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ABOUT THE COLLECTED WORKS

Fr. Florovsky devoted much attention to his Collected Works. Until
shortly before his death, he had continued to supply a variety of
materials. These included suggestions for the .structuring of the
volumes; changes in certain texts; new materials; updated materials;
notes; revisions; suggestions for revisions; updated bibliography; and
several outlines for a new structure to his work on the Byzantine
Fathers. Substantial time has been expended to implement his
suggestions and instructions. Some materials will be included in the
final volume, a volume which also contains an Index to the entire
Collected Works, Appendices, Notes, Bibliography, and Miscellanea. To
publish The Collected Works in English has entailed the translation of
his works from several languages, including Russian, Bulgarian, Czech,
Serbian, German and French.
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IN MEMORIAM

FR. GEORGES FLOROVSKY
1893-1979

“Preeminent Orthodox Christian Theologian,
Ecumenical Spokesman, And Authority on Russian
Letters.”

[AH quotations are from pages 5§ and 11 of the Harvard
Gazette of October 1, 1982, written by George H.
Williams, Hollis Professor of Divinity Emeritus, Harvard
Divinity School and Edward Louis Keenan, Dean of the
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, Harvard University
and "placed upon the records” at the Harvard Faculty of
Divinity Meeting on September 16, 1982.]

"Archpriest Professor Georges Vasilgevich Florovsky (1893-1979),
preeminent theologian of Orthodoxy and historian of Christian thought,
ecumenical leader and interpreter of Russian literature . . . died in
Princeton, New Jersey in his 86th year” on August 11, 1979.

Born in Odessa in 1893, Fr. Florovsky was the beneficiary of that
vibrant Russian educational experience which flourished toward the end
of the 19th century and produced many gifted scholars. His father was
rector of the Theological Academy and dean of the Cathedral of the
Transfiguration. His mother, Klaudia Popruzhenko, was the daughter of
a professor of Hebrew and Greek. Fr. Florovsky's first schoiarly work,
"On Reflex Salivary Secretion,” written under one of Paviov's students,
was published in English in 1917 in the last issue of The Bulletin of the
Imf)erial Academﬁ' of Sciences.

n 1920, with his parents and his brother Antonii, Fr. Florovsky left
Russia and settled first in Sophia, Bulgaria. He left behind his brother,
Vasilii, a surgeon, who died in the 1924 famine, and his sister Klaudia V.
Florovsky, who became a professor of history at the University of
Odessa. In 1921 the President of Czechoslovakia, Thomas Masaryk,
invited Fr. Florovsky and his brother Antonii to Prague. Fr. Florovsky
taught the philosoptB' of law. Antonii later became a professor of history
at the University of Prague.

In 1922 Georges Florovsky married Xenia lvanovna Simonova and
they resettled in Paris where he became cofounder of St. Sergius
Theological Institute and taught there as professor of patristics (1926-
1948). In 1932 he was ordained a priest and placed himself canonically
under the patriarch of Constantinople.

In 1948 he came to the United States and was professor of theology
at St. Viadimir's Theological Seminary from 1948 to 1955, and dean from
1950. From 1954 to 1965 he was professor of Eastern Church History at
Harvard Divinity School and, ooncurrentlg (1962-1965) an associate of
the Slavic Department and (1955-1959) an associate professor of
theology at Holy Cross Theological School.
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"Although Fr. Florovsky's teaching in the Slavic Department [at
Harvard University] was only sporadic, he became a major intellectual
influence in the formation of a generation of American specialists in
Russian cultural history. His lasting importance in this area derives not
from his formal teaching but from the time and thought he gave to
informal "circles” that periodically arose around him in Cambridge among
those who had read The Ways of Russian Theology [then only in
Russian], for decades a kind of "underground book" among serious
graduate students of Russian intellectual history, and had sought him
out upon discovering that he was at the Divinity School . . . During a
portion of his incumbency at Harvard . . . patristics and Orthodox
thought and institutions from antiquity into 20th century Slavdom flour -
ished. In the Church History Department meetings he spoke up with
clarity. In the Faculty meetings he is remembered as having ener -
g;tically marked book catalogues on his lap for the greater glory of the

dover Harvard Library! in 1964 Fr. Florovsky was elected a director of
the Ecumenical Institute founded by Paul VI near Jerusalem.” Active in
both the National Council of Churches and the World Council of
Churches, Fr. Florovsky was Vice President-at-Large of the National
Council of Churches from 1954 to 1957.

