manifestation of the infinite in the finite being has been elaborated in
details particularly by Frank and Lossky, though in different directions and
independently from each other, and what is the most interesting, from Solovyov
himself. However it can be demonstrated that their research follows the same
direction which has led Solovyov to the image and concept of Sophia. The very
possibility of making any positive statement is based on the assumption (conscious or
unconscious) of the existence of the relationship between positive and negative which
in its turn involves the relationship between finite and infinite, between being and
nothing.

It is also implied by Solovyov’s approach that laws of nature are discovered
rather than invented. However truth in this case is not the truth of the syllogistic logic,
it is pravda being at the same time truth, justice, beauty, and good. This follows from
the concept of Sophia in which all these qualities are presented reflecting the essence
of divinity. Truth-pravda certainly cannot be cognized by reason alone, but by the
whole personality of the subject of cognition. This means that epistemology cannot be
based on such isolated abilities as reasoning or sensation, but rather on all the abilities
of human being. However the uniting ability is the ability to penetrate directly into

being as such, and, therefore, cognition is based primarily on intuition (Khomyakov,

*¥ Frank “Nepostizhimoye”, P. 527-528.
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in order to present this approach, used the word ‘belief’ in the wide sense of the
word).

Through intuition any object, even being a part of the external world, is given
to the consciousness of the subject in its authentic form. The very possibility of this
can be understood only in case that the world is an organic whole, rather than a set of
monads impenetrable for each other. Thus, everything is united in Being and every act
of cognition presents an aspect of this higher unity.

We can compare this approach with the so-called “causal theory” of cognition
presented widely in the Western tradition and elaborated by Locke and others.
According to this theory every person begins cognition from his peculiar
psychological image of an object formed by the act of perception. This psychological
image along with other images of the same kind allows to form the generic image of
the object which in its turn can be presented by concept. This concept linked with
other concepts leads to more and more general concepts, ultimately to the concept of
Being. The allegedly insurmountable problem arises: how is it possible to compare
these images and concepts if they are rooted in individual consciousness? No one
possesses an ability to compare these concepts, as possessed by different people,
because no one possesses an ability to reflect on them from outside. In order to be
consistent we have to assume that images and concepts formed by different human
beings are incomparable and, therefore, there is no such thing as a cognition
belonging to the whole humanity, but rather separated individual cognitions. Berkeley
pointed out this difficulty and tried to avoid it stating that everything ultimately
existed in God’s perception. However this conclusion is undermined from the very
beginning by the postulate that the only given to us is our individual consciousness,
and, therefore, the existence of the external world cannot be proved at all. If God is a
part of every internal world, an object as such is presented in an individual mind from
the beginning; on the other hand, if God 1s an external being, in accordance with the
postulated approach He cannot penetrate the individual image, and, therefore, remains
estranged from the act of perception and cognition.

On the contrary, the intuitive approach based on the presupposition of the
omni-unity assumes that the object, though presented differently in different
individuals, remains the same object, forming a part of Being as such. This means that
every act of perception is an act overcoming the isolation of an individual being

because of the fact that all individual beings are the one in their essence. This allows
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the objects of the external world to penetrate this isolation and exhibit itself to human
beings. At the same time the very possibility of this penetration is again based on the
unity of Being and affinity of everything in the world. In other words, it is based on

the presumption of the Sophianic manifestation.

If we take into account the history of Russian philosophical development in
the XIX"™ century and, in particular, its apparent dependence on the German
philosophy which has found its climax in the Hegel’s all-embracing doctrine it seems
useful to conclude this chapter with the comparison between Hegel and Solovyov.

