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AUTHOR’S PREFACE
TO THE RUSSIAN EDITION

with the publication of the present work, upon which I have

been occupied for many years.

It has long been my aim to write a history of Russian philosophy.
I began gathering material for such a history in 1910, continuing
this work after I moved to Western Europe. The lectures in the
history of Russian philosophy which I gave on seyeral occasions to
the senior class of the Theological Institute in Paris were especially
important to me in this connection. These lectures gave me
numerous opportunities to verify the basic conception which had
taken shape during my studies. Ifi the process of preparing this
book for publication I have once more studied all of the source

material that was available to me carefully; and these detailed and
painstaking studies have further reinforced my basic point of view
with respect to the development of Russian philosophic thought.

Certain readers may criticize me because I do not simply ex-
pound and analyse the theoretical constructions of Russian
philosophers but also relate these constructions to the general
conditions of Russian life. However, this is the anly valid procedure
for an historian, especially an historian of philosophic thought.
Russian philosophy, despite its unquestionable connection with,
and even dependence upon, Western European thought, has
produced original theoretical constructions, and these construc-
tions have been related to the needs and conditions of Russian life
as well as to the logic of ideas. I have attempted in this book to
exhibit the internal unity and dialectical connectedness in the
development of Russian philosophy—to the extent that I have
been able to discover such unity and connectedness—with the
greatest possible objectivity.

I am profoundly grateful to the Y.M.C.A. Press of Paris for
baving undertaken the publication of my book.

V. ZENKOVSKY
Paris, Fune 1948

I FEEL that a few prefatory remarks are called for in connection






AUTHOR’S PREFACE
TO THE ENGLISH EDITION

and I hope that it may contribute to a better understanding of

the Russian spirit and of Russian intellectual and spiritual
searchings. My book was written primarily for Russian readers; it
thus presupposes a certain acquaintance with Russian creative
work and Russian culture generally. But I venture to hope that,
thanks to the skill of the translator, it will prove accessible in its
present form to my English and American réeaders.

V. ZENKOVSKY

IM& highly gratified by the appearance of my book in English,

Paris, August 1952






TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

use of English readers to omit bibliographical references to

primary or secondary works which are available only in
Russian. Consequently, only works available in either Englmh
French, or German have been included. Readers interested in
Russian sources are referred to the original Russian edition of the
present work (two volumes, Paris, 1948, 1950).

Translated titles of works published in Russian are printed in
Roman type, e.g. Chernyshevski, The Anthropological Principle
in Philosophy. Italics are used only where the title is given in a
language in which the work in question has been published, e.g.
Solovyov, La Critigus des principes abstrasts, Lenin, Materialism
and Empiriocriticism. Russian names and titles are reproduced
according to the transliteration system shown in the table on
P 925.

In general, Christian names are given in their English equivalent
rather than simply transliterated, e.g. Peter rather than Pyotr,
Theodore rather than Fyodor. Exceptions are made in the case
of one or two Russian thinkers whose names have become well
known to English readers in the Russian form, e.g. Fyodor
Dostoyevsky, Nikolai Gogol.

Square brackets are used (sparingly) in the text to enclose
material added by the translator; they are used within quotations
to enclose material added by the author.

This translation has been made from the original Russian text
as revised by the author to include a number of additions and
corrections. Thus, in the case of discrepancies between the Russian
and this English edition, the latter is to be regarded as authorita-
tive.

To avoid possible misunderstanding I should like to make it
clear that, while I hold Professor Zenkovsky in the highest esteem
as a scholar and historian, I do not share his theological or
metaphysical views. 1 have undertaken the arduous task of
making his monumental work available to an English-speaking

I'r has seemed most convenient in preparing this book for the



X TRANSLATOR’S NOTR

public because, quite simply, I believe it to b¢ the most com-~
plete and readable as well as the fairest and most reliable
history of Russian philosophy that has appeared to date in any
language.

GEORGE L. KLINE
Orangeburg, New York, Seplember 1952
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INTRODUCTION

I. THE SGOFE OF THIS BOOK

HE aim of this book is to acquaint the reader with the

history of Russian philosophy, including all relevant

material and exhibiting its inner dialectical connectedness
and historical continuity. There are many works in our literature
devoted to individual Russian thinkers or to tendencies in Russian
thought, but there is as yet no history of Russian philosophy, in its
full scope, in the Russian language. The present book is intended
to fill this gap and at the same time to provide a reliable guide to
the study of Russian thought.

2, HISTORICAL CONDITIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PHILOSOPHY IN RUSSIA

Independent creative work in the field of philosophy, or rather,
the first germs of such work, did not appear in Russia until the
second half of the eighteenth century. The nineteenth century
inangurated a period of intensive, rapidly growing philosophic
activity, which was to define the career of philosophy in Russia.
However, it would he a serious error to conclude that, before the
first half of the eighteenth century, philosophic needs were alien
to the Russian mind. In fact, they appeared quite frequently; but,
with rare and insignificant exceptions, they found their resolution
in a religious world-view. In this respect Russian culture up to the
second half of the eighteenth century was very close to that of the
Middle Ages in the West, with its basic religious orientation. The
birth of philosophy, as a free and independent form of intellectual
creativity, from the womb of a religious world-view is a general
fact in the history of philosophy (it was thus in India, Greece, and
medieval Europe). The religious ¢onsciousness, if it fecundates all
of the mind’s energies, inevitably generates philosophic creative-
ness. It is not the case that philosophic thought is always and
everywhere born from doubt. To a much greater extent philosophic
thought is set in motion by primitive intuitions which, although
HRP. F—I - 1



2 INTRODUCGTION

rooted in a religious world-view, carry their own specific motiva-
tions and inspirations But the essential point is that philosophic
thought grows only in conditions of free inquiry—and inner
freedom 1s here no less important than external freedom.

In Western Europe these two sources of philosophic creativity
were supplemented by an enormous philosophic heritage from the
ancient world. The West naturally considercd itsell an Aewr of
ancient philosophy, connected 1o it by living bonds—especially
since Latin was the language of the Church. This put at the dis-
posal of the early Middle Ages a finished philosophic terminology
(although, on. the other hand, this terminology was often a source
of philosophic error).

We find an entirely different situation in Russia: when philo-
sophic thought began to awaken there, it found an intense and
active phulosophic life already present in the West, Not only a rich
past but also a vital philosophic present stood before Russian minds
in such strength and abundance that it repressed and hampered
philosophic interests ai the same time that it aroused them.
Enormous efforts were required to combine in oneself the necessary
scholarship with free creative activity.

As a result, the combination of these three elements of philo-
sophic creativity was different in Russia and in the West. On the
one hand, Rusgsian thought remained at all times connected with
its own religious elementality, its own religious soil; this was, and
i3, the chief root of its specific quality, but also of various complica-
tions in the development of Russian philosophic thought. On the
other hand, freedom was always dear to the Russian mind: almost
always it was the state rather than the Church which introduced
oppressive censorship in Russia—and, if oppressive tendencies
arose within the Church which gained great strength because of
the pressure of the state, the spirit of freedom was never extin-
guished in the ecclesiastical consciousness. Both of the factors
necessary for philosophic creativity (a religious world-view and
intellectual freedom) were present in Russia when, after suffering
the Tartar yoke and passing through the ‘time of unrest’ at the
beginning of the seventeenth century, Russia started on a path of
independent cultural activity. But the third factor—the presence
of a rich and creative philosophic life in the West—had a negative
28 well as a positive significance. On the one hand, in uniting
themselves to the philosophic culture of the West, Russians seemed
to block their own ascent to the heights of philosophic thought,
and rapidly lost themselves in the complex philosophic problems
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of the time, In this respect, it is amazing how rapidly Russian
scientists reached the heights of contemporary culture (Lomonosov
in the middle of the eighteenth century, Lobachevski in the early
nineteenth century, and many others). But, in philosophy,
original creative work was very much hindered in Russia by what
Russians found in the West. Whole generations were captured by
the West, following its creation and quesis with warmth and
passion. In general, Russia answered with a living echo to what-
ever took place in the West. It was in the sphere of literature that
the strength of its own genius first appeared. After several decades
of imitation of the West, after Derzhavin and Zhukovski, came
Pushkin, in whom Russian creativity found its own path—not
alienating itself from the West, indeed, responding to the life of
the West, but freely embracing the elemental depths of the
Russian spirit. Other forms of art followed after literature (the
theatre, painting, and, later, music), and soon philosophy teo found
its career in Russia—also without alienating itself from the West,
indeed, learning constantly and diligently from the West, but at
the same time living by its own inspirations, its own problems.
The nineteenth century revealed philosophic talent among
Russians. Russia entered on the path of independent philosophic
thought.

3. THE CONCEPT OF PHILOQSOPHY IN GENERAL

We must consider here a misunderstanding which is frequently
found in modern histories of philosophy and which may have very
unfavourahle consequences for the study of philosophy in Russia,
I have in mind the opinion which holds that theory of knowledge is
an indispensable and basic part of philosophy. This opinion has
become especially strong in the history of philosophy since Kant,
and it has frequently been said that where there is no theory of
knowledge there is no philosophy. Of course, no one to-day would
deny the paramount importance of theory of knowledge for
philosophy—in fact, all of modern philosophy in the West moves
under this sign. However, such dectsive importance should not be
attached to theory of knowledge in determining what is and is
not philosophy. It is sufficient to recall two geniuses who stood on
the threshold of modern philosophy in the West—Giordano Bruno
and Jakob Bohme—to recognize that it is not merely the presence
of a theory of knowledge which guarantees the philosophic
character of thought. Sometimes metaphysics is put forward
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instead of theory of knowledge as a necessary pait of philosophy,
and yet such decisive significance should not be ascribed to it
cither. Philosophy has not one but several roots, and this is pre-
cisely what determines its uniqueness. Philosophy is present where-
ever there is an atlempt to unyfy the spiritual life by rational means,
Various forms of experience (not only sensory—external, psychic,
social—but also nonsensory—moral, aesthetic, religious) set
problems for our thought and demand their solution by rational
means. These solutions may be present at the level of intuitive
insight; but philosophy, although it is set in motion and nourished
by intuitions, arises only where rational energies are operative in
clarifying intuitions. Philosophy cannot be ‘prophetic’; that is a
misuse of the term ‘Prophetic’ writings may have greatimportance
for philosophy; they may open up new eras. But philosophy does
not prophesy, it convinces. It seeks forms of rationality and ‘con-
vincing grounds’ (at the level of the logos) not only for the hearer
or reader but for itself. Experience itself, in all its diversity, and
the description of experience do not make up philosophy—experience
only sets problems for the philosophizing consciousness; philo-
sophic creativity merely iakes its depariure from experience. And,
of course, this creative activity is itself a problem, Thus with logical
inevitability the critical analysis of knowledge, of its means and
possibilities, is generated.

It is extremely important to noie that philosophic creativity
always moves toward the building of systems. This is the ‘level of
the lIogos’, where everything which is born in the depths of spirit,
which arises without asking leave of anyone, must be ‘made to fit
into a system, to find its place in it. In this (psychological) sense
philosophic creativity is ‘monistic’. But, of course, the point is not
whether the system is consiructed from a single basic proposition,
or from many, but whether ‘systematic form’ is given to the whole
content of spiritual life. If philosophic creativity does not always
achieve system, it nevertheless always moves toward it.

4. GENERAL FEATURES OF RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

These considerations are essential for us when we turn to the study
of Russian philosophy and particularly to its Aistorical investiga-
tion. Students of Russian philosophy have often seen an essential
deficiency in its relatively slight interest in questions of theory of
knowledge; this charge, as we shall see presently, is unfounded,
But, even if the situation were such as certain historians character-
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ize it, are we to conclude that an undevelgped interest in theory
of knowledge is a sign of philosophic immaturity? As we have
already indicated, there are definitely no grounds for this: theory
of knowledge is not the central philosophic discipline. It may be
deliberately placed at the centre of philosophy and taken as a
pomt of departure (as has been the case in Western Europe during
the last two centuries), but careful historical research shows that
in almost all philosophers primitive intuifions operate at the heart of
creative activity—these, and not theory of knowledge, determine
the course of their thought, the logic of their theoretical construc-
tions. I do not mean to belittle the importance of theory of know-
ledge, nor its enormous influence on the critical spirit which,
especially since Kant, has reigned in philosophy. Nevertheless,
theory of knowledge has a negative, not a positive, significance—it
merely frees us from philosophic nawveté, from an uncritical
transfer of generalizations or theoretical constructions from one
field of philosophy to another. I mention this here not in order to
polemicize with the adherents of ‘epistemologism’—but in the
name of historical sobriety and justice. Who would deny the
fundamental! importance of moral themes in Fichte during all
periods of his philosophic activity—despite his painstaking work
on the theoretical constructions of pure transcendentalism? And
Fichte was in fact occupied with the construction of a theory of
knowledge which would be free from the contradictions of Kant’s
system| Another example: are we to deny Kierkegaard the title
of philosopher? Are we to consider Nietzsche merely a writer on
social and political themes?

In Russian philosophy—so far as one can judge from its century
and a half of development—there are certain specific character-
istics which in general relegate theory of knowledge to a secondary
place. With the exception of a small group of orthodox Kantians,
Russian philosophers have tendedin the solution of epistemological
problems to ontologism, i.e. the recognition that cognition is not
the primary and defining principle in man. In other words, know-
ing 15 recognized as only a part and function of our activity in the
world; it is a certain event in the life-process, and thus its meaning,
its tasks, and its possibilities are determined by our general relation
to the world. This need not be interpreted in the spirit of that
primitive pragmatism which was expressed with such seductive
naiveté by William James. As we shall see presently, the ‘ontolo-
gism’ of Russian philosophic thought has a different meaning.
Anticipating our future analysis, we may say briefly that Russian
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ontologism expresses not the priority of ‘reality’ to knowledge,
but the inclusion of knowledge in our relaticnship to the world,
our ‘activity’ in it.

5. THE ANTHROPOCENTRISM OF RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

I have touched on the question of the ontologism of Russian
philosophy only in order to show the groundlessness of the opinion
which holds that Russian philosophy has not yct attained maturity,
because questions of theory of knowledge have not been suffi-
ciently elaborated by Russian philosophers. However, I do not
mean to assert that ‘ontologism’ is a characteristic feature of
Russian thought (although many writers have held this). If I were
to offer a general characterization of Russian philosophy-—which,
of course, cannot pretend to precision or completeness-—~I should
cmphasize the anthropocenirem of Russian philosophic thought.
Russian philosophy is not theoseniric (although many of its repre-
sentatives have been deeply and cssentially religious); it iy not
cosmocéntric (although problems of nature-philosophy very early
attracted the attention of Russian philosophers)—it is above all
occupied with the theme of man, his fate and career, the meaning
and purposeof history. Thisisespecially evidentinthe predominance
of a moral orientation, even in abstract problems. This is one of
the most active and creative sources of Russian philosophy; the
‘panmoralism’ which Leo Tolstoy espressed with such extra-
ordinary force in his philosophic writings may be found, subject to
certain limitations, in almost all Russian thinkers—even in those
who have not written on specifically moral problems (for examiple,
Kireyevski). This moral orientation also includes an intense
interest in social problems, but it is revealed most clearly in the
extraordinary and decisive attention which is given to problems
of histortosophy.! Russian thought is historiosophical through and
through; it is concerned constantly with questions of the ‘meaning’
of history, the end of history, etc. The eschatological conceptions
of the sixteenth century were echoed in the utopias of the nine-
teenth century and in the historiosophical reflections of the most

t. This word (which translates the Rusmian dstoriosgfiva, modelled on the
German Historissophis) is somewbat awkward in English, although it has been
current in German plulosophic literature since Hegel, It means ‘philcsophy of
history',andwnnotesaHegdianﬁewofthehismimlpmmasmgmicmd
rational. ‘Historiosophy’ and *historiosophical’, both of which ocour frequently

in this work, are compact and convenient terms, which it seema undesirable to
paraphrase. Trans,
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diverse thinkers. This cxtraordinary, one might say excessive,
attention to the philosophy of history is not, of course, accidental
and is clearly rooted in those spiritual orientations which derive
from the Russian past, from the national peculiarities of the
‘Russian soul’. This circumstance was not especially favourable to
the development of ‘pure’ philosophy in Russia; an interest in
problems of the philosophy of history involves a thinker in ex-
tremely complex, intricate, and difficult material. On the other
hand, the so-called ‘subjective method’ (a term which was adopted
by a school of Russian historiosophy headed by N. K., Mikhailov-
ski—see Ch. XII) operates most easily in h:stonosophy A valua-
tional element is introduced into the analysis of historical reality.

Unless one is extremely careful, a kind of internal censorship
intrudes upon philosophic creativity, rejecting whatever is con-
sidered ‘dangerous’ in the practical sphere or might 4ustify’ a
given harmful trend in social life, This inner censorship, of course,
obstructs free philosophic inquiry and brings about a most danger-
ous accommodation of theory to the ‘needs of the day’. Throughout
the whole period of philosophic activity in Russia—from its be-
ginnings in the late eighteenth century to our own day—this
danger has often made itself felt. But it would be superficial to
dismiss this ‘accommodation’ to contemporary issues—an accom-
modation unworthy of philosophy—without noting its deeper
aspect. The anthropocentrism of thought has a profound motiva-
tion—the impossibility of ‘separating’ the theoretical and practical
spheres. This was very well expressed by N. K. Mikhailovski when
he called attention to the uniqueness of the Russian word ‘pravda’.
‘BEvery time the word “prasda” comes into my mind,’ he wrote, ‘T
cannot hclp admiring its astonishing inner beauty . . .; only in
Rugsian, it seems, are “truth” and *Gustice” designated by the
same word, fusing as it were into one great whole. “Pravda”—in
this vast meaning of the word—has always been the goal of my
searchings. . ..” The inseparability of theory and practice, of ab-
stract thought and life—in other words, the ideal of ‘wholeness’—
is one of the chief inspirations of Russian philosophic thought.
Russian philosophers, with rare exceptions, have sought wholeness,
a synthetic unity of all aspects of reality and all impulses of the
human, spirit. And in historical being—more than in the study of
nature or in the pure concepts of abstract thought—‘wholeness’ is
an indispensable byword. The anthropocentrism of Russian philo-
sophy constantly impels it toward the discovery of wholeness,
both as actually given and as ideally envisioned.
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6. THE INDEPENDENCE OF RUSSIAN PHILUSOPHY

Russian philosophy has more than once been charged with a lack
of ‘originality’.! ‘Everything that Russia contributed in philo-
sophy,” writes one historian of Russian philosophy, ‘was born
either from direct imitation or unconscious subjugation to foreign
influences, or from an eclectic striving to fuse several forcign ideas
into a single whole.’ 2 If this charge were true, it would of course
be impossible to speak seriously of ‘Russian philosophy’, and it
would be pointless to investigate its history, In the cultural history
of 2ll peoples there are always works marked by imitation or
foreigm influences; however, they are mentioned in scholarly studies
only so that history’s dark pages may not be forgotten. The charge
that Russian philosophy lacks originality, unless it is made simply
for rhetorical purposes, rests on deliberate malevolence toward
Russian thought, a deliberate wish to degrade it. I am not going
to refute this charge—this whole book should prove the ground-
lessness of such a judgment. Nevertheless, T consider it necessary
in this introductory chapter to clear up certain misunderstandings
which, although not in such an acute form as the charges above
quoted, do appear among students of Russian thought, especially
those who first studied the subject.

I do not propose to treat of what has been written in Russia in
mere ‘imitation of the West’; student exercises are not worth dis-
cussing. Nor do I propose to consider the alleged ‘eclecticism’ of
Russian thinkers. This charge indicates a complete misunderstand-
ing of the gynthelic intentions of Russian thinkers: unsuccessful or
incomplete attempts at synthesis may appear as eclecticism to 2
superficial observer. I shall put all this aside, and treat only the
question of the ‘influences’ of Western philosophers on Russian
thought.

The concept ‘influence’ may be applied only where there is at
least some measure of independence and orygimality; unless this is
present one cannot speak of influence: it is impossible to influence
a vacuum. Therefore, historians study the influences on those
thinkers who are distinguished by their independence: thus, a
study of Aristotle makes it possible to establish that his own theories

1, Thas point of view is expressed very sharply by B. V. Jakovenko, who has
written, 2 large book on the history of Russian philosophy [pubhshed only in
*Czech; Prague, 1938).
2. Jakovenko, Ocherki russkor filorofi [Outlines of Russian Philosophy], Berlin,
1922, P. 5.
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grew out of his discussions with Plato. Historians attempt to find a
link with medicval philosophy in Descartes’s basic propositions,
which were the beginning of the idealistic tendencies of the modern
period. In Boutroux’s original theories they see the influence of
Comte, etc.

Even where a ‘school’ grows up around a great thinker, it is not
possible to resolve the work of this school completely into the
‘influence’ of the founder of the school. The Academy after Plato,
which went through several periods of development, is a good
example of this. ‘Academic scepticism’, although it deviated from
Plato’s basic teaching, remained essentially true to it. However,
one must not confuse the concepts ‘Platonism’ and ‘school of Plato’;
the philosophy of Plotinus may be included in the school of Plato
merely by using the new term ‘Neo-Platonism’, but patristic
Platonism, enriched and creatively transformed by Christian dog-
matics, cannot be fitted into the concept of the ‘“school of Plato’,
Similaxly, the extraordinary closeness of Thomas Aquinas to Axis-
totle’s philosophy does not give us the right to include Thomism in
the ‘school of Aristotle’. To take an example from modern philo-
sophy, the whole Marburg school (Cohen, Natorp, e al.), and
Rackert’s trend, may be included in the ‘school of Kant’ (as ten-
dencies in “Neo-Kantianism’). But Schelling and especially Hegel
are not in any case to be included in the “school of Kant’, despite
the rooting of their transcendental idealism in Kant’s philosophy.

All of this complicates the question of ‘influence’. There are
various degrees, various levels of influence; but none of them ex-
cludes independence or originality; all of them infalhbly prasuppose
it. Epicurus cannot be historically separated from Democritus,
Spinoza from Descartes, Fichte from Kant; but who can doubt
their independence and originality? Originality, in the strict sense
—as complete novelty of ideas—is so rare in the history of philo-
sophy that, if only ‘original’ theories were studied, the history of
philosophy could be written in eight or ten paragraphs. But in real
historical life ‘interdependence’, the combining of influences, and
the effect of the entire philosophic culture of a given period on
individual thinkers, are so strong that the significance and his-
torical effectiveness of given thinkers are not annulled or reduced
by the fact that they are subject to various influences. The whole
question is: whether to regard a given thinker as simply a *writer’
on philosophic themes, who reproduces the results of others, or a
real thinker, i.e. one who thinks for himself and does not merely
select from the works of other authors. Of course, there are always
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doubtful cases: to one historian a given philosopher may appear
‘sufficiently’ independent to be called a philosopher; for another
the same writer may not deserve ihe title of philosopher. In Rus-
sian philosophy there is a striking example of such a divergence of
opinion—1I have in mind Belinski (see Ch. VIII), No one disputes
his literary talent; but his place in the history of Russian philosophy,
in the opinion of many historians, is only that of a ‘popularizer’ of
the philosophic tendencies of his time in Russia, Others consider
him a genuine philosopher.

All of these considerations have special application to the history
of Russian philosophy. We have already mentioned that Russian
thinkers were for many decades ‘students’, in the true sense, of
Western philosophers, and that it was not without effort and even
torment that they cleared their own path for philosophic work.
Therefore the history of Russian philosophy is much concerned
with the ‘influences’ of Western philosophy. Despite this, Russian
thinkers began early to clear their own path (not always bringing
their projects to completion), and thus dialectically prepared for
the appearance in a later period of original philosophic systems.
This means, of course, that there is dialectical and historical unity in
Russian philosophic thought; and, by the same token, it provides
ample evidence of its independence and hence originality.