"After leaving Harvard, Professor Emeritus Florovsky taught from
1965 to 1972 in Slavic Studies at Princeton University, having begun
lecturing there already in 1964; and he was visiting lecturer in patristics
at Princeton Theological Seminary as early as 1962 and then again
intermittently after retirement from the University. His last teaching was
in the fall semester of 1978/79 at Princeton Theological Seminary.

"Fr. Florovsky in the course of his career was awarded honorary
doctorates by St. Andrew's University . . . Boston University, Notre
Dame, Princeton University, the University of Thessalonica, St.
Viadimir's Theological Seminary, and Yale. He was a member or
honorag' member of the Academy of Athens, the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences, the British Academy, and the Fellowship of St. Alban
and St. Sergius.”

Fr. Florovsky personified the cultivated, well-educated Russian of the
turn of the centug. His penetratin% mind grasped both the detail and
depth in the unfolding drama of the history of Christianity in both eastern
and western forms. He was theologian, church historian, patristic
scholar, philosopher, Slavist, and a writer in comparative literature. "Fr.
Florovsky sustained his pleasure on reading English novels, the source
in part of his extraordinary grasp of the English language, which,
polyglot that he was, he came to prefer above any other tor theological
discourse and general exposition. Thus when he came to serve in
Harvard's Slavic Department, there was some disappointment that he
did not lecture in Russian, especially in his seminars on Dostoievsky,
Soloviev, Tolstoi, and others. It was as if they belonged to a kind of
classical age of the Russian tongue and civilization that, having been
swept away as in a deluge, he treated as a Latin professor would
Terrence or Cicero, not presuming to give lectures in the tonalities of an
age that had vanished forever."

Fr. Florovsky's influence on contemporary church historians and
Slavists was vast. The best contemporary multi-volume history of
Christian thought pays a special tribute to Fr. Florovsky. Jaroslav
Pelikan of Yale University, in the bibliographic section to his first volume
in The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine,
writes under the reference to Fr. Florovsky's two works in Russian on



the Eastern Fathers: "These two works are basic to our interpretation of
trinitarian and christological dogmas” (p. 359 from The Emergence of the
Catholic Tradition: 100-600). George Huntston Williams, Hollis
Professor Emeritus of Harvard Divinity School, wrote: "Faithful priestl
son of the Russian Orthodox Church .. . , Fr. Georges Florovsky — wit
a career-long involvement in the ecumenical dialogue — is today the
most articulate, trenchant and winsome exponent of Orthodox theology
and piety in the scholarly world. He is innovative and creative in the
sense wholly of being ever prepared to restate the saving truth of
Scripture and Tradition in the idiom of our contemporary yearning for the
transcendent.”



AUTHOR'S PREFACE

This book was conceived as an experiment in historical synthesis, as
an experiment in the history of Russian thought. Preceding the syn -
thesis, as long ago as the days of my youth, came years of analysis,
many years of siow reading and reflection. For me the past fate of Rus -
sian theology was always the history of a creative contemporaneity in
which | had to find myselt. Historical impartiality is not violated in this
way. Impartiality is not non-participation. It is not indifference nor a re -
fusal to make an evaluation. History explains events, discloses their
meaning and significance. The historian must never forget that he stu -
dies and describes the creative tragedy of human life. He must not, for
he cannot. Unbiased history has never existed and never will.

Studying the Russian past led me to the conviction and has strength -
ened me in it that in our day the Orthodox theologian can only find for
himself the true measure and living source of creative inspiration in
patristic tradition. | am convinced the intellectual break from patristics
and Byzantinism was the chief cause for all the interruptions and fail -
ures in Russia’s development. The history of these failures is told in this
book. All the genuine achievements of Russian theology were always
linked with a creative return to patristic sources. That this narrow path
of patristic theology is the sole true way is revealed with particular clar -
ity in historical perspective. Yet the return to the fathers must not be
solely intellectual or historical; it must be a return in spirit and prayer, a
living and creative self-restoration to the fullness of the Church in the
entirety of sacred tradition.