Hegel presented the whole world as a develbping Absolute Idea (thesis) being
the substance of the development of Nature {anti-thesis) as well as the substance of
the Subjective Spirit (synthesis) comprehending the Absolute Idea through Nature. On
this basis Hegel has overcome the dualism of the matter and mind. There is an
essential similarity between Hegel’s absolute concept revealing itself in nature and
cognition and the concept of Sophia: they both manifest the unity of the world; they
both expose themselves in two aspects, potential and actual; they both provide the
wortd with the goal which is the actual integrity of all the elements. In the famous
chapter of the Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel argues that self-consciousness can only
be based on the recognition of another consciousness, another ego, and acquires its
identity e¢xclusively through this recognition. This is exactly what differentiates his
doctrine from monadology. State is regarded by Hegel as the goal in itself which is
reached through the freedom of personalities in their unity. The Absolute Idea
expresses itself in the history of humankind, and this approach allowed Hegel to
construct one of the most consistent pictures of historical development. The same can
be said about the history of philosophy, which, and this is a fact of great importance,
included some Fathers of Church among commonly recognized philosophers. Also
Hegel presented one of the most significant works in aesthetics. Solovyov thought
that the most significant of Hegel’s achievements was “the establishment of true and
fruitful concepts of process and development in history as the consecutive
manifestation of an ideal content”.**® And this formula is close to the concept of
Sophia, which is an ideal content of the development of the world and humankind.

Solovyov also valued Hegel’s idea of the unity of finite and infinite.

"0y, Solovyov “Hegel” // Complete Works, V. 10, St. Petersburg, 1907. P. 319.
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However the analysis discloses the principal difference between two
philosophers. Following his approach Hegel presents Nature and History not as the
balanced integrity of autonomous and self-developing participants but rather as the
pure manifestation of the concepts of the Absolute Idea. The Absolute Idea not only
forms the ideal content which is revealed through Nature and History but it can reach
its perfection exclusively through this manifestation. In ozder to fulfil and complete
the process of self-development it requircs the existence of Nature and appearance of
human being. In this process of becoming the Conditional is disclosed as the
Absolute, and, vice versa, the Absolute is disclosed as the Conditional. This limitation
of the Absolute finds its expression in the central contradiction of Hegel’s system: the
contradiction between the infinite process of development and the actual completion
of this process in time and space. The balance between the Absolute and the
Conditional is violated in favour of the latter. Because of this Hegel presents Nature
as well as human society not only being a manifestation but also as a completion of
the Absolute Idea, and in doing this he thinks that he has found the perfect formula for
their description. The ideal State, for instance, being an embodiment of human
freedom, finds itself in the contemporary Prussia, and no further development is
possible. It should also be mentioned that for the same reason Hegel’s doctrine
presented in his Philosophy of Nature became unacceptable for scientists.

Solovyov in his turn thinks that an Absolute which is the Trinity cannot find
its complete manifestation in nature and/or in history and it always remains
transcendent to the world. This approach outlines Sophia’s position in between God
and Nature, infinite and finite. Every being participates in Sophia and at the same time
possesses its own freedom which allows and defines its development as an
independent participant of the actual world’s unity. The accent in this case is done on
the inner freedom of self-realization through actual interaction with other participants.
Thus, the difference between Solovyov and Hegel can be understood using the
following model: we can take human “[” as compl‘etely coincided with the particular
states of human consciousness and therefore is dissolved in these states (Hegel’s
case); or we can take human “I” as retaining self-identity through these states, and so
in this case being included in every particular state it is beyond this state at the same
time (Solovyov’s case). In the first case the unity of “I” is provided from outside
through the fulfiliment of an external logic which is dialectically transformed into

internal. The “I” of every particular state becomes a necessary participant of this
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logical process. In the second case the unity of “I” is provided by its self-identity and
the unity is provided by the interrelaion of self-sufficient “1”-s and by their unity with
! the Absolute. The unity provided by the Absolute Idea is replaced by the omni-unity
of independent participants united in their actual relationship and through Sophia by
their actual relation to the Absolute. Solovyov highlights the difference hetween
i earthly and heavenly Sophia while such differeﬁce in Hegel’s Absolute Idea is

impossible. The history of humankind remains the genuine history rather than the
exposition and completion of a pre-established content.