Certain historians prefer to speak not of ‘Russian philosophy’
but of ‘philosophy in Russia’, meaning by this to emphasize that
there is nothing ‘specifically Russian’ in Russian philosophic
theories, that Russian philosophy has not yet become national,
i.e. has not succeeded in revealing or expressing the fundamental
searchings of the Russian 'soul. This, of course, is untrue, as we
sglarlllk amply convince ourselves in our detailed study of various
thinkers.

7. IMPOSSIBILITY OF ELIMINATING VALUE JUDCMENTS IN
HISTORICAL RESEARCH

From these considerations it is quite clear that the historian cannot
dispense with zaluations in his research. It is not necessary for him
to be a ‘judge’, to make gratuitous and belated ‘remarks’ con-
cerning individual thinkers. But he cannot avoid value judgments.
The historian’s ‘objectivity’ does not consist in eliminating valua-
tions from his exposition. Rickert and his followers are right in
their theory of historical knowledge when they emphasize the sig-
nificance of the element of value in historical research. However,
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to accept and justify the element of valuation in the historian’s
work is not to endorse arbitrariness of valuation: every valuation
aims essentially at acceptance by others; it thus testifies to its
supra-individual nature, The roots of our valuations, of course, are
deeply subjective, but their intention is definitely supra-individual
—and each of us both in life and in historical judgments should
free himself from prejudices, from casual and unexamined valua-
tions, from those hidden impulses of the spirit, for example, which
are connected with ‘partisanship’—in general, from the psycho-
logy of sectarianism. The breadth and justice of our valuation lends
strength to our judgments, and sooner or later others will accept
them.

In writing this book, the author has often had to rely on his
value judgments, in so far as they were necessary for the research
itself. The author hopes that the reader, if he will read this hook
without prejudice, will acknowledge the author’s impartiality and
his real desire to present the development of Russian philosophy
in its original guise, although this may not always be clearly and
convincingly expressed.

8. DIVISION INTO PERIODS OF THE HISTORY OF
RVUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

Nothing gives such definite evidence of the independence and orig-
inality of Russian philosophy as its development. Development can
only be organic, i.c. a matter of dulectical connectedness, not mere
historical succession. Strictly speaking, the development of Russian
philosophy did not begin until the nineteenth century (including
the last two decades of the eighteenth), but these first manifesta-
tions of independent philosophic activity were preceded by arather
long period which may be called the ‘prologue’ to Russian philo-
sophy. I have in mind the entire eighteenth century, when Russia
began with extraordinary impetuosity and ardent enthusiasm to
absorb into itself the fruits of European civilization, This enthus-
iasm for the West (which became at times a real ‘bondage’ to the
West) applied to both the external and internal forms of European
life. There was particular enthusiasm for the rich spiritual world
of the West, with its divergent tendencies and searchings. The
second half of the eighteenth century in Russia presents us with
the picture of a widespread and feverish assimilation of Western
culture, in part superficial, but in part more profound. There was
simple imitation, to be sure, but there was also a passionate
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fervour, a kind of creative enthusiasm, and there was also an
awakening of Russian creative energics. A whole galaxy of gifted
men strove to stand ‘at the level of the century’, in Pushkin’s
phrase. The eighteenth century was the real springtime of the
Russian enlightenment, impelling Russians above all to ‘learn’
from the West. It is interesting to note that, despite the brilliant
development of Russian creative activity in the nineteenth century,
this feature of sincere ‘discipleship’ has remained with Russians
up to our own time, testifying not only to praiseworthy modesty
but perhaps also to what Russian writers during the first half of
the nineteenth century called ‘universally-human aspirations’. The
development of the Russian genius did not lead to isolation, to a
closing in upon itself. For example, the intensive programme of
translation which developed in Russia toward the middle of the
cighteenth century (although its beginnings must be placed several
centuries earlier—see below, Ch. I) not only did not slacken in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, at a time when many original
Russian works were appearing in all realms of culture, but became
even more intensive—and, what is most important, more system-
atic. But this is no reason for regarding the eightcenth century
m Russia as a period devoid of manifestations of independent
creative activity. On the contrary, we agsert that everything which
reached maturity in the nineteenth century had begun do manifest
stself in the eightesnth century. Of course, to show this fully we should
have to go far beyond the limits of pure philosophy—but we can-
not permit ourselves to digress from our task.

We should like to make one more remark. In all spheres of
culture, including that of philosophic thought, the eighteenth
century in Russia was not wholly isolated from the preceding
periods. Of course, the reforms of Peter the Greal constituted a
clear boundary between the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
but historical research has long since made it clear that there was
intensive development in Russia even before the eighteenth century.
In fact, beginning with the middle of the {ifieenth century, various
creative movements began to develop in Russia; there was the be«
ginning of a rapprochement with the West, relations with which had
been interrupted by two centuries of the Tartar yoke. 1n the field
of philosophic thought there was also a certain fermentation—at
first within the framework of the religious world-view, but gradu-
ally becoming independent of it.

For the purposes of our research, it is necessary to familiarize
ourselves briefly with cvents prior 1o the cighteenth century.
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Therefare, the ‘prologue’ to Russian philosophy is divided into two
parts: (A) the entire period from the middle of the fifteenth century
to the time of Peter the Great, and (B) the eighteenth century.
When the period of independent philosophic thought began, philo-
sophic activity was at first imited to clarifying its own problems,
its own independent path. Even the most powerful philosophic
mind of the first half of the nineteenth century, I. V. Kireyeyski,
stood only on the threshold of the creation of a philosophic system
—a8 a result, it is true, of a number of unfavourable external
circumstances, He wrote a series of sketches, but did not carry his
projected works to conclusion. This situation lasted for more than
half a century, but beginning with the 1870’s (when the first works
of Vladimir Solovyov appeared) Russian philosophy started on
the construction of systems. This is the first period in the develop-
ment of Russian philosophy: we consider that it lasted until the
end of the nineteenth century. In the twentieth century, Russian
philosophy has not only developed beside Western European
philosophy but has gradually begun—especially since the Russian
revolution—-to achieve world-wide influence.

Q. SURVEY OF PRINGIPAL WORKS IN THE HISTORY OF
RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

It remains to make a brief survey of basic works in the history of
Russian philosophy.! [Only works available in English, French, or
German are included. Trans.]

1. N. Berdyaev, The Russian Idea (tr, from the Russian by R M.
French, New York, 1948), offers a survey of special problems
in Russian thought. This book contains many brilliant character-
izations, but it presupposes a thorough knowledge of Russian
thinkers,

2. D. I. Chizhevski, Hegel in Russland (Veréffenthichungen der
slavistischen Arbeitsgemeinschaft an der devtschen Universitat in
Prag, Series I, No. g), Reichenberg [Czechoslovakia], 1934. Al-
though this work is devoted to a special theme, it touches upon
almost everything of importance in the history of Russian thought.
[A revised and enlarged Russian version of Chizhevski’s book was
published in Paris, in 1939 (Gegel v Rossi); since it contains some
material not included in the German edition, references will

1. In this chapter we offer a general bibhography of Russian philosophy.

Special bibliographies (on individual thinkers) are given separately in each
chapter,
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occasionally be made to it rather than to the German edition.
Trans.

3. J] Kolubowskij, ‘Die russische Philosophie’, in F. Ueberweg,
Grundriss der Geschichis der Philosgphis, 12th ed., Berlin, 1928, Pt. V,
pp- 83548, This essay, following the style of Ucberweg’s text, is
highly compressed, and is provided with a full bibliography.

The works of the following two French writers should be taken
together:

4. Ferdinand Lannes, ‘Coup d’ceil sur Phistoire de la philo-
sophie en Russie’, and ‘Le Mouvement philosophique en Russie’,
La Revue Philosophique, XXXII (1891), pp. 17-51, and XXXIV
(1892), pp- 561~89. G. Seliber, ‘La Philosophie russe contempor-
aine’, tbid, LXXIV (1g912), pp. 27-64, 243~75. Lannes’s two
articles treat the late eighteenth century briefly and give a sub-
stantial outline of Russian philosophy up to the 1840's (endimg
with Bakunin). Lannes’s exposition is very precise and provides a
good orientation. Seliber’s two articles are much briefer; he begins
with Vladimir Solovyov and ends with Berdyaev. Seliber’s charac-
terizations are quite apt, but brief. Both of these writers, taken
together, offer 2 great deal of material on Russian philosophy,
despite the omission of many authors.

5. J. A. Lappo-Danilevski offers much of value on the history of
Russian philosophy in his study “The Development of Science and
Learning in Russia’, published in the anthology Russian Realities
and Problems, Cambridge, 1g1%. Lappo-Danilevski’s article contains
many masterly, if brief, characterizations, and covers the whole
period of the development of Russian philosophy.

6. Thomas G. Masaryk’s two-volume work The Spirié of Russia;
Studies in History, Literature, and Philosophy (translated from the Ger-
man by E. and C. Paul, New York, 1g91g), although devoted to the
philosophy of history in Russia, provides a great deal of factual
material on Russian philosophy in general, up to the beginning of
the twentieth century. Masaryk has made a thorough study of
Russian history; and he tries 1o be objective in his exposition, but
unfortunately does noi always succeed. Nevertheless Masaryk’s
book is very useful.

The publications mentioned thus far deal, more or less com-
pletely, with the history of Russian philosophy as a whole. We pass
now to works which treat individual periods or trends:

7. Alexandre Koyré, La Philosophis et le probléme national en Russie
au début du XIX® sidcle, Paris, 1929. Koyré’s work is a very thorough
and thoughtful study of Russian philosophy from the beginning
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of the nineteenth century to the late 1840’s. Its chief value lies in
the detailed exposition and careful analysis of the works treated.

8. Osip Lourié, La Philosophie russe contemporaine, Paris, 18ga.
This is a work of limited value, devoted to a few Russian philo-
sophers (Vladimir Solovyov, Leo Tolstoy, et al.) of the late nine-
teenth century.

g. P. N. Milyukov, OQutlines of Russian Culture, ed. by Michael
Karpovich, translated from the Russian by V. Ughet and E. Davis,
Philadelphia, 1948. In this, as in his other works on Russian history,
Milyukov constantly touches upon themes connected with philo«
sophy. (See especially Parts IT and III.)

1 Our survey makes no claim to completeness. It is possible thatnew studies
in the history of Russian philosophy have appeared in Soviet Russia, New
material that was accessible to us has been noted.
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CHAPTER I

Up to the Time of Peter the Great

I. THE INFLUENCE OF BYZANTIUM

E have already mentioned that prior to the eighteenth

century we do not find in Russia any independent

works, or even sketches, of a philosophic character, In
view of this, the historian of Russian philosophy should begin his
study with the eighteenth century. However, it would be a serious
mistake to assume that before this time Russians got along without
philosophy, or that they experienced no philosophic needs. In fact,
we find various traces—fragmentary, to be sure—of this awakening
of philosophic interests; but they were all contained within the
framework of a religious world-view, and therefore did not bring
intellectual activity to the point of independent philosophic
thought. The ‘secularization’ of philosophy and its separation from
the religious consciousness took place in Russia much later than in
Western Europe and—what is more important—in a quite differ-
ent way. This secularization was already taking place, in a sense,
within the ecclesiastical consciousness itself, as well as outside of
it—but not m opposition o ¥, not as a struggle against the Church
(which was the case in the West). The ‘anthologies’, which had
such wide circulation in ancient Russia, contained excerpts from
the philosophic writings of the Church Fathers as well as the
ancient philosophers. Though this material was fragmentary, it
was not superficial, as is evidenced by the large proportion of the
extant copies of such anthologies which emphasize philosophic
problems.1 Christianity came to Russia not only as a religion but

1. See, for example, the Diopter anthology, the earliest copy of which dates
from 1305 In the Rumyantsev Mussum in Moscow there are nine copies of
this anthology rade at different periods, This anthology (which was translated
from Greek into Church Slavonic, probably in Bulgaria) contains, 1n addition
to its theological sections, elements of cosmology and very detailed elements of
anthropology. The general conception is close to Aristotle; the docirine of the

19
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also as a world-view, in its full scope, embracing the most varied
themes. Much non-Christian or apocryphal material also pene-
trated to us from Byzantium and the Slavic lands. The Apocrypha
and legends—avariety of Christian mythology—brought with them
various ‘occult sciences’. Astrology became especially widespread
at this time (as 1t was in Western Europe during the same period).!
But, although the Christian world-view penetrated very decply
into the Russian soul, historians have frequently been puzzled by
the fact that, degpite an indubitable religious animation in ancient
Russia, this religious energy—which produced countless monasteries
and enormous numbers of saints and righteous men—did not
awaken the religious Logos to creative activity, did not develop theo-
logical thought. ‘In the history of Russian thought’, one scholar
remarks, ‘there 1s much that is enigmatic and incomprehensible.
And above all—what is the meaning of this centuries-long, unduly
protracted Russian silence? How are we to explain this tardy and
belated awakening of Russian thought? 2 The harsh judgment of
P. Ya. Chaadayev, one of the leading philosophers of the nine-
teenth century, is widely known: ‘Standing as it were outside of
time’, he wrote, ‘we [Russians] have not been touched by the
universal education of the human race.’ * Does not the feeble
development of Christian enlightenment (its complete absence,
according to Chaadayev) mean that Russia was outside of history?
‘We have not brought one idea into the mass of human ideas,’ he
wrote; ‘we have not furthered in any way the progress of human
reason.’ ‘Looking at us, one might say that the general law of man-
kind had becn abrogated with respect to us. In any case, we
constitute a gap in the moral order of the world. . . ) 4

sigmficance of the human body for the soul is esperally interesting (*without ihe
body the soul is powerless’, etc.). Studies of the ‘Judaizing heresy” have revealed
much evidence of familiarity with Aristotle. Kurbski was also very much
interested 1 Aristotle. Shakhmatov has written a paper on ‘Plato in Old
Russia’, and Raikov has studied the history of the heliocentric system in Rusaia,

1 Seec especially Ye. V. Anichkov, 0id Russian Pagan Cults. Next to the Holy
Scriptures, the favourite reading in ancient Russia was the Apocrypha, with
which the so.called ‘spiritual poems’ are associated. In both the Apocrypha and
the sparitual poems religio-philosophic problems are raised, in the solution of
which Christian and non-Christian. motifs are fancifully interwoven. This whole
question has been insufficiently investigated from a philosophic point of view.,

2. G Florovsky, Put: russkovo bogesloviya [Paths of Russian Theology], Paris,
1937, P L
I 3 )Sce his first ‘Philosophical Letter® (Sockinenive [Works], Moscow, 1013,

s 77
4. Ibid., p. 84. Concerning Chaadayev, see Ch, V helow,
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Chaadayev’s extreme scepticism remained an isolated phenome-
non in Russian literature, but it is interesting because it exhibits
clearly an erroneous presupposition which leads to a false judg-
ment of the spiritual life of nineteenth-century Russia. Those who
ponder the fact of the ‘late awakening of Russian thought’ are
continually led astray by the sharp contrast between Russia in the
thirteenth to seventeenth centuries and Western Europe during
the same period; as a result they evaluate the historical facts quite
incorrectly. To overcome this temptation and to evaluate soberly
the history of Russian spiritual development, it is necessary to keep
clearly 1n mind the difference between the paths of Russia and
Western Europe during these centuries, as well as to renounce the
idea that the history of Western Eurocpe is the only form of ‘pro-
gress’, both as to type and tempo of development.

In the West, Christianity spread from Rome, which was not
separated from the peoples of Europe by barriers of any kind, but
on the contrary was very closely connected to them—whereas
Christianity came to Russia from a diséant and alwen couniry.l Rome
was a solwitous mother to the peoples of the West; furthermore, the
ecclesiastical unity of the West found expression and substantial
supplementation in the fact that the Latin language was com-
mon to all of the West, both ecclesiastically and culturally, and
at the same time formed a direct connection to anbhguily. Ancient
culture, in so far as it was assimilated, was felt in the West to
‘belong’.

Everything was different in Russia. Politically Russia lived
entirely apart from Byzantium, but ecclesiastically it was depen-
dent on Byzantium. The Russian Church began very early to
strive for canonic emancipation from the Greek Church; and after
the fall of Constantinople [1453], which was a great shock to
Russia, this repulsion from Byzantium became even stronger.
When Ivan IV told the Papal Legate: ‘Our faith is Christian but
not Greek’—he was giving precise expression to the Russian
ecclesiastical consciousness of the time. Greek did not become the
liturgical language in Russia,2 and this linguistic isolation of the

1. I cannotgo into the dispute concerning the source from which Christianity
came to ancient Russia, a dispute whuich is being carried on with such warmth
and partiality by Jugie and others All the Russian historians reject Jugie’s
theoretical constructions

2 Certain Justonans see 1n this the chief cause for the ‘belated awakening
of Russian thought’, for example, Shpet (Ockerk: razutiya russhor filosgfi [Quilines

of the Development of Rusian Philosophy], p. 12) speaks of the ‘fatal’ signifi-
cance of this fact,
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Russian world had enormous significance for the development of
Russian culture, dooming it in advance to ‘backwardness’. How-
ever, this circumstance was modified to a certain extent by the
fact that the southern and western Slavs, who were linguistically
and ethnically related, experienced during this period a flowering
of spiritual culture—hence Russia, as a result of its connection
with them, was never wholly isolated from the West. However, in
addition to linguistic isolation the destiny of Russia was also in-
fluenced by a religious watchfulness toward the West, which was
especially intensified after the Council of Florence [1439] and the
‘“union’ concluded there, which was rejected by the Russian people.
This watchfulness, which Byzantium continually implanied in
Russia, for a long time hindered Russians in their spiritual search-
ings and shackled freedom of thought. Is this not the reason why
so many Russians fell into blind captivity to the West, when
intensified communication with the West began?

The influence of Byzantium on Russia was, of course, very sig-
nificant and profound; it has not as yet, by the way, been
thoroughly investigated or impartially evaluated. We must not
forget that Byzantium, at the time when Russia was accepting
Christianity, was at the acme of its cultural creativity—but soon
after this it unquestionably began to decline. Its gaze, its hopes,
were then wholly turned toward the West, where Byzantium hoped
to find support in its struggle against the Turks—and how charac-
teristic it is that after the fall of Constantinople all of the Greek
cultural leaders fled to the West, to which they contributed their
brilliant culture—and no one emigrated to Russia, which was akin
in faith, and always generous and hospitable! The marriage of
Ivan III to Sophia Palaeologus united Russia, not with the Greek,
but with the Western world. And yet Russians, who found in the
Church a source of spiritual activity, continued to gravitate to-
ward the Greek tradition.

2. CREATIVE MOVEMENTS IN RUSSIAN JULTURE

However essential what we have said may be for understanding
why and to what extent Russian historical development differs
from that of the West, this alone does not explain the enigma of
the ‘belated awakening of Russian thought’. Florovsky has justly
remarked in this connection that, It is not possible to explain the
difficulty of ancient Russian development by lack of culture: this
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crisis was a crisis of culture, not one of lack of culture; . . . it wasa
consequence and expression of inner difficulties or aporias.’!
Florovsky himself adds rather enigmatically that this was ‘a crisis
of Byzantine culture in the Russian spirit’—which evidently 1s to
be understood as meaning that Byzantine culture did not liberate
or awaken Russian creative energies but on the contrary hampered
them This is perhaps true in part, but only in part—for nowhere
do we find signs of a significant opposition to Byzantinism on the
part of the Russian spirit. I think that there was, in addition to
linguistic isolation, the lack of direct ties with antiquity, and the
centuries-old suspicion of a West which constantly attempted to
subordinate Russia ecclesiagtically to Rome—an additional reason
for the slow awakening of the ‘Logos’ in the Russian ecclesiastical
consciousness in that consciousness itself, in the type and style of
‘Russian faith’. It is very characteristic in this connection that the
Schism. [Raskol]—which separated from the Church a large group
of conservative-minded, although very brilliant and spiritually
strong, people—liberated ereative energies in the Russian Church. In
the eighteenth century we note a genuine renaissance of the ecclesi-
astical spirit (although it was precisely in the eighteenth century
that the state began to apply pressure to the Church). The Schism
channelled off the conservative forces of the Church—but, even in
the Schism, creative searchings began to manifest themselves, giving
evidence of the great accumulation of spiritual energies in the
Russian people. This indicates to us that the period of ‘silence’
(although this characterization as a whole is incorrect, as we shall
see below) was a period of accumulation of spiritual energies and not 2
spiritual slumbering. The historical development of Russian icon-
painting during this period is a strange and enigmatic contrast, and
for that very reason an eloquent one, to the slow development of
independent thought in Russia. The great creations of Rublev
(late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries) are, of course,
intimately connected with Byzantine icon-painting; but they
testify to the awakening and development of native Russian crea-
tive energies. We find in these creations such artistic depth, such
flashes of insight into what lies beyond the boundaries of rehgious
consciousness (Rublev’s most remarkable work is the icon of the
Holy Trinity), that it is impossible not to agree with Prince Eugene
Trubeiskoi, who characterizes these icons as a ‘meditation in
colours’.2 Such work is a manifestation of the Logos; the icons are

1. op. cib, P. 2.
2. Sec his ’mmg;c v kraskakk [Meditation in Colours], Moscow, 1916,
Unfortunately the enormous theme touched upon by Pr, Trubetskoi in his
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permeated with theological intuitions.! One historian has justly
pointed out that the acceptance of Christianity evoked in Russians
an enormous spiritual uplift, a genuine animation.2 Of course, the
penetration of Christianity into Russia took place slowly outside
of the cities, but this did not diminish the fact of creative anima-
tion, which was not at all sterile and did not fail to touch the Logos.
In any case, the Christian consciousness of old Russia exhibits that
pre-eminence of the moral and social principle of which we shall
see an extreme expression in nineteenth-century Russian philo-
sophy The Christian world-view fecundated creative movements
in this specific direction, and at the same time Russians (from the
very beginning) perceived the beauty of Christianity with particular
force. What is now considered a legend——the chronicle story of how
the ambassadors of Saint Vladimir were captivated by the beauty
of the Byzantine liturgy—is especially characteristic of the aesthetic
sensitivity which accompanied the appearance of Christianity in
old Russia. The chronicle story may be a legend, but the very fact
that it arose is valuable evidence of what Christianity brought to
the Russian soul. The assimilation of Byzantine icon-painting
awakened such creative energies that Rublev’s works of genius
became possible. The development of icon-painting in old Russia,
the literature of the subject, the disputes, the passionate defence of
religious ‘truth’ in the icons (versus external ‘realism’), and finally
the anxious guarding of this marvellous art in the Russian Schism
—the penctration of religio-acsthetic contemplation into the
very marrow of the Russian people—this alone is sufficient evi-
dence that the religious consciousness of old Russia did not live
outside the Logos. And the fact that Christianity appeared in old
Russia at a time when Byzantium had already seen the end of the
period of dogmatic movements explains why the Russian religious
consciousness accepted Christian doctrine as something finished
and not subject to analysis.

study is merely noted, but not developed by him. Cf. the histories of Russian
art, especially P. P, Muratov, Las Jeones russes, Paris, 1029, pp. 133- 94. ‘Nothing?,
Muratov remarks, “disturbs the musical unity of the icow, nothing weakens or
obscures 11s mystical force *

1. In Vladimr Solovyov and s followers, “Sophiology’ is very closely
connected with the interpretation of icons consecrated 1o Sophia, the Divine
Wisdom (see Pts. IIT and IV).