We are granted to live in an age of theological awakening bespoken
throughout the divided Christian world. It is time to reexamine and recall
with great attention all the sometimes cruel, sometimes inspired lessons
and testaments of the past. But a genuine awakening can only begin
when not only the answers but the questions are heard in the past and in
the future. The inexhaustible power of patristic tradition in theology is
defined still more by the fact that theology was a matter of life for the
holy fathers, a spiritual quest (podvig), a confession of faith, a creative
resolution of living tasks. The ancient books were always inspired with
this creative spirit. Healthy theolo?ical sensitivity, without which the
sought-for Orthodox awakening will not come, can only be restored in
our ecclesiastical society through a return to the fathers. In our day
theological confessionalism acquires special importance among the
Church's labors as the inclusion of the mind and will within the Church,
as a living entry of truth into the mind. Vos exemplaria graeca nocturna
versate diurna. Orthodoxy is once again revealed in patristic exegesis
as a conquering power, as the power giving rebirth and affirmation to
life, not only as a way station for tired and disillusioned souls; not only
as the end but as the beginning, the beginning of a quest and creativity,
a "new creature.” )

In finishing this book, | recall with gratitude all those who by example
or counsel, gy books and inquiries, by objection, sympathy or reproach
helped and help me in my work. | gratefully remember the libraries and
repositories whose hospitality | enjoyed during the long years of my
studies. Here | must mention one name dear to me, the late P. I. Nov -
gorodtsev, an imagte of truthfuiness who will never die in my heart's
memory. | am indebted to him more than can possibly be expressed in
words. "True instruction was in his mouth.” (Malachi 2: 6).

FR. GEORGES FLOROVSKY
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EDITOR'S PREFACE

. The history of the translation of Ways of Russian Theology could by
itself be a separate book. Suffice it to say that more persons had a hand
in this project than is obvious, especially in the early years of the
project. The work of Andrew Blane and friends was quite significant. In
{ate 1974 | received a personal request from Fr. Florovsky to head the
entire project and to bring it to completion. | hesitated until Fr. Florovsk
insisted that | assume the general editorship of the project. | agreed.
From that time on, the organization of the project began anew. The first
step was to compare existing translations. The second step was taken
when Fr. Florovsky insisted that Robert L. Nichols be appointed the new
translator. The third step was to compare the new translation with the
original text. And, finally, numerous notes were added for a specific rea-
son. It was thought that there would be two types of readership: theo-
logians who might be unfamiliar with the world of Russian culture in
general; and, Slavists who might be unfamiliar with Church history and
patristics. It was considered unfair to expect Slavists to know Cappa-
docian theology, just as it was considered unfair to expect a theologian
to know the poetry of Tiutchev. The European publisher responsible for
the continuation of The Collected Works of Georges Florovsky made the
final decision to retain the notes.

There is no pretense that a perfect product has resulted. There are,
obviously, errors still to be uncovered, words which could have been
translated with a different nuance, notes which could have been fuller.
But in the main the product is ready, especially in light of the fact that a
readership has awaited this English translation for almost forty years

now.

| would like to thank everyone who, at whatever time or stage in the
groiect, panicipated. A special debt is owed to Robert L. Nichols and

aul Kachur. This project, as well as the completion of The Collected
Works, almost fell victim to a series of unfortunate circumstances. A
special debt of gratitude extends to Heinz Reuchliin, Jean-Paul
Labriolle, Klaus-Martin Richter and to Biichervertriebsanstalt for making
the completion of this project and The Collected Works possible.

Everyone who has participated in this project would, | think, join in the
prayer from the Orthodox service:

"With the saints, O Christ, give rest to the soul of Thy servant, Fr.
Georges, where there is neither sickness, nor sorrow, nor sighing, but
life everlasting . . . For the ever-memorable servant of God, Fr.
Georges, for his repose, tranquillity and blessed memory . . . That the
Lord our God will establish his soul in a place of brightness, a place of
verdure, a place of rest, where all the righteous dwell . . . O God of all
that is spiritual and of all flesh, Who hast trampled down Death . . . and
given life unto Thy world, do Thou, the same Lord, give rest to the soul
of Thy departed servant, Fr. Georges . . . whence all sickness, sorrow
and sighing have fled away . . . For Thou art the Resurrection, and the
Life, and the Repose of Thy departed servant, Fr. Georges."

In loving memory.