According to Solovyov’s understanding of mysticism Hegel’s philosophy is

mystical in a sense that the world is a manifestation of an Absolute Idea. This means
that we cannot disclose anything else but this Idea in any given fragment of reality.

However this idea is considered to be purely rational and it is possible in principle to

obtain the complete knowledge of the whole of Being. This possibility demystifies
Hegel’s approach: there is nothing in reality but an Absolute Idea which can be
comprehended in its entirety.

Probably the closest affinity between Solovyov and Hegel can be found in
aesthetics. According to Hege! Beauty in nature and in art is an expression of an
Absolute 1dea, congenial to the demonstration of spiritual freedom. The actual works

of art at the same time manifest this Idea and possess independent self-sufficient value

in themselves. This image is very close to that of Solovyov namely because the accent _
is done on the self-sufficiency of the work of art rather than on the dialestical %
iransition from one concept to another. 3

Thus, the concepts of omni-unity and soborrost’ which found its particulur

expression in the image of Sophia represent the core of Solovyov’s, and through him, f
the Russian national approach to philosophizing emphasizing its specifics compared g
with the Western philosophical doctrines. ;
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Conclusion

The main hypothesis of this thesis was formulated as the following: Russtan
phjloso;:;hy in the unique form in which it appeared in the second half of the XIX™
century is based on the concepts and approaches elaborated and manifested in
Muscovite Russia by the second half of the XVI™ century. This hypothesis appears to
be plausible and allows to explain the specific features of Russian philosophizing
which distinguish it form Western models.

Over the centuries pravda gradually relinquished its meaning of righteous
legal relations to zakon. At the same time pravda was joined with the Christian
concept of a merciful God and through this secured a position beyond zakon. In the
course of this development pravda moved close to the concept of sver (‘light’ and
‘world’) acquiring the significance and image of the supreme ethical and aesthetic
value. The value of pravda predetermined a strong anti-state feeling and a cultural
preference for the unity of personalities compared with the unity of citizens. Through
this development pravda became very close to the concept of volya. Volya in Russian
concclousness means freedom from any sort of dependency and responsibility. It is
also essential that volya bears the meaning of unrestricted inner freedom, freedom of
soul, and through this the social connotations of the word were linked with individual
connotation. From the old times volya was associated with mir {*community’ and
‘peace’} and through this association it expressed united collective consciousness as
opposed to a bondage brought about by political relations. Being allied with God’s
pravda, volya bypassed the legal relations and forrmed a direct link with the supreme
secular power represented by the tsar. The specifics of this relation lies in its personal
rather than its legal nature. This relation between people and sovereign is based on
feeling rather than on reason, and because of this the heart, symbolizing love, as
opposed to the mind, comes to the fore.

Being proserved for two centuries particularly among peasants the outlined
concepts and values became the source for the search of national identity and
correspending reflection at a time when the great Russian literature was intensively
developing. In the XIX™ century the refined concepts linked with pravda and volya
found their expression in the works of writers, poets, and thinkers. This expression

allowed the thinkers of the second quarter of the XIX™ century, the Slavophiles in
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particular, to occupy the specific position of reflection and to formulate the concepts
of wholeness and sobornost’. Their rigorous search for national identity resulted from
the painfui social problem of the abolition of seri;dom which was taken not only in
pblitical but also iu a strong ethical sense. The Slavophile approach linked these
concepts with the crucial issues of Russian history and current life. In their turn
Solovyov and other outstanding Russian thinkers following this line of intellectual
development created a particular philosophical tradition where metaphysical,
epistemological, and ethical concepts found their distinctive features. Their doctrines,
Solovyov's in particular, unite historicism, aestheticism, and mysticism included in
one system of coordinates inseparable from each other. The example of this kind of
philosophizing can be found in the singular concept of Sophia which represents the
ardent striving towards the concrete living knowledge. The aim was to provide not
merely intellectual satisfaction but aliows humankind to participate in God’s goals.
This participation in its tum is regarded by Russian philosophical tradition as both a

moral activity and a moral obligation.
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