2. P.N. Milyukov, Qutlines of Russian Culiure, Philadelphia, 1942, pt. I, p. 3.
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5. MYSTICAL REALISM

The question which we have just brought up is extremely impor-
tant for a correct understanding of philosophic culture in Russia,
and we must explore this theme further in order to make clear why
the paths of Russian thought were, and are, different from those in
the West. Russian philosophic creativity—we shall be persuaded
of this more than once in the sequel—struck such deep roots in the
religious soil of old Russia that even those tendencies which broke
decisively with religion in general, remained attached (if only
negatively) to this religious soil.

One frequently encounters the opinion that there was at the
foundation of Russian Christianity from the very beginning an
exaggerated asceticism which concealed an abhorrence of the
world, Although asceticism did penetrate deeply mnto the Russian
psychology (one critic wrote an entire article on ‘The Ascetic In-
firmities of the Russian Intelligentsia’!), this opinion is erroneous.
Asceticism among Russians was always a derivative phenomenon. I
consider as extremely characteristic, even decisive (for an historical
appraisal of ‘Russian faith’), the fact that the Bogomalian sect, with
its sharp dualism and intense preoccupation with the problem of
evil, lefttheRussianreligionsconsciousnessalmostentirelyunaffected
—despite its geographical proximityto Russia, despite constant and
abundant connections with Bulgaria, and the very important in-
fluence of the Southern Slavs on the Russian ecclesiastical con-
sciousness. Russian asceticism did not aspire to rejection of the world
or digdain for the flesh, bul to something quite different-—to that
clear vision of heavenly truth and beauty which by its radiance
makes the injustice which reigns m the world irresistibly clear, and
thus summons us to emancipation from the world’s bondage At
the basis of asceticism lies a positive, not a negative, element. Itis
a means and a path to the transformation and sanctification of the
world. The vision of heavenly truth and beauty mspires to asceti-
cism. This explains why the image of ‘light’ is such a favourite in
the Russian ecclesiastical consciousness; the people love to call
their faith ‘shining Orthodoxy®. Here is the root of the cosmic motif
which connects Russian religiosity with that of the Church
Fathers: the world is seen as wholly illuminated and permeated
by divine light. It is not accidental that the Easter holiday, the
triumph of light over darkness, has received such an important
place in the liturgy of the Russian Church. What Gogol once

1. A. M. Skahichevski, Sochimeniya [Works], St. Petersburg, 19og, Vol. IL.
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emphasized is truc—that nowhere, cven in the Orthodox East, is
this holiday celebrated as it is in Russia, A perception of the world
in the light of the Easter experience lies at the very centre of the
Russian religious consciousness; apart from this it cannot be under-
stood. The unmasking of life’s injustices, which is the principal
concern of the ecclesiastical literature of the twellth to fourteenth
centuries, never leads (o a renunciation of life, but is always con-
joined to a faith in the transfiguration of life through divine power.
How interesting in this connection are the religious verses in which
a humble awareness of human sinfulness, and at the same time the
bright hope of divine grace, is so clearly expressed! In the religious
poem ‘The Lamentation of the Earth’, the Lord consoles the earth
{(which ‘had burst out crying’ before the Lord, depressed by the
sing of men):

The Lord himself spake unto the moisi earth:

‘Be thou patient, Mother, moist earth,

Be thou patient yet a little time, moist earth!

Come not the sinful slaves {0 God himself

In pure repentance?

If they come, I shall add the heavenly kingdom to
the light of their freedom;

If they come not 10 me, to God, I shall take away
the light of their freedom.’

The doctrine of the Last Judgment, of the eventual unveiling of
all injustice and sin before the face of God, was the firm basis of
Russian religious and philosophic thinking; it precluded confusion
of earthly and heavenly justice, of the human und the divine. Bul
in preventing their confusion, the idea of the last judgment did not
lead to their separation. Therefore, the Russian ecclesiastical con-
sciousness did not depart from the fundamental theocratic concep-
ton of Christianity, but it interpreted this conception quite
differently from the West. We shall consider ithis in greater
detail below; for the present we shall simply emphasize that
nowhere in the Russian religious consciousness do we encounter
the perversion of Christian doctrine which results from a one-
sided asceticism, Even the extreme forms of asceticism, which
led in the Schism to frequent burnings, did not result from a
renunciation of the world but from an obsessive idea that the
Antichrist had come.

Essential to the Russian form of Christianity is a sober sense of
the ‘inseparability’, but also the ‘non-fusibility’, of the divine and
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human worlds, which defined the ecclesiastical attitude toward
state power—an attitude that is not yet fully understood. We shall
speak of the problem of power in the ecclesiastical consciousness
when we come to characterize the istoriosophical problem. (§§ 6-8).
I should like for the moment to return to Russian icon-painting
and its significance {or an appraisal of the spiritual life of Russia in
the fourteenth to seventeenth centuries. It has been justly noted by
one historian that ‘the Russian icon provides incontrovertible
evidence of the complexity and profundity, the genuine and ex-
quisite beauty of old-Russian spirtual experience’.! In fact, not only
was iconolatry very dear to Russians; it preserved in itselfand
imprinted upon human consciousness the mystery of Godmanhood.
“There is not a single Russian theologico-polemical treatise’,
Tsvetayev remarks, ‘in which iconolatry, which was so dear to the
Russian, was not defended.’ 2 The opinion, once expressed, that
‘there is temptation in the beauty of holy images’, drew a heated
rejoinder from Joseph ‘Isographus’. We should note in this connec-
{ion the unhappy fate of a certain Viskovatov who, as a political
figure (he served as a “clerk’ under Ivan IV [‘The Terrible’]),
intervened with unusual warmth in the dispute concerning the
new trend in icon-painting. Iconolatry, which was so dear to the
heart and mind of chuyrchmen, was a form of God-thinking, in
which the aesthetic element was submerged in a ‘rapture of the
mind’. One must read, for example, the life of the Reverend
Sergius, with its complete and childlike submissiveness to God, to
touch those chords of the soul which are so characteristically
Russian. Here one grasps intuitively what may be expressed dis-
cursively as follows: All material things serve as means for express-
ing a higher truth, a higher beauty. In philosophic terms, this is
a mystical realism, which recognizes empirical reality, but sees
behind it another reality; both spheres of being are real, but they
are of hierarchically different value; empirical being is sustained
only through ‘participation’ in a mystical reality. The theocratic
idea of Christianity amounts to asserting the need to illuminate all
that is visible, all that is empirical, by relating it to a mystical
sphere; the whole of history, the whole life of the individual, must
be sanctified through the transtorming activity of divine power in
the empirical sphere.

1. Florovsky, ab. cit.,, p. 1.

2. D, V. Tsvetayev, Protestanty i protesianiuzm v Rossy do spokhs preobrazevan:
[Protestants and Protestantism in Russia up to the Period of the Reforms],
Moscow, 1890, p. 520.
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4. CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES OF RUSSIAN RELIGIOSITY

Let us return for a moment to the general theme of Russian religi-
osity; this will be very important for us in our further study, First
of all, we should make special note of the Russian ‘maximalism’,
which runs like a red line through the whole histoty of Russian
spiritual life, Without doubt this maximalism is not in itsell of
religious origin—it is connccted with the ‘native’ peculiarities of
the Russtan soul, formed during the whole course of Russian
history, The immensity of the Russian spaces, the absence of high
mountains in Russia—all of the ‘geopolitical’ influences have
determined the peculiarities of the Russian soul. But while they
are ‘native’ and have determined the style and forms of spiritual
life, these peculiarities of the Russian soul have found special sup-
port in certain basic features of Christianity, with which they
grew deeply together. I have in mind the motif of ‘wholeness’
which gives Christianity a radical colouring: It teaches us to fear
all ‘mediocrity’ and moderation, all luke-warmness, Christinnity
by its very nature is directed to epery human being; it wants to
embrace him completely, to enlighten and sanctify his entire soul,
Of course, this motil played, and continues to play, an enormous
réle in Western Christianity too (in both Catholicisrn and the
Protestant faiths), since it is connected with the very essence of
Christianity. But in the Russian soul it gained a special force, The
alternative: ‘all or nothing’, unrestrained by everyday prudence,
uninhibited by concern for practical results, leaves the soul a
stranger to everyday sobriety. Spinfual sobriety, on the other hand,
is highly valued by the Russian religious consciousness, This
spiritual sobriety sharply restricls the scope of imagination in the
spiritual lfe. Religious daydreaming and the atiainment of
‘delight’ through the power of the imagination are equally
alien to it. It is interesting to noic that Russian saints, who were
not afraid of the most difficult undertakings, did not practise those
forms of spintual life which in the West led 1o the ‘stigmata’, to
unusual visions, Lo mystical cults (ol the ‘heart of Jesus®), to the
‘imitation’ of Christ. All of this was definitely alien to the Russian
saints and ascetics. Although they shunned the power of the imagi-
nation in the spiritual life and observed a strict spiritual sobriety,
the Russian saints and ascetics did not reject the idew of an ‘em-
bodiment’ of spiritual energies; in the subtle question of the relation
of spititual and material, of divine and earthly principles, they
avoided both extremes—the merging, as well as the separation,
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of the two realms of being. Everything which might give even a
slight preponderance to the material principle (i.c. might furthe:
their illicit merging) was regarded as a coarsening of spiritual being
—hence, for example, the refusal to use sculpture in the churches
and, on the other hand, the unreserved worship of icons. The
opposition to instrumental music in the church and the gradual
development of church singing is to be interpreted in exactly the
same way. These phenomena of Russian religiosity may be inter~
preted differently, but all of this, of course, comes from the Logos
and is not ouistde of it it is permeated with deep and fructifying
intuitions. The disdain for an everyday sobriety which might have
restrained this natural maximalism, was supplemented by the
principle of ‘spiritual tact’, which clearly exhibits an aesthetic
clement.

But in all of this there were, and are, temptations. Mystical
realism, which seeks a fitting equilibrium in a combination of the
spiritual and material, may submit to the temptation of seeing
such an equilibrium where it does not exist The mind may be
captured by some utopia; thus, for example, we are to understand
the passionate searching of Russiang within the Church for a
sacred meaning in the power of the Tsar. As we shall sce below,
the political ideology of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
was wholly created by ecclesiastical circles—not in order to ‘aid’
the state, but from motivations within the Church, in its search for
the sacred quality of historical being. The premature ascription of
sacred meaning to the power of the Tsars, the astonishing ‘poem’
of ‘Moscow—the Third Rome’, was a flowering of utopianism on
the theocratic level. It grew out of a passionate longing to draw
nearer to the embodiment of the Kingdom of God on earth. It was
an astonishing myth, which grew out of the need to combine the
heavenly and the earthly, the divine and the human, in a concrete
reality. From the depths of mystical realism, ecclesiastical thought
proceeded directly to meditations on the secret of history, the mysteri-
ous and sacred aspect of external historical reality.

We shall turn 1n 2 moment to the concrete forms in which these
ecclesiastical searchings were cast, but before doing so, we must
pause to consider one other characteristic of Russian religiosity,
nz. ascetic and devout ‘folly’ [ yurodstve] for Christ.
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5. ASGRTIC AND DEVOUT ‘FOLLY' AND ITS PLACE IN
THE RELIGIOUS LIFE OF OLD RUSSIA

Ascetic and devout ‘folly’ was (and to a certain extent still is)
widely practised in Russia; not all such devotees achieved saint.
hood, but all or nearly all of them were striking manifestations of
Russian religious life. It is true that there were ascetic and devout
‘fools’ in the Greek Church too, but compared to the Russian
Church they were rare occurrences.*

The ascétic and devout ‘fools’ scorned all earthly comforts; they
often acted against common sense in the name of a higher truth,
They took upon themselves the heroic task of deliberate insanity,
in order to attain freedom from the world’s temptations; but there
is no shade of contempt for the world or rejection of the world in
their attitude. They placed a low value on the vain outward aspect
of life and scorned petty self-gratification. They feared everyday
comforts and wealth, but they did not scorn man or tear him away
from life. There was a striving in ascetic and devout ‘folly’ toward
the higher truth and justice which is usually obscured by the
trivialities of every day. Nevertheless, this is not metaphysical
spiritualism, but a mystical realism which sacrifices the earthly for
the sake of the heavenly, Such devotees longed for truth, justice,
and love, and for this reason they inevitably proceeded 1o unmask
all injustice among men. They have always attacked state power
with particular harshness, and the latier has bowed submissively
before the spiritual greatness of the ascetic and devout ‘fool’ (this
is especially evident in the example of Ivan IV). This devotion is
not, in its essence, Aysterical; on the contrary, there is in it an un.
questioned high sobriety. But it feels crowded within the limits of
the earthly principle alone; it hungers 10 assert, both in the in-
dividual human being and in the world, the pre-eminence of
spiritua) truth. It is radical and bold, and it radiates a genuine
religious inspiration before which everyone bows.

Ascetic and devout ‘folly’ is an expression of the fact that no
combination of divine and human, of heavenly and earthly, should
subordinate the heavenly to the earthly. The divine may remain
unexpressed; but there should be neither sanctimoniousness nor
rapture over the poetry of the world to the forgetfulness of the
heavenly beauty which can find no place in our life. This is not

1. Arcording 10 Fedotov, the Greek Church had in all only six ascetic and
devou; ‘fools’ (Suyatyie drevmei Rusi [The Saints of Old Russia], Parls, 931,
p. 105)
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Platonism, but an assertion of the hierarchical principle, i.e. the
subordination of the earthly to the heavenly. The ascetic and
devout ‘fools’ felt an intuitive aversion to the temptation of every
false or partial or nomnal ‘embodiment’ of Christianity. Its
specific development coincides with the origin of the passionate
ntopian poem of ‘Moscow—the Third Rome’, with its nawe
identification of Russian reality and “Holy Russia’. The ascetic and
devout “fools’” were also inspired by the :deal of Holy Russia, but
they were soberly aware of all the injustices of Russian reality.

6. FUNDAMENTAL IDEOLOGICAL SEARCHINGS UP TO THE
SIXTEENTH CENTURY

After this brief outline of Russian religiosity, let us return to our
basic theme~~to an elucidation of those factors within the frame-
work of the ecclesiastical consciousness which led to a development
of philosophic thought.

The great dogmatic themes, and the philosophic problems con~
nected with them, had not yet awakened activity in Russian
minds, not because of ndifference but because of the gbsolute Jirmness
of these doctrines, When, at the end of the seventeenth century, an
itinerant follower of Jacob Bohme, Quirin Kublman (a German
from Breslau), appeared in Moscow and began to preach his doc-
trines—in the spiril of the chiliastic tendencies which were then
very widespread in Western Europe—he was seized and died a
martyr’s death. In the Russian ecclesiastical consciousness it was
not the general principles of Christianity which called forth lively and
intense intellectual work (because of the absolute firmness of these
principles for those within the Church), but problems of concrete
Christianity in its individual and historical manifestations. Con-
cerning the first, i.e. the realization of Christianity in individual
life, these problems were connected with the idea of a Last Judg-
ment where everyone would have to answer for his deeds and
intentions At this level, the vanity and cares of the world were
thought of as a difficult obstacle in the way of the realization of
Christian truth and justice. Hence the idea was often found among
Russians that genuine Christianity can be realized only in monasti-
cism, i.e. in the renunciation of worldly vanity and cares. But in
this tendency toward monasticism, as the only path to a Christian
life, there was no contempt for, or abhorrence of, the world but
merely an acute awareness of the sinfulness which prevails in it.
Russian monasticism in fact provided unrivalled examples of
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spiritual strength, purity of heart, and freedom from the bondage
of the world. The Russian monasterics were the focus of the spirit-
ual life of old Russia. They constantly reminded men of that
heavenly iruth and justice which must be added to the world from
within, while the world must be purified and sanctified, in order—
thus transformed-~to become the Kingdom of God. ‘The true
life’, the people were convinced, was lived in the monasteries, and
it was for this reason that Russians were so fond of ‘visiting the
holy places’, to which they were attracted by the longing to share
in the Xingdom of God ‘manifested’ on carth. In the monasteries
there burned a light not of this earth, by which the earth itself was
to be illuminated if it would only discard the excrescence of sinful- -
ness.

These arc the same tendencices of ‘mystical realism’ with which
we are already familiar. But in the monasteries themselves, in their
spiritual activity, not only was there no forgetfulness of the world
but, on the contrary, meditations on the world developed more
clearly and strongly. The monasteries did a great work of charity,
constantly remembering the needs and miseries of the people; yet
it was in the monasteries specifically that the national ideology was
formed. An ecclesiastical culture developed which cenired about
them. Icon-painting developed and flourished in the monasteries;
they were also the centre of historical writing. Russians were
educated in the monasterics, and all the ideological disputes in
Russia from the fiftcenth to theseventeenth century were connected
directly or indircetly with the monasterics. One historian of Ivan
IV (second half of the sixtecnth century) has justly remarked that
‘the ecclesiastical disputes and interests clearly reflect the wealth
of spiritual life, the abundance of talents among the inielligentsia
which surrounded Ivan IV during the first years of his reign.”
Thas intelligentsia was theologically educated and thought along
theological lines; we need only mention Prince Kurbski, the
brilliant writer of that period, The principal theme of the
ideological searchings of Russian ecclesiastical circles was an Ais-
torical theme, which grew out of the gencral theocratic principle of
Christianity and was understood in the spirit of mystical realism—
as a doctrine of the dual structure of the world and of history.

Of course, the foundations of this whole ideology, which was
constructed by churchmen, were already present in Byzantiurm;
but they struck living roots in the Russian soul, and Russians
applied themselves warmly and passionately to historical themes.

1. Yu. Vipper, Joannt Groeny [Ivan the Terrible], 1g9aa, p. 85.
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"The Logos of the Church tended in this direction, and at this level
it was manifested with genwne feeling, boldly and radically.

The theocratic theme of Christianity was developed in Russia
not as a pre-eminence of spiritual over secular power, which was
the case in the West, but as an imputing to state power of a sacred
mussion. 'This was not 2 movement toward caesaropapism, for the
Church itself came to the state in order to give it the strength of
grace through sanctification. State power was the point at which
divine Providence entered into history. This was the ‘mystery’ of
power, its connection with the mystical sphere. For this reason the
ecclesiastical consciousness, in developing the theocratic idea of
Christianity, strove to find a way to sanctify power. Power was to
assume ccclesiastical functions, and ecclesiastical thought occupied
itself in constructing a national ideology. Later the state power was
to accept this ideology, which had been created by the Church,
and make it an official creed, but the whole ideology was ccclesi-
astical, both in origin and content. The ecclesiastical Logos applied
itself with warmth and intensity to the themes of historiosophy,
and bequeathed them to future Russian philosophy, which to the
present time has not abandoned historiosophical themes.

7. THE DOQTRINYE OF MOSCOW—-—THE THIRD ROME

The special conception of state power which we have been discus-
sing matured first in Byzantium and then sent up shoots among
the Southern Slavs. In Russian ecclesiastical circles the idea of the
‘sacred mission’ of power flamed up with particular force after the
fall of Constantinople (1453). The idea had already developed in
Byzantium that there should be a single Emperor for the whole
Christian world; this doctrine sprang from the general conviction
among Byzantine thinkers that Constantinople would have a central
place in the Christian world as a ‘sacond Rome’, replacing the earlier
Rome. When, at the end of the fourteenth century, Grand Prince
Vasili I of Moscow refused to pay allegiance to the Byzantine
Emperor, he received a verycharacteristic retort from the Patriarch
of Constantinople:

‘It is impossible’, the Patriarch wrote, ‘that Christians should
have a church without having an emperor, for empire and church
exist in close union and communion, and cannot be separated one
from the other. The Holy Emperor occupies a high place in the
church; heissomething quite different fromlocal lords and princes.’

This whole doctrine was closely connected with the prophecy of
HR.P. I—3
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Daniel concerning the four kingdoms—a prophecy which had ex-
ceptional influence in the development of the philosophy of history
in both East and West. It includes such words as these: ‘And in the
days of these kings shall the God ofheaven set up a kingdom, which
shall never be destroyed; . . . it shall break in pieces and consume
all these kingdoms, and it shall stand forever’ (Daniel, ii. 44).
Among Byzantine writers the idea of an eternal kingdom (under-
stood, following the early commentators, as the Roman Empire),
an idea applied to Byzantium, had a permanent place; but during
the closing centuries of the Byzantine Empire this conception
began to lose ground When Byzantium fell, the idea that hence-
forth the ‘God-chosen’ kingdom was to be the Russian Empire
found insistent expression in the Russian ecclesiastical conscious-
ness. After the Union of Florence (1439), Russian ecclesiastical
circles evidenced definite mistrust toward the Greeks, who had
entered the Union. The Russian Church began to consider itself
the only guardian of the truth of Christ in its purity. This same
period saw the rise of the remarkable legend of the ‘white cowl’,!
which affirmed that the Russian Church had been elected {rom
above as the guardian of Christ's truth. At the end of the fifteenth
century the well-known theory of Moscow as the “Third Rome’ was
developed in the epistles of the monk Philotheus.? This theory is a
complete historiosophical conception, which introduces us directly
into the field of philosophy. For us, in our study of the ecclesiastical
roots of later philosophic searchings, there are a number of ele-
ments in this theory which are obviously close to the eschatological
expectations of the titne (the end of the world, according to con-
temporary calculations, was expected in 1492). The end of the
world is at the same time the end of history, i.e. the beginning of
the Kingdom of God. This idea had a firm place in the Russian
ecclesiastical consciousness of the time (as in the Christian world
generally). But when the year 1492 came, this eschatological con-
ception was forced to assume a new form, On the one hand,
thinkers still strove to fix a definite date for the end of the world;
thus the theory had arisen that the end of the world was to come
after 7000 years, i.e. in the eighth millennium [after the creation
of the world—uiz. the fifteenth century A.n. Trans.].? Another

1. See any standard histoy of Russian literature,

2. See H. Schader, Moskau der dritte Rom, Hamburg, 1929.

3. Metrop, Zosima in composing an Easter scrvice for the year Booo wrote:
‘In that year we expect the universal coming of Christ’, We find the same
thoughts in Prince Kurbski and in Maximus the Greck [died 1556).
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turn of thought which tried to find a way out of the historiosophical
impasse was broader, and opened up a wide field for meditation
and new ideas. It rejected the knoweability of the ways of Providence
in history. General providentialism was not weakened, but the
assertion was made that we cannot know accurately how Provi-
dence will be realized in history. This proposition, which tore men’s
thinking away from the oversimplified schemes of providentialism,
led at the same time to a recognition that what is ‘sacred’ in
history—its mysterious logic—is not parallel fo its empirical aspect.
Providence in history is a greater mystery than at first appears. In
other words, the general foundations of providentialism are
correct, but Providence is hidden from us in the concreteness of
history.

Among the general propositions of providentialism, ecclesiastical
thought emphasized especially the idea that the ultimate destiny
of the world is bound up only with what takes place among the
Christian peoples. For Siarets Philotheus ? the pulse of history beats
only in the relationship between God and the ‘chosen people’.2
Not all Christian peoples are chosen, and in the determination of
this choice the idea of a “Christian Emperor® plays a decisive part.
With the fall of Byzantium the idea of a ‘wandering kingdom’
began to be asserted with special force: The first two Romes
{Rome and Constantinople) had fallen. Where was the third, the
new one? Russian thinkers firmly and confidently accepted Mos-
cow as the third Rome, for only in Russia, it was felt, had the
Christian faith been preserved in its purity. In hne with the earlier
eschatological ideas, it was further asserted: ‘“There will not be a
fourth Rome’, i.e. the Russian Empire is to stand until the end of
the world.

1. The Russian terpn Starets {plural: Starigy) (literally, ‘Elder’) 13 retained in
this wanslation 10 avoid the misleading connotations of the English word
‘Elder’. “Sigrets’ is a title which nigrfies not age or ecclemastical authority but
wisdom and ‘spintual authority’. Western readers wall recall, for example,
Starets Zosima 1n Dostoyevsky’s Brothers Karamazov Trans

2. This 18 essentially the biblical conception. See Malinm, Starets Fulpfes ¢
yevo poslanyya [Starets Phulotheus and His Epistles], Kiev, rgo1, p. g15. Is this
not the basic source of the later historiosophical theories whick divide all
aations inlo ‘hwtorical’ and ‘nonhistorical? These theories were especially
widegpread toward the end of the eighteenth eentury both 1 the West and
among Russian thinkers,
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8. THE PROBLEM OF THE STATE IN THE ECQCLESIASTICAL
CONSCIQUSNESS; INTERNAL DIFFERENTIATION
TN THE LATTER

Among these historiosophical propositions it is importiant to note
the idea of the special mission of the Russian people and the
Russian Empire. It was in the sixteenth century that the doctrine
of “Holy Russia’ and of Russia’s universal, world-wide significance
was first put forwardl On the other hand, the ecclesiastico-
political ideology connected with another favourite Russian idea—
the ideology of ‘autocracy’ and the theory of the relationship of
church and state—was closely bound up with this historiosophical
conception. Russian ecclesiastical circles took from Byzantium the
idea of the sacred mission of imperial power; in the seventeenth
century the eastern patriarchs asserted that the Russian Tsars had
received their power by succession from the Byzantine Emperors.2
Joseph Volokolamski (whose views on another question we shall
discuss below)—an outstanding ecclesiastical figure and writer of
the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century—was a brilliant
theorist of the sacred ministry of the Tsar. ‘The Tsar's nature is
like that of every man,’ he wrote, ‘but his office and his power arc
like those of the most high God.’ The Tsar, in his view, is respon-
sible to God not only for himself personally, but for every man
in his empire. Ivan IV expressed with extraordinary force the
ecclesiastical character of imperial power and its ecclesiastical
function. In the epistles of Starets Philotheus the Tsar is called the
‘guardian of the orthodox faith’, i.e, he has ecclesiastical functions
and ecclesiastical power. Metropolitan Makarius (a contemporary
of Ivan I'V) went so far as to write, “Thee, my lord, has God chosen
upon earth and raised up to the throne in His place, giving into
thy hands the grace and hfe of our great Orthodox faith.” We
shall not go into further detail, but shall simply point out that
Patriarch Nikon is the only writer to express sharp disagreement
with this traditional view of the Tsar’s place in the Church. He is
close to the ideas of Western theocracy, which holds that the

1 This (and this alone) is the source of the doctrines of Russia's ‘universally
human’ mission which crowd the historicsophical theories of the first half of the
nineteenth century (continuing in indrvidual thinkers to our own day). See
below, Chs, VI-VIII.

2. This was connected with the hope ithat Russia would free Constantinople
from Turkish domination. Here we see the roots of Rusiia’s future claims to
Constantinople |
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spiritual power is above the secular; this view is definitely alien
to all other Russian ecclesiastical thought.

The doctrine that imperial power is a form of ecclesiastical
service is usually characterized as ‘caesaropapism’ (as opposed to
the ‘papocaesarism’ of the Roman doctrine). Of course, there are
facts enough to support such a characterization; nevertheless, it
fails to grasp the essence of this ecclesiastico-political ideology.
Imperial power, although it is related to men’s earthly life, appears
in this ideology as a factor within the Church. The Church has an
obligation to aid the Tsar in his service. It is especially interesting
to note the principle of ‘intercession’ which developed in Russia—
the pleading of the Church before the Tsar, Russian history gives
a clear example of such an ‘intercession’ for justice in the person
of St. Philip, Metropolitan of Moscow, who was martyred because
he did not soften his harsh attitude toward Ivan IV. The exaltation
of impenal power was not simply ‘utopian’, and it was not, of
course, an expression of ecclesiastical ‘servility’ (for ecclesiastical
circles themselves had created the ideology of imperial power); it
expressed a mystwal conception of hastory, If the meaning of history
lies beyond the limits of history (preparation for the Kingdom of
God) then the very process of history, although bound up with it,
15 bound up in a way that is mcemprekensible to the human mind.
Imperial power is the point at which history and God’s will meet.
The same Joseph of Volotsk who, as we have seen, exalted imperial
power 30 highly, held firmly that an unjust Tsar is ‘not God’s
servant but a devil’. This theory of the Tsar is not utopian or
romantic; it 1 a special kind of historiosophy, toward the duscovery
of whose meaning a large number of nineteenth-century Russian
thinkers devoted much effort. The solemn ceremony of anointing
the Tsar mcluded a number of specially composed prayers; and,
of course, for the ecclesiastical consciousness, the Tsar was not a
bemer of the principle of ‘caesar’. on the contrary, in ium the
opposition between the principle of caesar and the will of God was
overcome. The Tsar expresses the ‘mystical’ harmony—inaccessible
to reason—of the divine and human principles, in him historical
being is sanchified. This ideology was the more valuable to the
ecclesiastical consciousness in that it conceived the whole historical
process as moving toward churchification, toward the transforma-
tion of earthly dominion into ecclesiastical dominion. Indeed,
according to this ideology, “Tsar’ is a kind of ‘ecclesiastical rank’.

It is interesting to note one ecclesiastico-theological dispute
which came to a head in the late hftecenth century, providing a
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foundation for two types of religio-philosophical thought. I have
in mind the dispute concerning ecclesiastical properiyy—its admissi-
bility or inadmissibility from the Christian point of view. Joseph of
Volotsk solemnly defended ecclesiastical property in the name of
the social function of the Church;! this was very closely connected
with the rapprochement in principle of church and state, which
we have seen in the doctrine of imperial power. Just as the Tsar
serves the Church, so the Church serves the state, without scparat-
ing itself from the state. The opposing point of view was developed
by the socalled “Trans-Volga Startsy’ and especially by their leader,
Nilus of Sorsk, who had visited Mount Athos and entered into
the new theologico-mystical tradition of the ‘Hesychasts’. At the
same time, Nilus of Sorsk was close to the tradition of the Rev.
Sergius Radonezhski. There is also a connection between Sergius
Radonezhski and Joseph of Volotsk (through St. Pafauti) but, of
course, the most important of Sergius’s views found expression in
those of the “Trans-Volga Starisy’.2 The task of the Church with
respect to the state was conceived as prayerful concern for the
state, but, according to the ecclesiasiical consciousness, these two
institutions should not be brought o0 close together; the mysiical
nature of the Church should not be forgotten, Here the temptation
which always hung over the basic theocratic temper of mind within
the Church was decisively overcome. Of course, the tendencies of
both the Rev, Sergius and of Nilus of Sorsk were completely
opposed to Patriarch Nikon’s doctrine that the Church should rule
over the state at the kustorical level. The Church is above the
state, not at the level of kisiory, but on the mystical level, This was
not a ‘renunciatory’ conception of Christianily for which the
theme of history falls outside the religious consciousness. It is often
said of this tendency that its ‘predominant concern for the contems
plative spiritual life was connected with a certain obliviousness of
the world’,3 but this is a one-sided and hence erroneous characteri-
zation of this spiritual tendency, which did not isolate monastic

1. Florovsky (op. eut., p. 18) justly r1emarks that Joseph looked upon, and
lived, the monastic Iife itself ag a kind of social burden, a special kind of earthly
religious service’—that s ideal was a ‘unique form of going out among the
peotle’ (an anticipation of nineteenth-century ‘Populism’).

#. Father S. Bulgakov says of this that ‘the period which followed the age
of the Rev. Sergius may be called the “Sergian” period in the history of the
Russian spirit and Russian creative activity’ (‘Blagodatuyie zavety prep.
Sexgiya russkomu bogoslovstvovaniyu’ [“The Rev. Sergiuss Legacy of Grace
0 Russian Theology'], Put, No. 5, 1946).

3. Floroviky, op. a1t , p 21,
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from non-monastic life. The essence of this tendency is the pres-
ervation of the purity of the mystical life, not out of scorn for the
world, but in order to set the Church apart from the world. The
Church has the task of transfiguring the world; but in the untrans-
figured world the monk must hold himself aloof from worldly
vanity. Not without reason are the followers of this tendency called
‘non-coveters’. Nilus of Sorsk had already faced the danger of
secularszation of the Church, and for that reason he decisively
opposed the monasteries’ owning property, engaging in agricul-
ture, etc. The whole tendency which passed from Nilus of Sorsk
(and from the Rev. Sergius) through Paisius Velichkovski (see the
following chapter) into the Optina Cloister, was free of the church-
state ideology which we have described above. These were two
different spiritual tendencies, two different conceptions of the
Christian theocratic principle—although they agreed in rejecting
the conception of theocracy which was developed in Catholicism.

Q. THE FIRST GERMINATIONS OF THE IDEA OF
‘NATURAL LAW

It is interesting to note, in connection with the tendency of Nilus
of Sorsk, the first germinations of the idea of ‘natural law’, which
began to develop markedly in Russia during the second half of the
eighteenth century, continuing into the nineteenth. Vipper con-
siders that theidea of ‘naturallaw’, which is frequently encountered
among sixteenth-century Russian journalists and churchmen, was
‘taken from the Roman juridical thesaurus’.l It is possible that
Vipper is right; however, with no less reason one may trace the
first germinations of the idea of ‘natural’ rights (as inherent in
every human being at, birth) to the Christian world-view. In any
case, the idea of freedom as given by God to all men, runs persis-
tently through sixteenth-century Russian literature. Prince Kurb-
ski, a talented writer of the sixteenth century, in his polemic
against Ivan IV, charges him among other things with ‘“turning
the Russian land, that is to say, free human nature, into a hellish
fortress.’ Similar thoughts are also to be found in one of the first
Russian ‘freethinkers’, Matthew Bashkin (sixteenth century} who
rebelled against slavery with extraordinary force (his writing ante-
dates the binding of the peasants to the land). Bashkin cites the
New Testament: ‘Christ called all men brothers, and we have

1, Vipper, op at, p. 1g9.
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serfdom,’ Peresvetov, a writer of the time, in defending political
despotism in the interest of social justice wrote: ‘God created man
absolute in power and commanded him to be a master, not a
slave.” We may note the Peresvetov spent a number of years in
foreign countries (Poland, Hungary, and Bohemia) where he could
have absorbed foreign ideas, but his original political ideology was
combined with a very acute defence of popular rights.

10. THE RASKOL (SQHISM)

It remains for us to consider the last important phenomenon in
the Russian ecclesiastical consciousness before the time of Peter
the Great, namely, the Schism [ Raskol]—only, of course, as it affects
the differentiation of ideological trends. That the Schism is a part
of the tdeological quest within the ecclesiastical consciousness is no
longer open to doubt. Most historians are still inclined to see the
essence of the Schism in disagreements concerning matters of
ritual and the correction of ecclesiastical texts; even these historians
agree that the Schism revealed an aclwe attitude of the people
toward their faith. But the Schism is a much deeper phenomenon
than is usually assumed. A. B Kartashov, author of the best and
most profoundly comprehensive characterization of the Schism,!
remarks that the tension of the Russian spirit which became the
pivot of its sclf-consciousness and led to the idea of a third Rome,
i.e. the world mission of preserving the purily of Orthodox truth,
was ‘discharged’ in the movement of the Old Believers. This ‘pre-
serving’ mission was not at all retrograde, nor was it an expression of
intellectual obscurity or ignorance. The leaders and suppaorters of
the movement of the Old Believers were men of subtle minds. The
remark of one historian—that the Old Belicvers® ‘retreatintoritual’
was a ‘belated self-defence against the disintegration which liad
begun in everday life’ 2—is unjust. This same writer, contradicling
himself, remarks that ‘the theme of the Schism was not the old
ritual but the problem of Empire’ (understood as a sacred king-
dom).3 This i3 closer to the truth, and so is his further remark:
‘Not ritual, but the Antichrist is the theme and secret of the Russian
Schism.’ Eschatological motifs, which had notyet beenextinguished

1 See hus article, ‘Smysl siaroobryadchestve’ [*The Meaning of the Move-
ment of Old Believers'], an the collection in honour of P. B, Struve, Prague,
1925. Concerning the Schism, see Pierre Pascal, Avvakown ef les débuts du raskol,
Pans, 1938.

2 Florowsky, op. ab, pp. 590 8. Ibid , p. Gy,
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in the ecclesiastical consciousness, took on greater sigunilicance as
the theocratic problem was more sharply posed by history itself.
Kartashov, in the above-mentioned study, evaluaies this most
clearly and profoundly when he relates the basic theme of the
Schism to the ideology of the Third Rome, and the profound belief
that ‘there will not be a fourth Rome’, i.c. that the fate of the
world and the end of history are bound up with the destiny of
Russia. The Old Believers were solving a problem of world history,
not a local or provincial problem; hence the theme of Antichrist
was not accidental or superficial in their theological consciousness,
The movement of the Old Believers was historiosophical in its
tendencies; it feared an unrighteous secularization of the Church, an
infection of the Church by the secular spirit. Its positive concern
was not, of course, ritualism or the mere preservation of the old,
but a safeguarding of the Church’s purity. Kartashov is quite
right when he says that ‘the sharp division between the pure and
the impure among the Old Believers has 2 precedent only in
ancient Isracl.’ “The Russian people’, he notes, ‘saw in Christianity
a revelation of the coming of the Saviour upon earth and of the
creation through the strength of Ghristian piety * of another world
completely holy, in place of this sinful and impure world,’ 2 T'his
dream is the ‘Russian cwitas Dei, a paradise in all the fullness of
life’s variety, except for sin.’ The utopian impasse is evident in all
this, the impasse of the dream of a ‘sacred kingdom’, but the
utopia itsell grew out of the theocratic idea which is precious to all
Christianity. The Russian ecclesiastical consciousness paid dearly
for its dream, its utopian conception of the theocratic idea of
Christianity, in the distressing history of the Old Believers, which
was filled with religious inspiration, but was sometimes hysierical
and tormented by a sense of the ‘iniquitous mystery’ of the Anti-
christ. This was a fatelul and tragic dissipation o ecclesinstical
energies. On the Orthodox side there was more historical sobriety
and cautiousness; the Old Believers ook over from Orthodoxy not
the theocratic idea itself, but the temptation of ‘naturalism’, i.c.
the identification of the ‘natural’ historical order—which, though
sanctified by the Church, is not holy—and the mystical order of
the Kingdom of God In essence, the utopia of ‘Holy Russia’, con-
ceived as a reality already cmbodicd in history, was also taken
over by the Old Believers. The theocratic idea remained precious
for Orthedoxy, but only as an ideal, as a vision of future transfig-

1. These words reveal very apily the root of the Old Believers® sacred dream.
2 Kartashov, op. et , p. 378,
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uration; and this historical position restored a correct relationship
between the mystical essence of the Church and its historical being.
The dreadful ordeal of a seculanzed conception of state power (the
period of Peter the Great) was at hand; for such a conception the
idea of a Third Rome could have only a blasphemously imperial-
istic character. Orthodoxy did not recoil from the idea of a Third
Rome; neither did it view secularized state power as the Anti-
christ. And this re-established the possibility of a spiritually sober
combination of providentialism and historical realism.

All of these motifs were revived in philosophic form after a
century and 2 half, and the work of Peter the Great (“secularized’
state power) once more became the subject of historiosophical
disputes.

IX. DISINTEGRATION OF THE TRADITIONAL WORLD-VIEW

"The Schism, as we have noted, contributed to the liberation of the
creative energies accumulated in the Church. Any general charac-
terization of this process must focus, not on the sevenieenth cen-
tury, although in the seventeenth century it was clearly marked,
but the eighteenth. We shall turn to this theme in the following
chapter; for the present we wish merely to corroborate briefly what
was said at the beginning of this chapter—that there was neither
emptiness nor silence in the Russian ecclesiastical consciousness,
The work of the ecclesiastical Logos developed ever more strongly
and diversely, but even in this period the primary importance of
Rastoriosophicel problems, and of the moral problems connected with
them, became quite clear. However, fogether with this basic orienta-
tion of thought, religious contemplation developed in icon-painting
and iconolatry. This is an expression of the Russian spirit’s extra-
ordinary sensitivity to beauty, not remote or ideal, but concretely
historical beauty. The icon captures the basic Christian idea of
mystical realism~—the recognition of two orders of being, harmoni-
ously combined in the Lord Jesus Christ. The mystery of the
incarnation of God, which lies at the foundation of iconolatry, is
also the mystery of the historical process, which proceeds under
the guidance of Divine Providence toward the Kingdom of God.
.The ecclesiastical consciousness did not, however, confine itsel{ to
preserving a proper equilibrium between the divine and the human
principle, In the historiosophical poem of the Third Rome, of
sacred imperial power and its universal mission, the ecclesiastical
consciousness tended toward the kind of rabbrochement of the two
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orders of being which would lead to their identification. The
‘natural’ historical process, when denied the character of a ‘sacred
kingdom’, appeared as the kingdom of Antichrist. The enormous
sacrifice which the Old Believers brought to the altar of their
sacred dream is sufficient evidence of how much passionate energy,
spiritual integrity, and whole-hearted devotion to the idea of the
‘sacred kingdom’ had accumulated in the ecclesiastical conscious-
ness. The break with this intemperate attitude toward history was
accomplished in torment and vain sufferings, but it made possible
a new attitude toward the history that was yet to be. The period
of *secularization’~—the eighteenth century-—was at hand.



CHAPTER 11

The Eighteenth Century. The Crisis in the Ecclesiastical
Consciousness

THE PHILOSOPHY OF G. 8. SKOVORODA

I. THE BEGINNING OF SECULARIZATION

HE eighteenth century was the century of ‘secularization’
in Russia. During this period an independent sccular cul-

ture arose, which had no connection with the ecclesiastical
consciousness; simultaneously, there was a profound crisis in the
ecclesiastical consciousness itself. The ecclesiastical consciousness
renounced its dream of the state’s sacred mission and intensified
its search for a purely ecclesiastical truth and justice, freeing itself
from the temptations of an ecclesiastico-political idcology. The
former cultural unity was desiroyed; creative effort, both within the
Church and outside of it, flowed into not one, but two different
channels, This twofold process, which proceeded in the eighteenth
century at an extraordinary, even baflling, rate is bafiling only at
first glance; in fact, it merely brought to light what had long since
occurred m the depths of Russian life—as carly as the end of the
sixteenth century and especially in the seventcenth.

We have already said that the Schism, in separating from the
Church those elements which championed ‘antiquity’, had the
beneficial effect of crushing the ecclesiastical dream of a ‘sacred
kingdom® It thus liberated the Church’s creative energies, which
had been captured by an ecclesiastico-political theme; on the other
hand, state power developed clearly toward ‘sccularization’.
Bitterly and painfully, but in sober awareness of what it was doing,
the ecclesiastical consciousness entered a new path, one long since
pointed out by Nilus of Sorsk and the ‘non-coveters’. 1t looked
within itself, turning to purely ecclesiastical themes, and sought
‘purity’ in the life and thought of the Church. Some looked to the
ecclesiastical thought of the past, others tried to find new paths;

H“
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but in both cases the spirit of freedom was evident. Theological
education also increased: a ‘Helleno-Greek School’ was founded in
Moscow in 1685, transformed in 1700 into a ‘Slavo-Latin
Academy’, and in 175 renamed ‘Slavo-Greco-Latin Academy’.
This development gradually made room within the ecclesiastical
consciousness for philosophic thinking which started from Chris-
tian principles but was free in its creative activity and search for
truth. This process reached its highest expression in the philosophic
works of G. S. Skovoroda, in whom free Christian philosophy
appeared for the first time. This was a secularization within the
ecclessastical consciousness, which did not break with the Church.

However, this same process, as was pointed out above, also went
on outside the Church and independently of it, sometimes in con-
scious opposition to the ecclesiastical consciousness. A secular
culture was born which left ample room for ‘worldly” mterests and
diversions There were two different streams of creative activity,
two styles of thought. Thus, as early as the eighteenth century two
basic cultural trends were clearly exhibited in Russia; they have
developed in fatal separation to the present day.

2, THE MOSCOW THEOLOGICAL ACADEMY

In order to understand the crisis in the Russian ecclesiastical con-
sciousness, we must recall what took place in the ecclesiastical life
of the Ukraine during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
Unti! the muddle of the seventeenth century the Ukraine was
linked politically to Poland, and it was precisely this fact that gave
impetus to the ecclesiastical ‘renaissance’ which began in the
Ukraine during the sixteenth century. This renassance bore
precious fruits for the ecclesiastical Iife of South Russia. And when,
in the mid-seventeenth century, the Ukraine became part of the
Russian Empire, it was not only fused with Russia politically and
economically; in the religious field as well it passed on to Moscow
the fruits of Ukrainian experience. It is true that the Ukraine was
not at once ecclesiastically united with Moscow, but by the end
of the seventeenth century, Moscow was the ecclesiastical centre
for the Ukraine as well; and the penetration of ecclesiastical educa-
tion to Moscow from the Ukraine took on special significance. At
the same time, all kinds of ‘Latinisms’, which were alien to the
essence of Orthodoxy, penetrated into Russian ecclesiastical life,
But this fact was not of primary importance

The ecclesiastical renaissance in the Ukraine was related to the
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need for a defence against the aggressive gestures of Roman
Catholicism. In the late sixteenth century a brisk programme of
Orthodox book publication was started; a group of ‘wisdom-
lovers’ {philosophers) gathered about Prince Ostrozhski; a plan
was conceived for creating a centre of learning (with an orientation
toward the Greeks). The idea of an ‘Orthodox Academy’ arosc;
translating activity developed vigorously. The growth of an
ecclesiastical self-consciousness, with a clear conception of the
essential differences between Orthodoxy and Catholicism, caused
an incipient gravitation toward Protestantism in Church circles.!
Kiev developed close ties with the German Protestant centres, and
these ties inevitably spread far beyond the limits of pure theology.
But the disruption created by the Union in the higher circles of
Church and society in the Ukraineled to the important *Fraternity’
movement, which united the urban population in defence of
Orthodoxy. The Fraternities established schools and organized a
translation programme, in order to make use, in their struggle
against the opponents of Orthodoxy, of the latter’s weapons. Both
Greek and Latin were studied in the Fraternities; the doors were
thus thrown open for the penetration of Western theological and
philosophic literature into the Ukraine. A large ecclesiastical
publishing house was established in the Pecherski Abbey (in Kiev),
simultaneously with the founding of an Orthodox Fraternity there
(1615). In the school of the Kiev Fraternity Catholic books were
studied intently; original works appeared which were permeated
through and through with the spirit of Catholicism, even though
they were directed against it. The figure of Cyril Stavrovetski is
typical in this connection; he published a book called A Mirror of
Theology (1618) in which the influence of Thomism could already
be felt. This was also true of Sakovich’s On the Soul (16z5).
Religions thought became philosophical; philosophy entered
widely into theological education. When Peter Mogila transformed
the Fraternity School into the Kiev-Mogila College (1631)-—it
was renamed ‘Academy’ in 1701—theology was included under
philosophy. Peter Mogila himself studied in Paris; 2 he was
acquainted with both Western scholasticisrn and Renaissance
philosophy. There is no doubt that he was a “westerner’; he even

1 In 1599 a congress of Orthodox and Calvinist representaiives was held
in Vilna with the ohject of umiting in 1he struggle against Catholicism.

2. Shchurat’s swmise (Ukrainskye materialy po istori filosefi [Ukrainian
Materials on the History of Philosophy], Lwow, 1008) that Peter Mogila
studied with Descartes’s teacher, Varon, is entirely without foundation,
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reorganized the Fraternity School on the pattern of the Jesuit
schools.

The Kiev-Mogila College produced a number of scholars and
writers. Their works show almost no independent thought, but the
significance of this movement for the development of theological
education and philosophic culture should not be underestimated.
The relevant documents have scarcely been investigated as yet;
however, there is no doubt that their textbooks ! not only spread
an elementary knowledge of philosophy but also trained minds in
systematic thinking. It is true that almost all of this South-Russian
scholarship existed in complete bondage to the West, tearing itself
away from the basic Eastern sources of Christianity; but it would
be an historical error to underestimate the positive contribution
which this scholarship made to the intellectual life, first of the
Ukraine, and then of all Russia. Although South-Russian scholar-
ship was still very far from free, it is no accident that the first
declaration concerning freedom of thought, and the inner strength
which is inherent in thought, came from the eighteenth-century
Moscow scholar, Theophilactus Lopatinski, a student of the Kiev
Academy.? Not only did formal philosophic culture gradually
develop in the Kiev Academy; there is no doubt that creative
ideas were also generated, We shall soon become acquainted with
ihe philosophy of Skovoroda, a philosophy which was on a par
with the best of its time; but, in fact, it was merely the colmination
of the philosophic movement which was connected with the Kiev
Academy.

3. MOSCOW MOVES TOWARD SECULARIZATION

Moscow avidly absorbed all that the Ukraine had to offer, but the
influence of the West penetrated into Moscow from the north as
well (through Novgorod and Pskov). Ivan IV had considered
establishing schools for the teaching of Latin and German; in 1560
the Russian monk Ivan Aleksandrov compiled a Dictionary of the
Latin and Russian Languages at Tubingen University; and after

1. For example, the Opus Totrus Philosapiage {1745-7) of Innocentiug Giselus.

2. Herc is s declaration, ‘Although we respect all philosophers, and
especially Aristotle [1], . . . 1n our desire to learn the pure truth we do not vest
on anyone’s words. It 1s the nature of philosophy to trust reason rmore than
authority. . . . The truth is revealed to all, it has not yet been exhausted; much
remains for future generations.’ See Arkhangelski, Dukhounoye obrazovamye i
dukhovnaya biteratura v Rossi pri Petre Velikom [Theological Education and Theo-
logical Literature in Russia under Peter the Great], 1882.
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the Time of Unrest the direct influence of the West upon Moscow
and Muscovite culture grew with extraordinary rapidity, especially
under Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich. Numerous translations from
foreign languages were made by immigrants from the Ukraine
and Belorussia; and the suspicious attitude toward Kiev, which
was still apparent in Moscow at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, gave way during the second half of the century to an
attempt to attract to Moscow as many South-Russian scholars as
possible. Moscow was still zealous in its quest for Greek scholars
{the brothers Lichud ¢f al.) but ‘the fashion for everything Little-
Russian’ prevailed.

However, we should remember that South Russia’s shift to the
West had a relsgious basis (which also explains the undoubted
clouding of its ecclesiastical consciousness), whercas Moscow’s
interest i the West developed entirely ouiside the religious spherc,
and was constantly opposed by ecclesiastical circles. This was
already in essence a ‘secularization’, a gradual devclopment of
‘worldly’ culture, wholly independent of the ccclesiastical cons-
sciousness. Of course, the ever-increasing number of foreigners in
Moscow and other cities could not fail to have an influence on
religion, the more so in that a decisive, if surreptitious, break with
the ecclesiastico-political ideology had occurred deep within the
ecclesiastical consciousness after the secession of the Old Believers.
The ecclesiastical consciousness was laid bare, as it were, in ong of
its aspects—the point where the dream of the ‘sacred mission’ of
the state had previously burned so brightly. Historiosophical
agnosticism, rejecting concrete predictions as to the end of the
world, liberated men’s minds from fruitless providentialistic specu-
lations. The disagreement on the question of the Church’s partici-
pation in state affairs, the sharpening of the ecclesiastico-political
ideology among the Old Believers (who went so far as 1o assert
that state power was a servant of the Antichrist) levelled out the
ecclesiastical consciousness and prepared it to grant considerable
independence to reason. When a Theological Academy was
established near Moscow, and a centre of theological and philo-
sophic education was created, Moscow began to freeitsclf gradually
from South-Russian influence and to find its own path.

4. THE SECQULARIZATION OF STATE POWER

To this was added an occurrence of extreme importance: the com-
plete and decisive ‘secularization’ of state power, which reached
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its culmination under Peter the Great. The tragic circumstances in
which he became sovereign of Russia left Peter with a permanent
mistrust of the clergy. After the death of Patriarch Adrian, Peter
opposed the election of a new Patriarch and established for the
Church a Synodic Administration, in which a awvil servant of the
Tsar occupied a position which gradually became dominant, The
Russian autocracy, whose ideology, as we have seen, was created
by ecclesiastical circles, became wholly free of the Church’s in-
fluence, following Aleksei Mikhailovich’s conflict with Patriarch
Nikon, and became absolute under Peter the Great. Thus the
Church not only lost its influence, but was itself subordinated to
the power of the Tsar; it gradually fell into a position of depen-
dence on the sovereign power which was extremely humiliating
and dangerous for the Church. This brought about a final break
with the earlier ecclesiastical ideology. The ideology was appro-
priated by the state power, but in a new, secularized form. The
theocratic dream of a ‘sacred kingdom’ was revived later in free
philosophic thought. Another process—the secularization of the
pational consciousness—began at the same time; the idea of ‘Holy
Russia’ became a rhetorical formula. The national consciousness
was animated by the ideal of ‘Great Russia’. All of these factors
determined the new style of Russian culture which finally took
shape in the nineteenth century.

The ecclesiastical consciousness, however, abandoning the
ecclesiastico-political theme, expended its creative strength in an
atfempt to give meaning and vitality to the new path of Church
activity, This path led ‘within’, focusing upon the mystical aspect
of the Church; the result was what we have called a ‘secularization
within the ecclesiastical consciousness’, The spirit of freedom was
evident in two currents of ecclesiastical thought. On the one hand,
the Church began to take a new, free attitude toward the state;
and, as a result of this, it made ample room for ecclesiastical
thought. Concerning the first, we must recognize that, despite a
resolute internal dissent from the ecclesiastical reform which was
forcibly carried out by Peter the Great, ecclesiastical circles offered no
serwous opposition lo this reform, which was a much less powerful
movement than the Schism had been somewhat earher. Why was
this? It is often attributed to the servility of the higher clergy,
which is true in part, but only in part. The basic cause was a
profound crisis in the ecclesiastical consciousness, as a result of
which ecclesiastical circles began to see in state power a sphere
alien to themselves. The secularization of state power corresponded

H.R.P. I—4
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to a new ecclesiastical consciousness, which yielded to external
power precisely because it was external and spiritually alien. The
sphere of the Church was the sphere of inner life; its relationship
to secular power touched the periphery but not the essence of
ecclesiasticism.

5. SAINT TYCHON OF ZADONSK

There is no need for us to go into the historical details of this
process, the tracing of which belongs to the history of the Russian
Church. But in order to come closer to an understanding of this
ecclesiastical tendency we shall consider two outstanding repre-
sentatives of eighteenth-century Russian ecclesiastical life—St.
Tychon of Zadonsk and Starets Paisius Velichkovski.

St. Tychon of Zadonsk (1724~83) was born into the poor family
of a sacristan in the Government of Novgorod. At the age of sixteen
he entered the Theological Seminary, where he made such excep-
tional progress that even before completing the course he received
a commission to teach Greek in the Seminary. At the age of
thirty-four, St. Tychon became a monk, and was soon appointed
rector of the same Seminary. He also began to teach philosophy.
At the age of thirty-seven he became a bishop and was ap-
pointed to Voronezh, but after four and a half years he
retired to the monastery of Zadonsk, where he spent the rest
of his life.

St. Tychon was by nature inclined toward solitude and the
contemplative monastic life; he wished to withdraw completely
from the vanity of everyday life. This was not merely an individual
trait of St. Tychon’s; it was a sign of the times, The impulses of the
spirit, the work of the religious consciousness were no longer
connected in any way with current historical life. Not only were
there no proud dreams of a ‘sacred kingdom’, but the ecclesiastical
consciousness was still, as it were, oufside of history, absorbed in
questions of the spiritual life. This does not imply an indjfference to
life, but only a spirttual freedom from life’s hypnosis. The whole
world was conceived as so far outside the Church that not only
was there no thought of their ‘organic fusion’, but, on the con~
trary, the Christian living in the world was supposed to withdraw
spiritually from it, This is the basic idea of St. Tychon’s remarkable
work, which bears the characteristic title A Spiritual Thesaurus
Gathered from the World, This work is marked by a new temper
of mind. The ecclesiastical consciousness does not turn away from
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the world, but neither is it captivated by the world. It 15 not
occupied with the problem of making the world better; in every
place and on all occasions it strives spiritually to overcome the
world. St. Tychon’s book teaches Church people to see more
deeply into the eternal truths within external events, to free
themselves from bondage to vanity, from fascination wath this
irangient life. “There is an intoxication’, St. Tychon wrote in one
place, ‘not from wine, when a man gets drunk on love of this
world, on vain thoughts.” Everything 1n the outer world is symbolic;
everything is mystically linked to the ‘spiritual thesaurus’ or, con-
trariwise, to the ‘secret poison’ within man. St. Tychon considers
all the phenomena of life only to investigate their symbolism, to
explore the secret meaning contained in the world. This, according
to St. Tychon, is an ‘evangelical and Christian philosophy’, which
differs sharply from ‘external love of wisdom’. It is not a spiritualiz-
ing of the world; yet the ‘genuine’ core of events is to be sought
behind the world’s bright colours, behind its outward surface.
Here, for the first time, a foundation was laid for the idea of
iransfiguring life by giving it mystical meaning; the light of the
Church shone in a new way. Not the sanchification of life, but its
iransfiguration, was the new hope held out by the Church. At the
same time, the recognition of the need for and value of ‘assiduous
and correct reasoning’ runs through the whole of St. Tychon’s
book. He insists that ‘reason without divine enlightenment is
blind’, but that in the light of Christ reason regains its sight.
The opinion has been expressed more than once! that St.
Tychon was influenced by German Pietism, and specifically by
Arnd (with whom St. T'ychon was familiar). But it has also been
said that St. Tychon’s writings represent ‘the first attempt at a
vital theology’,2 that his works are ‘original from beginning to
end’.? 8t. Tychon’s mysticism sometimes came close to that of the
West (¢.g. hus living and deeply felt experience of the Passion of our
Lord), but in essence it was illuminated by the characteristic
feature of Eastern Christian mysticism: a living sense of the light
of Christ in the world. Hence the extraordinary vividness of the
Easter experience in St. Tychon. One feels here the freedom of
the ecclesiastical consciousness from hondage to the world; this is

1. For example, in Florovsky, Put: russkovo bogosiovyya [Paths of Russian
Theologyl, p 123

2. Ibd., p. 125.

8. A remark of Arch. Phularet of Chernigovin his Storya susskai Terku
[History of the Russian Church], 1862,
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the path of spiritual activity in the world, of transfiguration (not
sanctification) of the world. This transition of the theocratic idea
of Christianity from the *sanctification’ of history and the idea of
the ‘sacred mission’ of secular power, to the preaching of a trans-
figuration of the world, cxpresses the fundamental nature of the
crisis in the ecclesiastical consciousness, which was exhibited in
full measurewith theinner flowering of its energies in the eighteenth
century.

6. STARETS PAISIUS VELICHKOVSKI

Starets Paisius Velichkovski (1722-94) went even further than St.
Tychon. His name is connected with the whole history of the
Russian Starisy, and especially with the famous Optina Cloister.
He left Kiev Academy without completing his studies, and went,
seeking guidance, to the monastic life of the Moldavian hermitages,
and from there to Mount Athos, where he shared in the tradition of
ancient mysticism. He studied Greek patristic literatare with extra-
ordinary zeal and planned a revision of the old Slavonic transla-
tions of those Fathers of the Church who were unknown in the
Russian monasteries. Siarefs Paisius became a genuine scholar, a
studentof manuscripts. Scholarly conscientiousness was a character-
istic feature of his spiritual make-up, which was in all ihings very
sober, thoughtful, and profound. A large number of monks (as
many as seven hundred) gathered around Paisius on Mount Athos,
craving his spiritual guidance. Being unable to continue his
activity as a scholar and Stzrets on. Mount Athos, Paisius moved to
Moldavia, where he remained for the rest of his life.

Paisiug’s extraordinary scholarly contributions give way before
his exceptional influence in reviving monasticism in Russia, He
combined enormous pedagogical talent with the wisdom of a
Starets, a clear view of man, and a firm awarencss that every man’s
primary concern is the proper ordering of his spiritual life. Paisius's
many disciples went to all parts of Russia. We shall encounter the
chief centre of the movement of Russian Starisy—the Optina
Cloister—more than once in the sequel; its revival in the late
eighteenth century, which bore exceptional fruits in the nineteenth,
was due to disciples of Siarets Paisius. What may be called the
‘Optina’ movement in nineteenth-century Orthodoxy, which was
closcly connected with the religious currentsin Russian philosophy,
is an even more important manifestation of a basic shift in the
ecclesiastical consciousness. It had essential manifestations in all
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branches of philosophical analysis, and was connected with the
whole religious movement in nineteenth-century Russia, The theo-
cratic idea of the Church was finally perceived as a transfiguration
through the inner renewal of man. Freeing itself once and for all
from its captivity to the dream of the ‘sacred kingdom’, the ecclesi-
astica] consciousness profoundly liberated man’s creative energies,
while preserving his spiritual wholeness, Russian philosophic
thought in the nineteenth century was to suffer more than once,
and often in tragic anguish, for what had already taken shape in
the eighteenth-century ecclesiastical consciousness. But the elimi-
nation of the ecclesiastico-political temptation from this conscious-
ness left ample room for a ‘Christian philosophy’, in the strict
sense, i.e. for a philosophy inspired by Christianity. We find the
first manifestation of this movement in G. 8. Skovoroda.

7. G. 5. SKOVORODA. BIOGRAPHY

Gregory Savvich Skovoroda (1722-g4) is noteworthy as the first
Russian philosopher in the strict sense of the word. A study of his
philosophic activity is interesting in itself, but it is even more
interesting historically. Skovoroda would be incomprehensible
taken out of historical perspective, apart from the philosophic
culture which developed in South Russia around the Kiev
Academy. The appearance of Skovoroda is evidence that the study
of Western thought in the Academy was not in vain; we see in his
original and independent system the first germinations of what was
to develop in the Russian religious mind when its intellectual
energy was directed toward philosophic problems. Skovoroda was
a profound believer, but at the same time he was marked by un-
usual inner freedom. His inner freedom, his bold, sometimes
audacious, flights of thought, stood in opposition to traditional
ecclesiastical doctrines; but he feared notlung in his burning
desire for truth. S8kovoroda’s equilibrium of faith and reason—he
himself did not separate one from the other—rested upon the
‘allegorical’ method of interpreting Scripture. He was very bold
in this, often going so far as to reject completely the literal meaning
of Scripture for the sake of an interpretation which seemed correct
to him. In a sense he fell into a vicious circle: his thought carried
him so far that he took refuge in allegorical interpretation in order
to remain within the confines of Biblical Revelation; in other cases
an allegorical interpretation was the source of his inspiration. He
had the genuine insight of faith; he was a mystic, in the best sense
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of the word, but his reason was unconstrained in its free inspiration,
and there were often rationalistic features in his thought.

Although Skovoroda’s development was closely connected with
the ecclesiastical hife of the Ukraine, he went far beyond its bound-
aries and was essentially in harmony with the Russian spiritual
life. He is universally Russian in importance and occupies a legiti-
mate place m the history of Russian philosophy.

Skovoroda embodied his religio-mystical world-view in his own
life with astonishing direciness. His life was, in fact, extremely un-
usual. He i3 sometimes called the Russian Socrates; he himself
wrote that ‘T intended with my mind and desired with my will to
be a Socrates in Russia.’ ! Skovoroda’s personality is similar to
that of Leo Tolstoy in his striving for simplicity and a life among
the people, as well as his moralism.,

Skovoroda was born into a simple Gossack family in the Poltava
Government. From his childhood he was marked by religiosity, a
predilection for study, and ‘firmness of spirit’, as his biographer
Kovalinski puts it. At the age of sixteen he entered the Kiev
Academy, but his studies were soon interrupted by a summons to
the court chapel in St. Petersburg (the young Skovoroda had an
excellent voice). After two years he returned to Kiev, where he
graduated from the Academy at the age of twenty-eight. Refusing
an appointment in the clergy, Skovoroda went as a church singer
with a certain General Vishnevski who was on a diplomatic mis-
sion to Hungary. He visited Hungary, Austria, Poland, Germany
and Italy, often travelling on foot. Wherever possible, he closely
observed local life and attended lectures in the universitics. His
biographer tells us that he had a thorough command of Latin and
German, and knew Greek and Hebrew well, Skovoroda had a very
broad education. Ern, the author of the most comprehensive
monograph on Skovoroda, points out that his knowledge of ancient
authors was ‘quite exceptional for eighteenth-century Russia’.
Among ancient authors Skovoroda knew Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus,
Philo, Plutarch, and Seneca well; he also studied the Fathers of
the Church very carefully (especially Dionysius the Areopagite,
Maximus the Confessor, and Gregory of Nazianzus). It is harder to
say anything definite about his knowledge of European philosophy,
but there is no doubt that he knew many authors, for he carried
on sharp polemics with several of them. It may be said without

1. Quoted by Zelenogorski, ‘Filosofiya Skovorody’ [*The Philosophy of Skov-

oroda’), Vigrog filosofi + psskhologi, No. 23 (1894).
2. V. Ern, Skovoroda, Moscow, 1912, p. 62.
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exaggeration that Skovoroda’s philosophic and theological erudi-
tion was very broad and well grounded. However, even a cursory
acquaintance with Skovoroda’s works makes one feel his un-
questionable originality, not in the sense that he was subject to no
influences, but in the sense that he always thought his ideas
through independently, even if they came to him from outside.
He was a genuine philosopher; ! he did not expound his system
until he was over forty, and, in general, this system remained un-
changed to the end of his life.

Skovoroda’s style is highly original and often hinders the reader;
however, this should not be exaggerated, as it is by Chizhevski.2
Skovoroda loved symbolism and was partial to antitheses. But the
chief difficulty of his works results from the fact that Russian
philosophicterminology had not yet beenworked out—many terms
which he coined have not been retained in Russian philosophy.3

Let us turn once more to Skovoroda’s biography., When he
returned from abroad after a stay of almost three years, he accepted
a position as teacher in a provincial theological school; but as a
result of a petty conflict with the ecclesiastical authorities (about
the theory of poetry which he was teaching), he was forced to
resign, He became a private tutor in the home of a wealthy land-
owner. However, Skovoroda’s independent character and his
abrupt directness resulted in his having to give up this position as
well. Finding himself at leisure, Skovoroda went to Moscow and
stayed in the Troitsko-Sergiyevski Abbey, where he was offered a
position as teacher in the Theological Academy. However, he-
declined this offer and returned to the South, where he was once
more invited to the home of the landowner where he had taught
previously. The most cordial relations were now established and
Skovoroda remained in the same place for four years. During this
time, he evidently experienced a crisis, in which his religious and

1. Shpet (Ocherk razmtya russkos filosofi [Outhne of the Development of Rus-
sian Philosophy], Part I, 1922, pp 6g-70) arrogantly denies that Skovoroda
was a philosopher, asserting that ‘in Skovoroda’s works I find an extremely
small amount of philosophy’. Shpet, who has written an excellent study of the
history of Russian philosophy 1n general, denies the philosophic guality of the
thought of almost all Russian thinkers He is a fanatical follower of Husserl,
and considers as philosophic only what corresponds to Husserl’s views of
philosophy.

2, In his valuable article ‘Filosofiya Skovorody® [The Philosophy of
Skovoroda’], Put, XIX.

3. Thus is also true of the philosophic terminology created by Radishchev
(see the following chapter).
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philosophic position took definite shape. During this period he
wrote a number of poems (‘A Garden of Divine Songs’), of which
we shall have further occasion to speak,

In 1759 Skovoroda accepted an invitation to teach in the
Kharkov Collegium (founded in 1727). There he met young M. 1.
Kovalinski, whom he loved warmly and deeply throughout his
life. This unique ‘spiritual romance’ filled Skovoroda’s life with a
great spiritual joy; to the end of his days he maintained the tender-
est relations with this fiiend of his youth, who answered with equal
affection and, after Skovoroda’s death, wrote a remarkable
biography of the latter.

Skovoroda did not remain long in the Collegium However, after
a short time he returned there again to give guidance to his young
friend. His views once more provoked persecution, and in 1765
Skovoroda left the ecclesiastical service for good. This was the
* beginning of his period of ‘wandering’; to the end of his days
Skovoroda had no permanent residence. * What is life?’ he wrote in
one place. ‘It is a journey; I strike out upon the road, not knowing
where I go or why.” In his wanderings Skovoroda travelled with
a knapsack on his back (in which there was always a Bible in
Hebrew), essentially as a mendicant. Sometimes he made extended
visits in the homes of his many friends and admirers; sometimes
he left his friends without wamming. His asceticism assumed
harsh forms, but this only emphasized his spiritual cheerfulness,
Skovoroda always devoted a great deal of time to prayer.

Skovoroda’s philosophic creativity flowered during the years of
his wanderings. All of his dialogues were written during this period
(his philosophic works are all in dialogue form). Not long before
his death he went to the Government of Orlov to meet his friend
Kovalinski, and gave him all of his manuscripts. Returning to the
South, Skovoroda died within two months. Upon his grave was
placed the epitaph which he had written: “The world hunted me,
but it did not catch me.’

8. SEOVORODA AS A RELIGIOUS THINKER

Turning to a study of Skovoroda’s philosophy, let us point out first
of all that there is as yet no generally accepted interpretation of
this philosophy. Zelenogorski sees in Skovoroda primarily a moral-
ist, and explains his system. on this basis, Ern, who has written the
only comprehensive monograph on Skovoroda to date, takes
Skovoroda’s anthropologism as the starting point for reconstructing
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his system. Finally, Chizhevski in his article “The Philosophy of
Skovoroda’! starts from the antinomies of Skovoroda’s doctrine,
the continnal antitheses which Iie at the basis of all his views.
Zelenogorski’s assertion is definitely not supported by Skovoroda’s
works; the moral problem is, of course, always present in him, but,
as we shall convince ourselves in the sequel, this problem is not the
focus of his creative activity. Essentially, Chizhevski offers a
characterization of Skovoroda’s method instead of an analysis of his
philosophy; Chizhevski himself admits that Skovoroda’s antitheses
apply only to his method of thinking.2 Only in Ern do we find a
genuine attempt to reconstruct Skovoroda’s system, and, if we do
not accept his exposition, 1t is because Skovoroda’s anthropolo~
gism, which is itself indubitable and indeed central, is nevertheless
determined by his more general ¢pistemological position, which in
turn is determined by his religious perception of the world and
man. Therefore, one must begin the study of Skovoroda with his
religious world, his religious ideas. Skovoroda became a philo-
sopher because his religious experiences demanded it; he moved
from a Christian consciousness to an understanding of man and
the world. In general, Skovoroda recognized no barriers to the
movement of his thought. For him the spirit of freedom is a religi-
ous imperative, not the tumult of an incredulous mind This con-
scousness of freedom is also evidence of how far secularization had
gone within the Church, inspiring reason to bold and creative
activity, without hostility or suspicion toward the Church. Skov-
oroda’s personal relations to the Church have evoked the conjec-
ture that he essentially left the Church;? however, this is untrue.
Skovoroda was a free ecclesiastical thinker, who felt himself a member
of the Church, but firmly preserved his freedom of thought. Every
constraint upon inquiring thought seemed to him a falling away
from ecclesiastical truth and justice.4 All of his works speak deci-
sively of his feeling toward the Church Skovoroda’s thought never
broke away from the Bible, and the more his thought matured, the
more profound did the meaning of the Biblical narratives appear to

1, Op. ety pp. 845

2. Ihd., pp. 28-9.

3. Such, for example, is the viewpoint of Ern (0p ez2, p. 325: ‘Skovoioda,
although he was not in principle hostile to the Church, nevertheless found
hirgself 1n a ponition of mute, unconscious opposition to 1t.”} Bonch-Bruyevich,
the editor of Skovoroda’s works, goes further and, on the basis of 1solated
expressions in Skovoroda, represents him as close to sectariamsm,

4. Hence in Skovoroda we sometimes find sharp expressions against ‘school
theologians’, ridiculing of the ‘monkish masquerade’, ete.
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him, Is not this phrase from one of his last dialogues sufficient evi-
dence of his closeness to the concrete life of the Church: ‘How many
times has the mystery of the Eucharist bound me to God.’? But,
of course, his intense and brilliant thought separated him sharply
from the average type of picty. We know from his friend and pupil
Kovalinski how often Skovoroda experienced a spiritual exaltation,
a specific kind of ecstasy. Skovoroda himsclf wrote to his young
friend concerning one such mystical experience:

‘... I went for a walk in the garden. The first sensation which I
felt in my heart was a kind of release, a freedom and cheerfulness,
. . . I felt within myself an extraordinary emotion, which filled me
with incomprehensible strength. A momentary but most sweet
effusion filled my soul, and everything within me burst into flame.
The whole world vanished before me. I was animated by a single
feeling of love, peace, eternity. Tears poured from my eyes and
suffused a tender harmony through my whole being. . .

In another letter to Xovalinski he wrote, ‘Do people ask what
Skovoroda is doing? I rejoice in the Lord and find happiness in
God my Saviour. The eternal Holy Mother nourishes my old age.’
One has only to read Skovoroda’s works to convince himself that
this is not simply rhetoric, or an imitation of some other mystic,
but a genuine experience. And if Skovoroda is to be compared
with the mystics, it is not with those of the West—although there
is an astonishing similarity between him and Angelus Silesius—
but with those of the East.

Skovoroda lived by his faith, and he had not the leasi fear of
losing that faith in the patbs of free thought. *The philosophizing
of dead hearts’, he wrote with a sigh, ‘obstructs philosophizing in
Christ.’ 2

In one of his poems he wrote:

I want no new sciences, only a sound mind,

And the wisdom of Chnist in which the soul delights,
... Oh, freedom! In thee I began to grow wise. . . .
My nature longs for thee, in thee I wish 1o die.

Skovorada says with conviction in one place that ‘the truth is the
Lord’s, and not satan’s’,? i.e. he who has found truth has also
found God. This idea (which is close to Malebranche in modern

1. Sochineniys [Works], ed. Bonch-Bruyevich, St. Petersburg, 1912, p. 445.
2. Itd., p. 318. 3. Ibid, p. 528,
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philosophy) gives Skovoroda a sympathy with paganism which
was not to be found in any one else at the time—except, of course,
those who adopted a position of relativism. For Skovoroda pagan-
ism contains an anticipation of the truth which was fully revealed
in Christ.! In his free striving to penetrate the mystery of being,
Skovoroda appears to fall into the rationalizing criticism of the
Bible which first appeared in Spinoza and developed strongly in
Europe during the eighteenth century. But this, as we shall see
later, is only an apparent similarity.

g. SKOVORODA’S EPISTEMOLOGICAL DUALISM

From his religious concentration and his constant immersion in
prayer, Skovoroda developed a new understanding of life and the
world, a new perception of man. His theory of the ways of knowing
took form. As a result of his mystical experiences, Skovoroda was
haunted by the thought that ‘the whole world sleeps’.2 In his
poems we find many references to the hidden life of the world, a
life which can be felt only religiously, Skovoroda felt deeply the
world’s secrel sadness, its hudden fears. Long before Schopenhauer,
who felt the sufferings of the world so acutely (under the influence
of Hinduism), Skovoroda was constantly concerned with the
world’s affliction.

Oh, lovely world! Thou art an ocean, a chasm,
Thou art darkness, whirlwind, yearning, sorrow. . ..

And again:
This world hath a splendid look,
But within it lies the unsleeping worm,

Woe unto thee, world! Thou showest me laughter,
But within thy soul thou wespest secretly.

Thus on the basis of religious feeling Skovoroda became alienated
from the world. The life of the world appeared to him in a dual
aspect. The reality of being was different on the swface and in the
depths; and this led Skovoroda to the epistemological dualism which
became central in his philosophy. There is cognition which glides
over the surface of being, and there is cognition ‘in God’ (on this

1. Bee especially, hid, p. 955 This conviction was often expressed by

Skovoroda. .
2. This thought is foumd very frequently in Skovoroda See his earliest work

and his lost dialogue (i6:d., pp. 51, 520)
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point Skovoroda again comes close to Malebranche).t Skovoroda
insists on the psycholagical priority of sensory knowledge, from which
1t is necessary to rise to spiritual knowledge. ‘If you wish to know
something truly,” he wrote, ‘look first at the flesh, i.e. at its out-
ward aspect, and you will see there the divine traces which reveal
an unknown and secret wisdom.’ 2 This higher cognition, this be-
holding of the ‘divine traces’ comes from a spiritual illumination,
but it is accessible to anyone who can tear himself away from the
bondage of the senses. ‘Il the Holy Spirit [has entered into the
heart],’ hewrote, 1 our eycsareilluminated by thespiritoftruth, then
everything is seen doubly, all creation is divided into two parts. . . .
When thou beholdest God with a new eye, thou seest everything
in Him, as in a mirror; everything has always been in Him, but
thou hast never seen it before.” 2 ‘One must see doubly everywhere’,
Skovoroda asserts.* This implies the mutual irreducibility, and
consequently the independence, of sensory and nonsensory know-
ledge.

The path to such a deepened contemplation of being must be
found first of all in man’s relation to himself. Sel-knowledge, which
reveals in us two ‘strata’ of being, i.e. a spiritual life behind our
psychophysical experiences, permits us 1o see everything in this
duality of being. Epistemology becomes a doctrine of the duality
of being itself. We shall see this again in Skovoroda’s philosophical
anthropology and his metaphysics. Self-knowledge, therefore, is
the beginning of wisdom: “If you have not measured yourself first’,
Skovoroda remarks, ‘what benefit will you gain from measuring
other creatures?’ ‘Who can discover the design in the materials of
earth and heaven if he has not first been able to look into his own
flesh?’ 5 “The seeds of all the sciences are hidden within man’,
Skovoroda asserts. ‘He is their secret source.’ § My body, I know,
is established on an eternal design; thou seest in thy self only the
carthly body, thou dost not see the spiritual body.’ 7 This thesis is
wholly in the spirit of Platonism, i.e. the recognition of a ‘world of
ideas’ which ‘duplicates’ being. Skovoroda tends toward a mystical
interpretation of what is revealed to the ‘spiritual eye’—‘to know
oneself and to understand God is a single work’, But such a

3. However, there are absolutely no grounds for asgerting that Skovoroda
was famuliar with Malebranche, although he was somewhat acquainted with
contemporary French philosophy, as may be seer: from his brief critical notes
on the spirit of the age.

2 Ihd, p. 300, 3. Jbid,, p. ob. 4. Ibid,, p. 1p9.

5 Ihd., p. 88, 6. Ibid., p. 257, " Ibz'd.: pp- 8y, 91.
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conclusionwould be premature. Skovoroda frequently identifies the
‘true’ man (who is revealed in us through spiritual knowledge)
with Christ: “When thou recognizest thyself, thou wilt in the same
glance recognize Christ.” ! We shall return later to an analysis of
this theme.

I0. SKOVORODA’S ANTHROPOLOGY

From Skovoroda’s epistemology we mustgo first of all to his anthro-
pology. The problem of man, his nature, his destiny, and the
meaning of his life stood at the very focus of Skovoroda’s reflec-
tions. The basic concept, which Skovoroda analysed exhaustively
in his doctrine of man, is the concept of the Aeart. Here more than
anywhere else, he stayed close to the Biblical doctrine.? What is
central and essential in man, according to Skovoroda, ig his heart.
‘As a man’s heart is, so is he’, he wrote. “The heart is the master of all
else in man; it is the true man.’? The heart is so much the focus and
centre in man that ‘the essence of all our membersisin the heart’.4
Skovoroda goes even further: “The whole external appearance of
man is only a mask covering his members, which are hidden in
the heart as in a seed.” 5 This is somewhat reminiscent of occult
doctrines. But we should not forget that according to the principle
of ‘seeing all things doubly’, Skovoroda teaches that ‘there 15 an
earthly body and a spiritual body which is mysterious, hidden, and
eternal.” Accordingly there are also two hearts. Concerning the
‘spiritual’ heart, Skovoroda says that it is ‘an abyss which embraces
and contains all things’, but which nothing can contain. We cite
one more passage from Skovoroda’s numerous utterances on this
point:

‘What is the heart, if not the soul? What is the soul, if not a
bottomless abyss of thought? What is thought, if not the root, the
seed and the grain of all our flesh and blood, and of all other
appearance? . . . Thought is the secret spring of our whole bodily
machine.’ ¢

All of this is an original melaphysics of man, which is extremely
close to Biblical anthropology, with unquestionable echoes of the

. Ihed , p. 131.

2. Biblical psychology bas been analysed, io my knowledge, only 1n an
early work—the only one up to the present titme—Delitsch, System der brblrschen
Pgychologis, 1856 (English translation Edmburgh, 1875) Sec alio the first
chapter in Wheeler Robinson, The Chrustian Docirme of Man.

8 Skovoroda, op. ait., p. 238. 4. Ihd , p 94

5 Ibid, p. 171 6. Ibid., pp. agBf,
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anthropology of Philo,! but it is also close to those eighteenth-
century doctrines which culminated in the concept of an ‘uncon-
scious’ sphere in man. Skovoroda is here an wmuestigator of man’s
nature, although in his various statements one continually finds
echoes of other thinkers. Thus there are echoes in Skovoroda of a
Platonic anthropology, specifically, of the doctrine of the ‘erotic’
nature of our aspirations. “The heart does not love unless it sees
beauty’, Skovoroda remarks in one place.2 To this aesthetic formula
is added a doctrine which is basic to Skovoroda’s ethics: that we
love deeply only what is ‘akin’ to us. Skovoroda’s ethics, as we
shall see, enjoins obedience to the “secretly inscribed law of human
nature’. This comes very close to the Stoic principle of ‘living
according to nature’.

But there are motifs in Skovoroda’s anthropology which led him
away from his original Biblical basis. In characterizing the ‘heart’,
Skovoroda uses a conception which had come into use (first in
mystical, and then in general, literature) from Meister Eckhart:
the conception of a ‘divine spark’, which is ‘buried in man’.? This
was not merely a figure of speech in Eckhart’s anthropology and
ontology; it was connected with his whole doctrine of being, with
the Semsmontsmus which had such fatal consequences for his the-
ology.* Skovoroda asserts that not only is there a ‘dwvine spark’
(Eckhart's ‘Fnkletw’) in man, but ‘the Holy Spirit is also hidden
there’. In his first dialogue, ‘Narassus’, he asserts that emparical
man is a ‘shadow’ and ‘dream’ of the true man. In every man the
‘Holy Spirit—a divine energy—is concealed’, and often it seems
in reading Skovoroda that the ‘true’ man, whom we all have in
our depths, is ‘one’ in all men, as a single ‘idea’ of man with
respect to the many individual men. If this interpretation—for
which there is considerable evidence in Skovoroda—were correct,
it would imply that the individual human being is phenomenal, That
which is genuine and ‘true’, the ‘essence’ of every man, being
numerically one in all, would rob individuality of all meaning
beyond the limits of the phenomenal world. ‘The true man, to-
ward whom we ascend in our spiritual vision, is one i all of us and
whole in each.’ 5

This must be interpreted properly, or else one may be tempted

1. For a detailed analysis of Phulo’s anthropology see Helmuth Schmidt,
D Anthropologie Philons von Alexandreia, Wurzburg, 1083.

2. Op. at., p. 75. 8. Log, et

4. On this pomt see Ebeling’s study of Meister Eckhart,

5 Skovorada, op. cit, p. 11,
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to see a deviation toward pantheism in Skovoroda’s anthropology.
Skovoroda does not teach that God is the ‘substance’ in every man,
The above-quoted words refer to the Son of God—the Logos—made
flesh and man. The Logos is individual in its being as man, and at the
same time It is everyman. The ‘true man’ in each of usis the guaranty
of our individuality, but it is not to be separated from the ‘heavenly
man’, from the Lord. Skovoroda does not analyse the relationship
of individual and universally human in the ‘true man’ which is in
each of us. When he treats the problem of evil, especially in the
later dialogues (see below), Skovoroda asserts firmly that in the
depths of each man there is both a ‘kingdom of God® and a ‘king-
dom of evil’. ‘These two kingdoms’, he writes, ‘carry on an eternal
struggle in every man.’ 1 But this does not permit us to exclude
the element of individuality from the concept of the ‘true man’,
for each one, ‘participating in’ a single kingdom of God, can go
from it into the ‘kingdom of evil’, which testifies to the supra-
empirical stability of the individual principle, We must bear this
in mind in order to interpret. correctly such formulas of Skovoroda’s
as, for example: ‘“The trec of life is within our flesh. . . . The tree of
life is the Lord, Jesus Christ. The Divine Incarnation connects all
mankind to God; therefore, after this Incarnation the “true man®
is “one in all and whole in each”.’ 2 The Lord is not divided,
although He is in all; he remains ‘whole’ in each and at the same
time He is in all. Skovoroda here approaches a most difficult
problem, not only for anthropology but also for metaphysics, that
of the relationship of the individual and universal components in
being. But he only approaches the problem, he does not solve it.
However, on the interpretation of Skovoroda’s anthropology which
we have adopted, every suspicion that his anthropology bogs down
in the irnpasse of pantheism disappears. The essential duality in
man, according to Skovoroda, runs through his whole tndwidualsty,
iLe. is contained within its limits; individuality is a reality not
merely on the empirical plane, but beyond its boundaries as well.

I11. SKOVORODA'S METAPHYSIOS

Let us now turn to Skovoroda’s metaphysics. He defends dualism
here too, but the phantom of pantheism now takes on a more
definite character, “The whole world’, Skovoroda writes, “consists
of two natures: a visible one—creation, and an invisible one—God.
God penetrates and contains all of creation.’ And in another place

t. Ibid., p. 41%. 2. Ihd., p. 442.
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we read: ‘God is the being of all things; in the tree He is the true
tree, in grass the grass; . . . in our earthly body He is the new body.
.. . He is in all things.’ ! God is the ‘foundation and eternal design
of our flesh’,? there are ‘two natures in everything, the divine and
the bodily’? and therefore, ‘nothing can perish; everything is
eternal in its principle and incorruptible.’ 4 How reminiscent of
Meister Eckhart! And how close this comes to pantheism (in a
form so frequent among the mystics)! In one place Skovoroda
directly identifies the concepts ‘pature’ and ‘God’.5 Here his
thought is extremely close to the vitalistic cosmology of the Stoics,

Despite a number of passages which give sufficient reason for
interpreting Skovoroda’s metaphysics pantheistically, it would be
a serious mistake to do this. Skovoroda is essentially much closer
to eccasionalism (of Malebranche’s type). God is the source of all
energy in being; He is the ‘secret spring of all thingy’. ¢ If this is
taken into consideration, the element of acosmism which is un-
questionably present in Skovoroda—the low appraisal of exnpirical
reality as a mere ‘shadow’ of true being——takes on its proper mean-
ing. The idea of God’s presence and activity in the world runs
persistently through Skovoroda. This is not idealism, for corporeal
being, the whole of visible nature, is not an illusion; however,
empirical reality is wholly ‘sustained’ and moved by God. ‘God is
the eternal ruler and secret law in created things.’ He is the ‘tree
of lie’ and all things else are a ‘shadow’.”

In one of his later dialogues, Skovoroda expresses his meta-
physical duabsm in Platonic terms, and even tends to the idea that
matter is eternal,8 which leads him to neglect the idea of creation.
This was connected with Skovoroda’s new doctrine of the internal
unity of good and evil; we shall turn to an analysis of this doctrine
below, and there we shall offer an appraisal of this aspect of
Skovoroda’s metaphysics.

Chizhevski and Ern both insist that symbolesm is a characteristic
feature of Skovoroda’s metaphysics. However, it is necessary to
distinguish symbolism as a manner of thinking, as mental imagery,
from symbolism in the ontological sense. Both are present in Skov-
oroda, but ontological symbolism—especially in his doctrine of
the Bible as a special world—does not go deep in Skovoroda, nor
is it essential to his metaphysics.

t. Iind,, pp. 86, 63. 2. Ihid., p. go

3. Iid, p. 243. 4. Tbid,, p. 244
5. Ibd, p. 245. 6. Ihd., p. 331,
7 Ibd, p. 520. 8. Idid., p. 507



THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 65

12. SKOVORODA’S ETHICS

We have now to consider Skovoroda’s ethics. In Skovoroda’s
world-view and in his own life, problems of morality occupied
such an important place that he is sometimes regarded as
primanly a moralist. This is not true, for Skovoroda’s moral
reflections did not in any way weaken his philosophic activity;
nevertheless it is impossible not to feel Skovoroda’s genuine moral
passion, his constant moral seriousness. Perhaps the epistem-
ological dualism which, in our opinion, marks Skovoroda’s whole
system, was itself a product of Skovoroda’s moral aversion to the
emptiness of external life and his craving for a deeper and more
spiritual way of life. There is no evidence that Skovoroda’s creative
activity had such moral roots; it is impossible to deny that Skov-
croda’s moral views were determined by his anthropology and
his metaphysics, rather than vice versa. If a moral approach to the
problems of the world did psychologically determine Skovoroda’s
creative activity, this could have been only in the early stages of
his work. Skovoroda’s ethics is not an ethics of creative activity,
but one of submission to the ‘secret’ laws of our spirit. This, of course,
is not quietism; nevertheless, moral inspiration does not so much
impel man forward as define the struggle wath his own self. In man
there lives a secret ‘guide of the blessed nature’ and ‘one has only
to refrain from hindering the wisdom which lives within us.” 1
Man’s moral path, his internal structure, should give the
victory to the mystical energy within him. The empirical energies
in man (his will, primarily} hinder moral growth because they
continually perplex him. ‘Accuse not the world; this corpse is not
to blame’, Skovoroda exclaims; ‘the root of sinfulness lies in man
himself and in Satan.’ Hence moral growth is the struggle of man's
heart, of the spirtual principle in him, against his empirical
impulses. “The will 13 a hungry helll’ Skovoroda exclaims. ‘Every-
thing is poison to thee, thon art poison to all things, . . . Everyone
who deifies his own will is an enemy of God’s will and cannot enter
into the Kingdom of God ’ 2

In the depths of every man is the secret law of his growth; there-
fore one must, first of all, ‘find oneself’. All of the sufferings and
torments through which man passes result from his living in
opposition to that for which he was created. “What torment it is’,
says Skovoroda, ‘to labour in an unnaiural work.” The concept of
‘naturalness’, or ihe following of one’s vocation, becomes central

t. Ibid., pp. 54, 364 2. Ihd , pp. 454, 449-
HR.P. I—5§
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in Skovoroda’s ethics. ‘Nature and naturalness’, he says, ‘signify
God’s innate blessing, His secret law which governs all creatures.’t
One must ‘first of all seek out within oneself the spark of divine
truth; this spark, sanctifying our darkness, will bring us to the
sacred Siloam’,? i.e. will purify us.

Skovoroda was sharply aware of the forces which bind us to the
empirical world, obstructing our ascent to eternal truth and justice,
Once, near the end of his life, these words broke from him: ‘O
my Father, it is hard to tear one’s heart away from the world’s
sticky elements!’ 3 Bondage to the world is not merely an infirmity
of our sensuousness, riveting us to the world; it is more complex
and profound, and is connected with the realsty of evsl in the world,
which enmeshes man on all sides. Skovoroda perceived this realm
of evil with anguish and torment, ‘Let not the abyss of the world
consume me with fire’, he prayed.4 But as time went on, Skovoroda
reflected more and more on the problem of the reality of evil. At
first he advanced the idea that ‘darkness was impressed upon us
in order that the light might be revealed’,’ but toward the end of
his life, he modified this doctrine of the mysterious concomitance
of good and evil, bis final doctrine being that the sharp incompati-
bility of good and evil is a fact which applies only to the empirical
sphere; in other words that the distinction between good and evil
15 obliterated beyond the limits of the empirical world. ‘Know’,
he writes, ‘that there is a serpent; know that he is also God.” 6 This
surprising formula, so close to one of the branches of ancient
gnosticism, is developed by Skovoroda into a complete theory.
“The serpent is harmful only when he crawls upon the earth’, i.c.
when he remains within the empirical sphere. ‘We crawl upon the
carth like infants [i.e. we are immersed in the world’s injustice]
and the serpent crawls after us.” But if we ‘raise him up’, ‘fus saving
strengih appears’.” The overcoming of evil is thus effected through
the overcoming of its empirical aspect. ‘If we see in the serpent
only maliciousness and the flesh, he will not cease to sting us.’ The
significance of this doctrine is not simply that evil reveals itself to
us as the path to good, but that there is a certain identity of the two.
“These two halves’, Skovoroda writes, ‘make up a smgle whole; the
Lord created death and life, good and evil, poverty and wealth,
and bound them nio ome’ & In other words, the duality of the

. Ibid., p. 330, 2. lbid., p. 237.
8. Ind., p. 499. 4. Ibid., p. 434.
5. Jbid., p, 286, 6. Ibid,, p. s12.

7. Lot. cit. 8. Ibid., p. 530,
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empiricalworld does notextend beyond the world itself, but in order
that the ‘saving strength’ within evil may be revealed it is necessary
to escape the power of the empirical world, i.e. to overcome it
spiritually. This is the ‘path of fransfiguration’ (the title of the last
chapter of this dialogue): “Try’, says Skovoroda, ‘to make divine
truth and justice shine out of thy false eartl?’, to reveal the eternal
aspect in the depths of the empirical. Holding fast to it, we emanci-
pate curselves from the falsity of empirical being and thus enter
upon the path of transfiguration. Evil is an indubitable reality
within the limits of the world; evil is not illusory, but the world
itself is illusory in its present givenness. Ethical dualism is overcome
by the transfiguration of visible into invisible, created into divine,
There is a certain mystical optimism in Skovoroda, a turning toward
the light which is hidden in the world, a striving to behold this light
in the darkness, and to transfigure life. ‘I love not life, stamped as it
is with death’, Skovoroda once exclaimed, and immediately added:
‘It [i.e. empirical life] is itself death.’ ! The untransfigured world
was gratuitous and tormenting to Skovoroda. His soul sought a
transfiguration which, even in anticipation, gives strength to our
spirit. ‘Leave all of this physical corruption [i.e. the empirical
world, which bears the stamp of death]’, Skovoroda urges, ‘and go
thyself from earth to heaven . . ., from the perishing world to the
primordial world. . . . This [visible] sun is not necessary to me; 1
go toward a better sun. . . . It satiates and delights my very self, my
centre, my heart’s abyss, an abyss which is not captured by any-
thing visible or tangible. . . . Oh, my heart’s God! My very sweetest
part! Thou art my mystery; all flesh is Thy veil and shadow.’ 2
In concluding our account of Skovoroda’s ethics, let us point out

once more that the whole eighteenth century, with its complete
absorption in historical experience, seemed petty and insignificant
to Skovoroda. The idea of external progress and external equality
was alien to him; he often made ironic comments on the subject.
Here is one such passage: ‘We have measured the sea, the earth,
the atmosphere, and the heavens; we have disturbed the earth’s
womb for metals, discovered a countless multitude of worlds, We
construct incomprehensible machines. . . . Every day brings new
experiments and marvellous inventions. Is there anything that
we cannot conceive or carry out! But the sad thing is that, in all of
this, greatness is lacking,’ 3

1. Ibid., p. 193.

a. Ibid., p 4086.

8. Ibid,, p. 2244
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13. APPRAISAL OF SBKOVORODA'S PHILOUSQOPHY

From all that has been said the inner wholeness and unquestion-
able mndependence of Skovoroda’s philosophy becomes clear. It 1s
a philosophy of mysticism, which takes its departure from a firm
feeling that the essence of being is to be found beyond the limits of
sensory reality Although Skovoroda does not call empirical being
illusory, the hidden aspect of being so overshadows the empirical
sphere for him that a strong mystical bias results, This is mysti-
cism, precisely because ‘genuine’ being is revealed to our spirit
only ‘in Christ’, in that mysterious life which is generated from
living ‘in Christ’. Skovoroda is not a pure phenomenalist; he does
not declare the empirical world an illusion. But sensory being is for
him only a ‘shadow’, a weakened, dependent reality. However, the
“flesh’ is capable of opposing the spirit, which testifies to its reality.
Skovoroda’s mystical metaphysics is unfinished, chiefly as the
result of his failure to solve the problem of the inter-relationship of
the universal and individual components in ‘genuine’ being. Al-
though he is a theist, he very often comes close to pantheism;
dreaming of the transfiguration of the individual, he sketches out
a path for this transfiguration in which the very principle of in-
dividuality begins to lose metaphysical stability. At thesame time,
Skovoroda continues to hold firmly o a Christian metaphysics,
and this remains the basic pomni of departure for his scarchings,
Skovoroda's strength, the valuable side of his creative activity,
consists in the overcoming of empiricism, in the revelation of the in-
completeness and falseness of sensory being. In this negative
erphasis Skovoroda rested firmly on Christianity, on Biblical in-
spiration. The Bible actually inspired Skovoroda; for this reason
his various critical remarks, directed against the literal interpreta-
tion of the Bible and persistently developing its allegorical inter-
pretation, were completely free from the rationalistic biblical criticism
which had already found clear expression in the West in the
eighteenth century. We repeat: the Bible inspired Skovoroda; it
sharpened his understanding of existence, deepened his under-
standing of man, and led him to an investigation of ‘genuine’
being. From Christianity Skovoroda went to philosophy, not de-
parting from Christianity, but simply entering upon the path of
free thought. It would be historically unjust to forget that Skov-
oroda, in tearing himself away from sensory being and entering
upon the study of the ‘genuine’ world, moved forward as an investi-
gator His bold theory that the disintegration of being into opposites
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(good and evil, life and death, etc.) is true only for the empirical
sphere, and does not entail a mefaphysical dualism~-in other words,
that the empirical antinomies are ‘resolved’ in the mystical sphere
—is a result of analysis and not mere peremptory assertion.

Skovoroda’s philosophy was without question a product of his
personal creative activity, but this does not preclude the possibility
of a number of influences on him. With the present state of the
materials it is quite impossible to assert anything categorical in
this respect; it seems important to point out the extraordinary
similarity of Skovoroda’s theoretical constructions to those of
Malebranche. In Skovoroda the mode of exposition is different
and the idea of the Logos is not so clearly central as in Male-
branche’s system. The rejection of sensory being is motivated
guite differently in the two philosophers; Skovoroda thinks bibli-
cally, Malebranche is everywhere the rationalist. Nevertheless, the
similarity of the two philosophers’ theories is often remarkable.

Skovoroda stood firm in his free creative activity, but rebellion
was entirely alien to him. He was convinced that in his search for
the truth he was remaining with Christ, for ‘the truth is the Lord’s
and not satan’s’. Skovoroda never broke away from the Church,
but he was never afraid to follow the path of free thought. In the
history of Russian philosophy he occupics a very important place,
as the first representative of religious philosophy. At the same time,
we see in Skovoroda an unquestionable secularization of thought
within the Church. The medieval formula ‘fides quaerens intellectum’,
is truly applicable in his casc.

We proceed now to a study of this same process of secularization
of thought outside the boundaries of the Church, in the secular
intelligentsia, which became a definite force in Russian life after
the coronation of Peter the Great.



CHAPTER III

The Beginning of Secular Culture in Russia

PHILOSOPEIG TRENDS IN EIGHTEENTH-GENTURY RUSSIA

1. GENERAL FEATURES OF RUSSIAN LIFE IN THE
EIGHTEENTE CENTURY
¢

EQULAR’ culture both in Western Europe and in Russia grew

out of the disintegration of an earlier ccclesiastical culture,

That secular culture springs from religious roots is evident
from the fact that within secular culture itself--especially as it
becomes differentiated—there is always an clemental religious
quality, a kind of extra-ecclesiastical mysticism. Secular cultural
creativity is always inspired by a clear and definite ideal, that of
establishing a ‘happy’ life on earth. Such creativity is essentially
‘of this world’, but it is strongly marked by ‘religious immanent-
ism’, The ideal which inspires secular culture is, of course, the
Christian doctrine of the Kingdom of God, but a completely
earthly kingdom, created by men without God. Precisely for this
reason, the psychology of cultural creativity is inevitably uiopian in
spirit, hoping passionately for a complete, universal, free and joy-
ous realization of the ideal on earth. Secular culture bears the
ineradicable stamp of romanticism; it combines scientific, social,
and other ideas with socio-political dreams.

A culture always creates a ‘leading class’, in which the creative
energiesand aspirationsoftheepocharecrystallized. Intherepresen-
tatives of this ‘leading class’, a specific psychology is gradually built
up, one which differs deeply and essentially from that of ecclesiasti-
cism. The cultural leaders are usually so remote from the Church
in the depths of their creative life that friendly and hostile attitudes
toward the Church are equally possible for them, without serious
crisis. But, in both cases, secular culture moves spontaneously to-
ward exclusion of the Church from daily life. This internal conflict
of Church and culture can only be explained by the fact that the
secularization of culture, at least in Western Europe, developed as

e}
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a departure and break from the Ghurch, but not from Cheistianity.
Thus in the very dynamics of cultural creativity, the very motive
forces of civilization, there burns, whether with visible or hidden
flame, an age-long litigation with the Church.

In Russia the departure from an integral ecclesiasticism and
the creation of a new mode of ‘secular’ life began as early as the
end of the fifteenth century (under Ivan III). But even at that
period it was soon complicated by the fact that the new mode of
life took shape under the influence of Western secular life, the
attraction and, later, fascination of which was very strongly felt by
Russians. This process became clear, even ‘acute’, after the Time
of Unrest (mid-seventeenth century) but it appeared with full and
almost ‘elemental’ force at the time of Peter the Great and his
successors. At first the way of life of the Tsars themselves and their
retinues, and then gradually that of the circles which surrounded
them, began to change sharply and rapidly. It was not merely the
technological ‘conveniences’ of life, but even more the aesthetics of
the Western way of life which captivated Russians with incon-
ceivable force. As early as the seventeenth century a theatre was
established, and in the time of Peter the Great various Western
customs and mores (styles of clothing, shaving of beards, evening
dances at which women were permitted to appear freely, etc.)
were imposed under Peter’s direct supervision and by his strict
injunction.! These changes corresponded to inner upheavals which
were taking place in the Russian soul, especially its internal secu-
larization which demanded an external expression. The West also
had its model (classical antiquity); but in the West the process
took nearly iwo centuries. In Russia, however, the presence of a
living and attractive ‘model’ made unnecessary—at least during
the early period—any independent elaboration of a new mode of
life. As a result, this mode of life took shape in the upper strata of
Russian society so rapidly that within a few decades the old
customs and mores were preserved intact only in the provinces,
among the people and the Old Believers.

Of course, it was not merely the external forms of life that were
altered; there was also an increasing demand for a new ‘ideology’
to replace thepreviousecclesiastical ideology. Everywhere thethirst
for education became intense, specifically for secular education
as it existed at that moment in the West. Lomonosov’s biography
is typical in this respect: the som of a sacristan, he made his

1. On this point see the abundant material in E. Haumant, La Culture
Jrangaise en Russie (1700 1900), and ed., Paris, 1919
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way to the Moscow Theological Acadenty, went abrqad, and be-
came 2 most remarkable scientist! The biographies of many
eighteenth-century Russians exhibit similar external (eatures; one
is astonished everywhere by the early maturity, the rapid mastery
of everything significant in Western civilization. For example,
there was the young Princess Dashkova, who later became presi-
dent of the Academy of Sciences. She was widely educated, knew
several languages, and during her stay \n Western Europe enjoyed
the friendliest relations with outstanding writers of the time.1 The
rapidity withwhich Russians mastered themost important products
of Western civilization, and emerged one after another upon the
path of independent creative activity is astonishing. But there was
another factor in this rapidity. In breaking away from the ecclesi-
astical mode of life, Russians in the early period fell into absolute
bondage to the West, finding in themselves no roots for the elabora-
tion of an independent mode of Iife. This is why there was so much
blind imitation of the West in Russia for so long, so much ‘comical
enthusiasm’,~as Khomyakov later expressed it—carried 1o the
point of absurdity.

2. BASIC PEILOSOPHIC TRENDS IN RUSSIA DURING
THI§ PERIOD

Russians were also very receptive to the philosophic culture of the
West. The penetration into Russia of the philosophic ideas of the
West (predominantly from France, but also from Germany and
England) has long been studied, and there is an extensive litera-
ture on the subject. But there is as yet no complete picture of the
whole philosophic movement in eighteenth-century Russia, This
philosophic movement was complex and intricate. The naive and
profound, the great and insignificant were interwoven in a spirit
of over-simplified eclecticism. But it would be a serious mistake io
characterize the whole eighteenth century in Russia as one of
philosophic eclecticism. At the same time, certain eighteenth-
century tendencies were fypical for the whole future of Russian
philosophy; they exhibited traits which later recerved fuller and
more distinct expression,

We cannot make the present chapter a complete study of these
tendencies. We shall necessarily be brief, mentioning only the chief
" 1. Her hiography was very vividly and interestingly written by Herzen,

whose work remzins the best account of her life to date. OF particular interest
is Princess Dashkova’s friendship with Diderot.
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tendencies in the philosophic movement of the eighteenth century,
and touching upon the representatives of these tendencies only in
passing. Only in our exposition of Radishchev’s views will we offer
a somewhat more detailed analysis. In general, we may note the
following basic tendencies in the eighteenth-century philosophic
movement in Russia: (1) What we may call ‘Russian Voltairism?®,
in which scepticism and ‘freethinking’ must be distinguished from
more serious “Voltairism’. This term, which has become current in
Russian literature (and life), is a very inadequate and one-sided
indication of the nature of this tendency, from which both intel-
lectual radicalism and the essentially different ‘nihilism’ later
developed. (2) The second tendency was determined by the need to
create a new ideology of nationalism, with a view to the overthrow
of the previous ecclesiastical ideology. Some sought a new founda-
tion for nationalism in ‘natural law’, others 1n ‘enlightenmentism’
(eighteenth-century Russian humanism). (3) The third tendency,
which was also secularistic, sought to satisfy religious and philo-
sophic needs outside the Church; Russian freemasonry is a part of
this tendency. Freemasonry, as we shall see, was marked not only
by a religious and mystical orientation, but also by a persistent
interest in nature-philosophy.

All of these were trends mn. secular thought which marked the
beginning of free philosophic inquiry. A pupillary imitation of
specific tendencies in Western thought did not preclude the be-
ginnings of original thinking, but we are, of course, still only ‘on
the threshold’ of philosophy. Let us note immediately that besides
the above-mentioned philosophic movements, an ‘academic’ philo-
sophy developed, in the Theological Academies (Kiev, Moscow)
and m the University (at this time only in Moscow, where the
University was founded in 1755), which contributed 1ts share to
the development of philosophic culture. We shall discuss this in
subsequent chapters.

3. RUSSIAN ‘VOLTAIRISM’

Let us turn first of all to what is conventionally called “Russian
Voltairism’. The mere fact that the Russians themselves labelled
a whole trend of thought and temper of mind with Voltaire’s
name is very characteristic. As a matter of fact, Voltaire’s name
was a banner which brought together all who rejected, with merci-
less criticism and often with contempt, the ‘old ways® in customs
and mores, ideas and religion, ridiculing everything encrusted with
tradition and defending the most daring reforms and innovations.
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On the soil of this wholesale rejection of the past a taste for utopias
gradually developed (beginning with an enthusiasm for Fénelon—
see below). But in speaking of Voltaire’s influence 1n Russia we
must keep in mind his arfistic works primarily, and especially his
novels. This has been very well shown by Sipovski.! Scepticism,
irony, criticism of the social order, mockery of superstitions, a
worship of reason, a decisive rejection of miracles, a worship of
everything ‘natural’, and finally the problem of evil—these were
the basic motifs in that Russian literature which moved under the
banner of the ‘new ideas’. Voltaire was for Russians the chief
representative of the ‘new consciousness’. We should not forget
the particularly deferential attitude of Catherine II toward
Voltaire (in letters to Grimm she called him ‘my teacher’). D. D.
Yazykov has shown that 140 translations of Voltaire’s works were
published during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.?
To this we should add that, on the testimony of his contemporaries,
“Voltaire’s works were at that time imported in large numbers and
could be found in all the bookstores.’ Also, as Metropolitan Eugene
(Bolkhovitinov) tells us, “Voltaire was just as well known in manu-
script as in print.’ ? Voltaire was published even in the provinces;
a Tambov landowner named Rakhmaninov published Voltaire’s
complete works (a second edition appeared in 1791). To be sure,
after the French Revolution Catherine II ordered all of Voltaire’s
books in the stores to be confiscated—and a palace bust of Voltaire
was banished to the cellar.

Russian Voltairism developed into radicalism, on the one hand,
but it also had another expression. As Fonvizin tells us, the ‘studies’
in certain philosophic circles consisted of ‘blasphemy and sacri-
lege’. ‘Having lost his God’, Klyuchevski remarks, ‘the rank-and-
file Russian Voltairian did not simply leave His temple as a man
who had become superfluous there, but like a rebellious servant,
went on a pre-departure rampage, trying to shatter, mutilate, and
defile everything.” 4 It is not difficult to see here the first germina-
tions of that unremitting nihilism which entered quite permanently

1. In his article ‘Filosofskiye nastroyeniya i 1de: v russkom romane XVIII
v’. [‘Philosophical Moods and Ideas in the Eighteenth-Century Russan
Novel’], Zhumal Mimsterstva Narodnove Prosveshchentya, 1905.

2. D. D. Yazykov, Valter v russkoi literature’ [*Voltaire in Russian Litera.
ture’], in Pod znamenem nauks [Under the Banner of Science] (essays in honour
of Prof, Storozhenko), 1902,

8. Aleksel Veselovski, Zapadngye vlivanive v russko literature [The Western
Influence in Russian Literature], 4th ed., 1910, p. 76.

4. V.Klyuchevski, Ocherks i rechs [Fssaysand Speeches], Moscow, 1913, IT, 255.
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into the Russian way of life in the nineteenth century. Klyuchevski

Jjustly says of this current of “Voltairism’ in Russia: “The new ideas
were delightfully scandalous, like the lustrations in a suggestive
novel. Our Voltairian’s philosophical laughter freed him from
divine and human laws, emancipated his spirit and flesh, made
him inaccessible to any fear save that of the police. . . .’ 1 Together
with this ‘nihilistic’ current, we must consider the Russian dandies,
inane persons who were blindly carried away by ‘everything
French'—language, manners, fashions, mode of living, This often
assumed inconceivably comical forms; and when Russian journal-
ism developed under Catherine II, Russian writers and journalists
never ceased to ridicule and scourge this absurd yet passionate
worship of ‘everything French’. This is portrayed most strikingly
by Fonvizin in his Brigadeer, where Ivan, the hero of the drama,
declares passionately that ‘though his body was born in Russia his
soul belongs to the French crown.’

This break with everything native and national is rather mcom-
prebensible at first glance, and seems to place eighteenth-century
Russians in a bad light—the rupture continued until the middle
of the nineteenth century. This is irue, of course, but the situation
is more complicated than it appears. The whole nihilistic temper
of mind resulted from the loss of a previous spiritual soil, the
absence—in the new cultural conditions—of a native environment
precious to the soul from which it could draw sustenance. There
was no longer any connection with the Church, which not long
before had completely filled men’s souls. Life was sharply ‘secular-
ized’, separated from the Church; an abyss yawnmed between
them. Certain Russians, passionately thirsting as before to “confess’
some new faith, entered wholeheartedly into the life of the West,
but others adopted a cheap scepticism, or nihilistic freethinking.

4. THE GENESIS OF RUSSIAN RADICALISM

Russian Voltairism in its nihilistic aspects left lasting traces in
Russian society, but it pertains rather to the Russian mode of life
than to Russian culture. The serious wing of Voltairism, which
laid the foundations of Russian intellectual and political radcalism,
was much more important. Of course, Voltaire’s was not the only
significant influence; Russians were also carried away by Rousseau,
Diderot, the Encyclopaedists, and the later materialists. In a
Dictionary of Russian Writers (eighteenth century) we find

1. Ibid., p 256.



46 ON THE THRESHOLD OF PHILOSOPHY

Diderot, Locke, Rousseau, and Shakespeare listed along with Vol-
taire. Among many Russians Bayle enjoyed enormous authority;
among others it was Montesquieu. Metropolitan Eugene tells of a
priest, a colleague of his at the Moscow Theological Academy, who
was never without Rousseau’s works, just as later Leo Tolstoy
wore on his breast a portrait of Rousseau instead of a cross. The
Encyclopaedia was translated both as separatc articles and as a
whole. It is known that the Russian journalist and historian Boltin
completed a translation of the Encyclopaedia as far as the letter K.
In 1767 a group of nineteen persons was formed for the publication
of translations from the Encyclopaedia under the editorship of
Kheraskov.! The Russian ambassador to France, Prince D. A,
Golitsyn, a friend of Diderot (whose trip to Russia was arranged
by the former) was so close to Helvetius that upon the latter’s
death he edited and published his De I’homme. Incidentally, Prince
Golitsyn’s son gave up his honours and secular life, embraced
Catholicism, and went to America as a missionary teacher. He is
an interesting prototype of another Russian who gave up faith and
fatherland-—Professor Pechyorin.

I. V. Lopukhin, one of the outstanding freemasons of the
eighteenth century, tells us that he ‘willingly read Voltaire's
mockeries of religion, Rousseau’s refutations, and similar works.’
Reading Holbach's well-known System of Nature, in which material-
istic ideas are combined with an unquestionably sincerc moralism,
Lopukhin was carried away to such an cxtent that he translated
the conclusion of the book into Russian and resolved io distribute
his translation. But, as he tells us, after he had finished transcribing
the passage, he suddenly felt such pangs of conscience that he was
unable to sleep or rest until he had burned the whole translation.

Russian radicalism, recognizing no authority, inclined to cx-
tremes and to a sharp statement of problems, began at this period.
But because of this sharp break with lustory, this extremism, there
began to develop in Russian minds a tendency toward day-drcam-
ing, i.e. toward ufppeas. This is so characteristic, and left such a
mark on the philosophic searchings of the eighteenth century, that
it is worth considering in some detail.

5. THE RISE OF SOQIAL DOCTRINES

The first utopia to appear in Russian was Fénelon’s Adveniures of
Telemachus. Tredyakovski tramslated this novel into verse (the

1. Veselovsky, op, ot , p. 67.
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famous Telemachid). Tredyakovski modestly says of himself, ‘I
have no desire to vie with such a famous poet.’ The Adventures of
Telemachus actually was very much to the taste of the Russian
public and called forth a number of imitations. It is interesting to
note that toward the end of the eighteenth century a Russian trans-
lation of Thomas More’s Utspia appeared, under the title A Picture
of the Best Possible Government, or Utopia (1789). But, of course,
it was Rousseau, with his sharp opposition of civilization and a
‘natural’ order of life, who gave especial impetus to the develop-
ment of utopian thinking. The concept of a ‘natural’ order of
things had an enormous fermentative influence on the develop-
ment of utopian thinking. We shall see more than once how
strongly Russians were influenced by the idea of a ‘natural’ life.
It dissipated the enthusiasm for external order, for the aesthetics
of living, for the achievements of the Enlightenment in the West,
which had unquestionably had an enormous influence on Russians,
The opposition of a fictitious ‘natural’ life to the actually existing
order of Western lifc liberaled Russians from the bondage into
which they had fallen, seduced by the life and ideas of the West,
At this point the first foundations were laid for a Russian critique
of the West.! Haumant, 18 partially right when he says that ‘Rus-
sians did not yet realize that one could condemn civilization,
especially that of Western Europe.’2 In the West, too, the opposition
of real life 1o a fictitious ‘natural’ order was a result not so much of
dissatisfaction with contemporary life as a utopian orientation of
thought, which was a surrogate for religious hope in a Kingdom of
God. For Russians the spirit of utopianism was an original substi-
tute for religious thought, the decline of which was compensated
for by day-dreaming. One is struck by the fact that utopian day-
dreaming developed markedly in eighteenth-century Russia,
simultaneously with a passionate worship of the West. We must
therefore conclude that this day-dreaming did not spring from
criticism of European reality (on the contrary, the spirit of
utopianism was one of the first indications of a critical attitude to-
ward the West) but from another root This root was absiract

t The first manifestation of this criticism was probably contained in Fon-
vizin'g letters from abroad But Prince Vyazemski has shown that this crticism
resied on ‘Western sources. See Veselovsku’s just comments, op. eif , pp. 84, go.
Haumant (of ¢t , p 11g) nghily connects the “Gallophobia’ of certain Russians
wilh their Anglomania, and notes that the West itseif suggested to Russians a
critical attitude toward the West.

2. Haumant, off eit, p. 112,
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radwalism,! which had nothing to opposeto theidea of the Kingdom
of God except a utopia. It is interesting to note that Novikov’s
journal Utrenni svet [Morning Light]—which was permeated with
religious and philosophic ideas—published a translation of the
utopian legend of the troglodytes from Montesquieu’s Persian
Letters. The historian and journalist Shcherbatov of the time of
Catherine, whom we shall meet below, wrote a utopia of his own,
A Journey in the Land of Ophir, in which he painted his ideal of
Russia’s future. Shcherbatov, inspired by Fénelon, and by the
utopias of Morelli (the Basiliad) and Mercier (2440 4.D.), drew
up, as Florovsky correctly notes, ‘a plan for a unique clerical police
state’,2 in which the chief overseers were to be priests. Finally,
there was the utopian legend of Radishchev’s Journey, which we
shall examine below.

‘We have digressed somewhat, but a familiarity with the utopian
tendency in the general movement of thought of eighteenth-
century Russia will be useful in what follows.

6. TATISHOHEV. SHCHERBATOV

From the nihilistic and radical varieties of Russian ‘Voltairism’,
we turn to the intellectual tendencies which were bound
up with the demand for a new national ideology.? During
the reign of Peter the Greal a new intelligentsia was formed in
Russia, guided wholly by ‘secular’ interests and ideas. The centre
of crystallization around which these interests and ideas clustered
was not the idea of a universal religious mission (the preservation
of the purity of Orthodoxy), as had been the case formerly, but
the ideal of Great Russia. The very personality of Peter the Great,
his ceaseless and many-sided creative activity, breathing new life
into a state which until then had been somewhat flabby, dazzled
men’s minds and kindled their hearts with a proud consciousness
of Russian strength and greatness. Alongside the ‘Voltairians® there
arose a new kind of intelligentsia-—genuinely cultured, following
with great responsiveness everything that happened in Western
Europe, especially France, but striving to create a Russian national

1, This concept may be compared to Tame’s well-known charactierization
of eightesnih-century French thought as a kind of ‘classicism?’,

2. G. Florowsky, Puti russkove bogoslovya [Paths of Russian Theology],
P- 5342

3. Voltairism’ continued in Russia inio the nineteenth century, but it had
1o seriovs influence on the movement of Russian thought,
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ideolagy which would be completely “secular’ and remote from
ecclesiastical thinking. The figure of Kantemir is very interesting
and characteristic in this respect. He lived as a diplomat in London
and Paris, was very closec to a number of outstanding writers,
translated into Russian Montesquieu’s Persian Letiers and Fonte-
nelle’s Conversations on the Plurality of Worlds (which, by intercession
of the Synod, was confiscated). He also wrote Letters on Nature
and Man,! a popular exposition of the principles of natural science.

Of much more importance for us 15 the activity of Tatishchev,
the first Russian historian. Tatishchev was a very well educated
man; he drew his chief inspiration from Hobbes’ theory of the
state. In his attempt to provide a foundation for the ‘new intelli-
gentsia’ Tatishchev took as his point of departure the popular
eighteenth-century doctrine of ‘natural law’. This doctrine rests on
a recognition of the inviolable autonomy of the individual, which
can be abridged by neither Church nor State. In his Conversation
on the Utility of Schools and Sciences, Tatishchev wrote as an
apologist for secular life, insisting firmly that ‘man’s desire for
happiness is absolute and is implanted by God’. Tatishchev was
the first in Russian literature to develop a system of utilitarianism,
taking ‘rational egoism’ as its point of departure. In these doctrines
Tatishchev sketched a theory of the secularization of life, its
emancipation from ecclesiastical control. The opposition of God
and Church, so frequent among defenders of ‘natural religion’, is
typical of the whole eighteenth century. Tatishchev considers it
an abuse on the part of the Church to “forbid what is established
for man by divine law.’ He comes to a conclusion consonant with
the temper of mind of the period: that the Church should be sub-
ordinated to state control. Ecclesiastical law may fail to concide
with divine law; in such a case the state power should limit the law
of the Church ‘for the sake of decency’. The very concept of sin
reduces to that of acts ‘harmful to man’. In order to avoid such
acts it i3 necessary to know oneself, to give the intellect dominion
over the passions. ‘God’, he writes, ‘Included a punishment in
every crime against nature, so that each crime should be followed
by natural punishments.” This idea, which is very close to what
Spencer later erected into a doctrine of ‘natural discipline’, com-
pletes the outline of Tatishchev’s moral theory, a theory resting
wholly on the autonomy of ‘secular’ life. The very opposition of
‘natural’ laws, as divine in origin, to ecclesiastical laws, is a clear

1. Pisma o prireds 1 cheloveke, Veselovski {op. cit., p. 57) reports that these
letters are presetved in manuscript in the Public Library [in St. Petersburg].
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expression of the ‘new consciousness’. In the seventeenth century
Russian readers took over from the translated stories of the time
the 1dea of the freedom of the ‘secular principle’ from interference
by ecclesiastical laws. Eighteenth-century journals continually
cmphasized that ‘bfe is given to us mn joy’. In Tatishchev’s moral
philosophy this doctrine took on finished form,

An appeal to the principles of ‘natural law’ (as opposed to
ecclesiastical statutes) was an essential element in the new ideology.
Works on ‘natural law’ were translated into Russian; in 1764 a
certain Zolotnitski published a compilation called An Abridge-
ment of Natural Law from Diverse Authors for the Use of Russian
Society. We should also note that the idea of ‘natural law’ was basic
for Theophanes Prokopovich, a passionate apologist for the re-
forms of Peter the Great, who openly preached the secularization
of power and the ‘Justice of the monarch’s will’. The personality
of Theophanes Prokopovich has been largely discredited; historians
have characterized him as a ‘hireling and adventurer’.! But that he
was one of the most enlightened and philosophically inclined men
of his time cannot be denied. His opportunism was combined with
malice toward his enemies, his assiduous conformity to the spirit
of the time2 with a placing of secular power above spiritual power.
Allof thisis true, but it was just such men as Theophanes Prokopo-
vich who expressed the ‘new consciousness’.

In any case, the idca of ‘natural law’ served in principle as a
foundation for comstructing a secular ideology and justifying
‘secular existence’, Tatishchev did not climinate religion or the
Church; this was not necessary for him. He merely wished to shift
them somewhat, in order to give first place to everything ‘natural’.
Tatishchev, who was thoroughly familiar with contemporary philo-
sophic thought, assured his readers that ‘true philosophy is not
sinful’, but useful and necessary. This same position was held by
another outstanding thinker of the period, Shcherbatov, who, by
the way, departed from the doctrine of natural law on one point:
he refused to recognize human equahty. In his History he idealized
old Russian life, and declared sadly that in modern times ‘super-
stitions had decreased but faith had also decreased’, He demanded
for Russia ‘moral enlightenment’ as well as intellectual progress.
But Shcherbatov, too, rested on the doctrine of ‘original’ (i.c.
natural) rights. His attitude toward the Church was marked by

1. See for example Florovsky, op. ci , pp 8off.

2. ‘He wrote always with a carefully sold pen’, Florovsky maliciously
remarks (loe, 6it.).
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the mistrust typical of his time. ‘Our priests and churchmen’, he
remarks, ‘having little enlightenment and no morals, are the most
harmful people in the state.” Shcherbatov wrote such treatises as
The Rebirth of Morals in, Russia, and Conversation on the Immor-
tality of the Soul (in the spirit of ‘natural religion’) t He outlined
a programme for the “teaching of the diverse sciences’, in which he
expressed the idea that ‘philosophy is valuable for what it can do
to further the improvement of morals.’

The historical works of Tatishchev, Shcherbatov, Lomonosov,
and Boltin—the first Russian historians—were inspired by a
national self-consciousness which sought foundations for itself out-
side the previous ecclesiastical ideology. They stood in general for
‘secular life’, and they found satisfaction for their new patriotic
feeling in a study of the Russian past. Resting on ideas of natural
law, and coming close to contemporary philosophic currents 1n the
West, they constructed a ‘new consciousness’ of secularized
eighteenth-century man. This work went even further among
those who may be called representatives of eighteenth-century
Russian humanism.

7. THE RISE OF FREEMASONRY. NOVIKOV

The first important Russian poets of the eighteenth century—
Lomonosov and Derzhavin—exhibit a secularized nationalism
combined with humanism. ‘Great Russia’, not ‘Holy Russia’, in-
spired them; the national eros, the ecstasy at Russia’s greatness,
wasdirected wholly toward Russia’s empirical being, apartfrom any
historiosophical foundation. This turning to Russia was, of course,
a reaction against the blind worship of the West and the contemp-
tuous attitude toward everything Russian which appeared so
strongly in Russian Voltairism. Lomonosov was a fiery patriot who
believed that

The Russian land shall bear

Platos, its very own,

And Newtons, swift of mind.

1. Certain historians of phtlesophy and writers on Russian philosophy con-
fuse ‘natural religion’ with dewsm, the essence of which 15 the recogmtion that
God c1eated the world and a rejection of God’s participation in the hife of the
world. ‘Natural rehigion’, on the other hand, entails no definite doctrines,
except for a general admission of the reality of Deity. As Zaelinski has shown
(Cicero sm Wandsl der Fahrhunderte, 4th ed., Leipzig, 1920) zll the theories of
‘natmal® 1ehigion in Europe go back to Cicero’s De natura degrum.

HRP 1—6
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Derzhavin, a true ‘singer of Russian glory’, defended the free-
dom and dignity of man. In verses written upon the birth of
Catherine II’s grandson (the future Emperor Alexander I) he
exclaimed:

Be the master of thy passions,
Be a man upon the throne!

Thismotif of pure humanism became thecentre of crystallization
of the new ideology. To keep from losing ourselves in the immense
material on this subject, we shall consider only two striking repre-
sentaives of eighteenth-century Russian humanism—Nowvikov
(during the first period of his activity) and Radishchev.

N. I. Novikov (1744~1818) was born into the family of a land-
owner of modest means, and received a rather meagre education
at home, but worked hard to educate himself, At the age of twenty-
five, he undertook the publication of a journal Truten [ The Drone]
in which he showed himself a man of great social sensitivity, a
passionate unmasker of the injustices of Russian life, and a fiery
idealist. Combating blind worship of the West, and ridiculing the
harsh morals of Russian life of the time, Novikov wrote with deep
sorrow of the difficult condition of the Russian peasants. In a later
journal Zfwopisets [The Artist] we find a fragment from his
Journey, a book in which the bitter lot of the peasants is strongly
emphasized. ‘Oh, humanity!* he exclaimed, ‘thou art unknown in
these villages.” This fragment anticipated Radishchev’s famous
hook, A Journey from Petersburg to Moscow.! The social problem
—the problem of introducing genuine humaneness into human
relationships—hecame central for Russian humanism from this
time on Here 1s the image of the 1deal man asg sketched by Novi-
kov: ‘A rational and virtuous gentleman; he does good to everyone
he can. He thinks that reason was given him so that he might
serve the state, wealth so that he might help the poor, that he was
born a man in order that he might be useful to all other men.’ In
defending the equality of all men, Novikov appealed not io the
ideas of natural law, as was usual at the time, but to Christianity.
Novikov’s language becomes particularly enthusiastic when he de-
fends the necessity of Russians’ remaining spiritually true to their
homeland, while accepting whatever is of value from foreign
nations. This is why he undertook the publication of the Ancient

1. V. Bogolyubov (N. I Novikoo 1 yeve orenya [N, I, Novikov and his Time],

Moscow, 1916, p. 6g) yustly regards Novikev’s anticle as ‘the strongest stalement
in the general press against serfdom before Radishchev’s Jowney'.
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Russian Library (under the patronage of Catherine II} in order
that Russians might, by learning about their past, recognize the
‘greatness of spirit of our forefathers’. The work of thought moved
under the aegis of reaction against the ‘Westerners’ of the time,
and elaboration of & new national self-consciousness, But in
eighteenth-century Russian humanism the fundamental impor-
tance of morality became niore and more apparent, and there was
even a preaching of the priority of morals over reason. Pedagogical
dreams, which were so close in eighteenth-century Russia to the
utopian project of ‘creating a new race of men’, emphasized the
‘development of the most refined heart'—the development of a
‘propensily io good’—ratber than reason. Fonvizin in The Minor
uttered this aphorism: “The intellect, if it be mere intellect, is a
trifle; it is good morals that give real value to the intellect.” This is a
typical expression of the moralism which was a new feature of the
Russian consciousness.! There was some Western influence here;
I have in mind not only Rousseau,? but also the English moralists,
However, there was also a nafive tendency to give pre-eminence to
morals (we shall see this constantly in the nineteenth century,
right up to Tolstoy’s ‘panmoralism’).

Novikov’s publishing activity (he issued a total of 448 titles) was
soon transferred to Moscow, but there it took on a different
character. He joined the Moscow freemasons, and his spiritual
interests shifted entirely from social to religious, philosophic, and
purely moral themes. This went beyond the limits of pure human-
ism; therefore we shall return to Novikov when we characterize
freemasonry. For the present, however, let us turn to another
striking proponent of eighteenth-century Russian humanism, A, N.
Radishchev, who was more of a philosopher.

8. RADISHCHEV. BIOGRAPHY

Radishchev’s name is surrounded by an aura of martydom (as was
also the case with Novikov), but, in addition to this, Radishchev
became for subsequent generations of the Russian intelligentsia a
kind of banner—a brilliant and radical humanist, a fiery partisan
of the pre-eminence of social problems. However, despite numercus
monographs and articles devoted to Radishchev, the legend con-

1. Tt is interesting that in the first student magazine, which appeared in
Moscow in 1764, the preaching of Christian virtue was linked with the natural-

law doctrme that all men are *by nature’ free and equal,
2. This is ttue of Fonwizin, who was sharply cutical of the West,
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cerning him has not yet stopped growing. He is sometimes scen as
the initiator of socialism in Russia! or as the first Russian material-
1st.2 There is, in fact, as little basis for such judgments as there was
for Catherine II’s sentencing of Radishchev to hard labour. His
sharp criticism of serfdom was not at all new; there was a great
deal of such criticism in the novels of the time and in magazine
articles like the above-cited ‘Fragment from a Journey’ in Novi-
kov’'s Shwoprsets. But that was before the French Revolution.
Catherine II took a comparatively complacent attitude toward
manifestations of Russian radicalism at that time and did not yet
think of repressing them, much less of persecuting their authors,
But Radishchev’s book, appearing in 1790, fell at a very sensitive
moment in the political life of Europe. French emigrants were
already beginning to appear in Russia;? anxiety was felt every-
where. Catherine II was in a nervous state. She began to see
manifestations of the revolutionary infection everywhere, and took
quite extraordinary measures to ‘suppress’ it. At first only Radish-
chev suffered, his book being banned from sale. Later Novikov
suffered; hiz enterprise was completely ruined.

Let us consider Radishchev’s biography more closely. He was
born in 1749 mto the family of a well-to-do landowner; he studied
first in Moscow and then 1n St. Petersburg. In 1766 he was sent
to Germany to study, along with a group of young men. Radish-
chev remained in Leipzig for about five years, studymng diligently
and reading voraciously. In the brief fragment dedicated to the
memory of Ushakov, his friend and comrade of the Leipzig
seminar, Radishchev tells of their enthusiasm for Helvetius. Ra-
dishchev received his philosophic training under the guidance of
the then popular Professor Platner, who was not distinguished by
originality and in fact was an eclectic, but nevertheless taught the
philosophic disciplmes in a very clear and absorbing fashion.
Radishchev studied natural science and medicine at length, and
returned to Russia 1n 1771 with a large store of knowledge and
habits of systematic thinking. His literary activity began with a

t. P, N Sakuln, Russkaye literature 3 sotsalizm [Russian Literature and
Socialism], Moscow, 1922, p. 63

2. See Betyayev’s article ‘Politicheskiye i filosofikiye vaglyady Radishcheva’
{‘Rags‘shchev’s Political and Philosophic Views’], Pod znamenem markstzma, No. 8

1 .
( gﬂ %"he history of the French emigration in Russia has been studied in
detail by K. K Muller (Frantsuzskaya emgratsiva v Ross: [ The French Emigration
in Russia], Vols, I and IT), Unfortunately, only the first volume has appeared
in print.
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translation into Russian of Mably’s book Observations on the Greeks.
In his notes, appended to the translation, Radishchev passionately
defended and developed the ideas of ‘natural law’. In 1790 his
first major work, A Journey from Petersburg to Moscow, appeared.!
This book, which shows the influence of Sterne’s Semiimental
Journey,? immediately began to sell very rapidly, but within a few
days it was withdrawn from sale and charges were preferred against
the author, Catherine IT herself read Radishchev’s book carefully
(her interesting notes on the book have been preserved) and im-
mediately decided that it showed an obvious ‘spreading of the
French infection’. “The author of this book’, we read in her notes,
‘is filled and infected with French errors; he tries in every way to
undermine respect for authority.” Although the author’s name did
not appear on the book, it was soon discovered who the author
was, and Radishchev was imprisoned. At the interrogation he
pleaded guilty, admitting that the book was ‘pernicious’; he said
that he had written it ‘in a fit of madness’ and begged for mercy.
The criminal court which tried Radishchev’s case sentenced him
to death for having ‘plotted’ against the Empress, but by Catherine
1I’s decree the punishment was commuted to ten years’ exile in
Siberia Radishchev was joined in Siberia by his famuly and was
given the opportunity to send for his library, he was also permitted
to receive French and German pernodicals. In exile, Radishchev
wrote several articles on economic problems as well as a long
philosophic treatise entitled On Man, His Mortality and Im-
mortality In 1796 Paul I released Radishchev from exile and
permitted him to return to his village; after the coronation of
Alexander I all his rights were finally resiored. He even took part
in the work of the Commussion for the Framing of Laws, writing
a long report which, because of its radical views, was not only
rejected but severely condemned by the chairman. Radishchev,
exhausted and overworked, committed suicide in 1802.

Such was the melancholy life of this unquestionably gifted man.
Radishchev was a serious thinker who might in other circumstances
have contributed much of value in the field of philosophy, but fate
was against lim. Radishchev’s creative work was viewed one-
sidedly by subsequent generations; he was made the ‘hero’ of the
Russian radical movement, a brilhant fighter for the emancipation
of the peasants, a representative of Russian revolutionary national-
ism. He was all of these things, ol course. Russian nationabsm,

1. This work has been translated mto both French and German., Trans,
2. Radishchev himself adnuiied this.
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which had already been secularized before Radishchev’s time,
adopted in his person the radical conclusions of ‘natural law’, and
became a seedbed of that revolutionary ferment which had first
appeared clearly in Rousseau But today, 150 years after the publi-
cation of Radishchev’s Journey, when we can permit ourselves to
be primarly historians, we must recognize that this characteriza-
tion of Radishchev is very one-sided. In order to evaluate Radish-
chev’s Journey correctly, we must familiarize ourselves with his
philosophic views. Although these views are very incompletely
expressed in his works, the key to an understanding of Radishchev
in general must be sought in them.

9. PHILOSOPHICAL INFLUENCES ON HIS THINKING

Let us say a few words concerning Radishchev's philosophic erudi-
tion. We have noted that Radishchev was a diligent auditor of
Platner, who was a popularizer of Leibniz. In fact, Radishchev’s
works exhibit many traces of Leibniz’s influence. Although Radish-
chev did not share the basic idea of Leibniz's metaphysics (the
doctrine of monads) it should not be concluded from this—as
Lapshin does-—that Radishchev was little influenced by Leibniz.
Another historian goes even further, literally asserting that ‘there
is no basis for thinking that Radishchev was acquainted with
Leibniz’s own works.’? To this it may be objected briefly that
neither is there any basis whatever for such an assertion as this.
On the contrary, it would be strange to think that Radishchev,
who had followed the courses of the Leibnizian Platner very care-
fully, was never interested in Leibniz himself. Just a year before
Radishchev’s arrival in Leipzig, Leibniz’s chief work in cpistem-
ology (the Nouveaux essaies} was published. During Radishchev’s
stay in Leipzig, this work was a philosophic novelty, and it is quite
impossible to imagine that Radishchev, who studied philosophy
widely, did not know Leibniz’s treatise (the influence of which is
unquestionably evident in Radishchev’s epistemological views).
Echoes of the Monadology and even the Theodicy can be discovered
in Radishchev’s various polemical writings. Finally, the fact that
Radishchev was thoroughly acquainted with Bonnet,3 who, fol-

. L X, Lapshio, FilosgfSkive vzglyady Rodushoheva [Radishehev’s Philosophic
Views], Petrograd, 1922, p. 4.

2. P. N, Milyukov, Ocherks po isory russkoi kultury [Essays in the History of
Rumian Culture], TIT, 448.

8. Even Milyukov admats this, Op, ¢t , pp. 451f.
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lowing the Leibnizian Robinet, rejected Leibniz’s pure dynamism
(as does Radishchev) is indirect evidence of Radishchev’s famili-
arity with Leibniz,

Among German thinkers, Radishchev was most attracted by
Herder, whose name does not appear once in Radishchev’s philo-
sophic treatise. He was especially partial to the French thinkers.
We know of his direct interest in Helvetius from the fragment
dedicated to his friend Ushakov. Radishchev often polemicizes
with Helvetius, but he always takes the latter’s views seriously. He
was familiar with eighteenth-century French sensationalism in its
various forms, and, in general, he preferred those thinkers who
acknowledged the complete reality of the material world. This alone
does not, of course, make Radishchev a materialist, as Betyayev
vainly attempts to show.! Radishchev’s studies in natural science
confirmed him in his realssm (not materialism); it was precisely this
that separated Radishchev from Leibniz in metaphysics.

Let us note finally that Radishchev studied closely certain
works of Enghsh philosophy (Locke, Priestley).

I0. RADISHCHEV’S EPISTEMOLOGICAL VIEWS.
HIS ANTHROPOLOGY

We shall begin our exposition of Radishchev's views with his
epistemology. His statements concerning the problem of know-
ledge are quite casual and are dispersed in various places, but they
all bear the stamp of the synthesis of empiricism and rationalism
which inspired Leibniz in his Nouveaux essaies. Radishchev first
asserts categorically that ‘experience is the basis of all natural
knowledge’.2 In the spirit of French sensationalism he remarks:
‘You think with a bodily organ [the brain]; how can you conceive
of anything extra-corporeal?’ But this sensory foundation of know-
ledge must be supplemented by reason. Radishchev distinguishes
sense experience from ‘rational’ experience.? Further on he says:
‘Our cognitive powers are not distinct in their existence; the
strength of knowledge is single and indipisible.” Here he is true
to Leibniz, whom he follows in acknowledging the law of “sufficient
reason’.4

Radishchev also follows Leibniz in developing his thoughts
concerning knowledge of the external world. “Matter in itself is

1. Betyayev, op. ci. 2, Sochineniya [Works] ed. Kallash, 1go7, I, 156.
§ lbd.,p 191 4 Ibid , p. 1g8.
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unknown to man’, he asserts, wholly in the spirit of Leibniz.! “The
inner essence of a thing’, he continues, ‘is unknown to us; we do
not know what force is in itself nor do we know how an effect
follows from a cause.’ 2 Radishchev is equally close to Leibniz in
his staiement of the law of continuily: “We consider it proven’, he
writes, ‘that there is a manifest gradualness in nature.’? This ‘stair-
case law’, as Radishchev called it in one place, is a principle
asserted by Leibniz.

In these epistemological ideas, Radishchev was completely faith-
ful to Leibniz. But he broke decisively with Leibniz as to the
content of knowledge, particularly on the question of the nature
of matter. For Leibniz, the assertion that matter m itself is un-
knowable was the foundation for philosophic spiritualism in his
general theory of being and phenomenalism in his theory of matter
(phenomenon bene fundaium). Radishchev, however, categorically
defended realism with respect to matter, as did the French
Leibnizian Robinet.*

Radishchev’s treatise exhibits a clear taste for nature-philosophy
and an excellent knowledge of the contemporary French and
German literature of the subject (he considered himself especially
indebted to Priestley).5 But it was difficult for him to accept fully
the dynamic theory of matter—which Priestley espoused, following
the well-known physicist Boscovich. ‘In analysing the properties
of materiality’, Radishchev remarks, ‘we must take care that
matter does not disappear completely.” ¢ And further on, firmly assert-
ing the reality of matter, he speaks of the ‘groundlessness of the
opinion that matter is inert’. Like Robinet, he conceives of matter
as living. Radishchev is not polemicizing with occasionalism, but
simply following Robinet. In his doctrine of man, he takes as his
point of departure the vitalistic unity of nature: ‘Man is kin—born
of the same womb-—to everything that lives on the earth; not only
beast and bird . . . but also plant, fungus, metal, stone, earth.’ 7

Letus proceed to Radishchev’santhropology. He hinks man to the
world as a whole, but he also recognizes man’s specific capacities,

1. Ihd., p. 182, 2. Ibid,, p. 279. 3. Ihud., p 295,

4. Lapshin sces here the anfluence of the English philosopher Priestley, whose
works Radishchev in fact knew But Radishchev's realism exhibits too clearly
the vitalstis concepiion of matter held by both Bonnet and Robinet. Radishchev
attributed to minerals, for example, traits of orgamc life (such as sexual
differentation'); 1n this he obviously followed Robinet. See Lapshin, o e,
pp 8-10.

5. ‘Priestley serves us as a guide in these reflections’, he wrote, (0. cit., I,
205.) 6. Ibid., p. 203. 7. Ibd. p. 149.
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