RICHARD S. HAUGH
Visiting Scholar
Andover Newton Theological School
February 10, 1987
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TRANSLATOR'S NOTE

Over a hundred and sixty years ago, in 1814, Archimandrite Filaret
(Drozdov), then a youthful Orthodox reformer and later "ecumenical”
metropolitan of Moscow, drew up a charter for the Russian eccles-’
iastical schools and submitted it to Tsar Alexander |. From that moment
can be dated the awakening of modern Russian Orthodox thought. As
Filaret told the learned cleregg' and laity gathered for the occasion,
Orthodoxy had been dazzled and diverted by a series of western
religious and cultural enthusiasms and now must "show its face in the
true spirit of the Apostolic Church.” In an important sense, Filaret's
summons to recover and proclaim again the faith of the apostles and the
Church fathers was answered when Fr. Georges Florovsky's Ways of
Russian Theology appeared in 1937 among the Orthodox émigrés in
Paris. Or, more accurately, the book represented the culminatjon of
more than a century's effort by Russians, beginning with Filaret, to
rediscover their own Orthodox tradition.

Ways of Russian Theology forms an integral part of the attempt to
purify Russian Orthodoxy bg clarifying its proper relationship to the
West. From the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, the Russian Church
found itself intellectually unprepared to deal with the religious and
cultural storms bursting in upon it. First came the era of open hostilities
between Protestants and Catholics; later came the Enlightenment and
Romanticism. Consequently, Orthodoxy absorbed, sometimes un -
consciously, western scholasticism, deism, pietism, and idealism, and
Broduced what Fr. Florovsky describes as the "pseudomorphosis” of

ussia's authentic religious life derived from Byzantium. Only in the
nineteenth century did Russian Orthodoxy seriously undertake to
recover its Byzantine heritage and find its way "back to the Fathers,"
thereby laying the foundation for Florovsky's later program of "neo-
patristic synthesis,” a concept he elaborates in his own preface to this
book and throughout the study. -

Although no one has gone so far as to say about Florovsky what the
historian S. M. Solov'ev once said about Filaret ("Every day for lunch he
ate two priests and two minnows"), his caustic remarks about prominent
figures in Russian history prepared the atmosphere for the cool and
critical manner in which the book was received. Ways of Russian
Theoloeg was not well reviewed [in 1937). His colleagues at the St.
Sergius [nstitute in Paris collaborated against him in order to shield the
students from his influence. Nicholas Berdiaev wrote a long review in
The Way [Put], the leading Orthodox intellectual journal in the Russian
emigration, accusing him of arrogance and speaking as though he were

thundering down final judgment on those with whom he disagreed.
Many at ‘he Institute saw the book as a full scale attack on Russia and
its faith.! They resented the acerbic remarks about those who he
believed to have surrendered to the West: "Feofan Prokopovich was a
dreadful person . . . (He) stands forth not as a westerner, but as a
western man, a foreigner . . . (He) viewed the Orthodox world as an
outsider and imagined it to be a duplicate of Rome. He simply did not
experience Orthodoxy, absorbed as he was in western disputes. In
those debates he remained to the end allied with the Protestants.”
Similarly, Peter Mogila, the great seventeenth-century churchman, is
described as a "crypto-Roman.” "He brought Orthodoxy to what might be
called a Latin ‘pseudomorphosis’." And, in a manner which would



inevitably provoke his Parisian associates, Florovsky wrote that " . . . N.
A. Berdiaev drank so deeply at the springs of German mysticism and
philosophy that he could not break loose from the fatal German circle . .
. German mysticism cut him off from the life of the Great Church.”
Naturally, the book found even fewer friends among the Russian
*radicals” in Paris. Paul Miliukov tried to silence the book by refusing to
print Professor Bitselli's review in Russian Notes [Russkiia zapiski].

But aside from the polemical style, why the hostility to the book in
Orthodox intellectual circles? Because it effectively questioned the
historical basis of many of their strongly held theological views.
Florovsky quickly emerged as the most authoritative living voice of
Russian Orthodoxy in the West, and he sought to use his position to
pose new questions about ecumenicity derived from his reflection on
the Russian experience and its Byzantine past. Modern Russian
Orthodox ecumenism, if it begins anywhere, ins in Paris with him.
Not, of course, only with him, and not only in the 1930s. He had the
experience of the preceding century to draw upon. Metropolitan Filaret
and the editorial board for the journal The Works of the Holy Fathers in
Russian Translation obviously anticipated his appeal for a "return to the
Fathers.” The Orthodox émigrés in Paris were working clergy and
laymen trying to acclimate Russian Orthodoxy to the ecumenical
challenges of the twentieth century. All worked on the same problems: a
reexamination of Russia's religious past, the meaning of the Revolution
for Russia and the modern world, and the role of Russian Orthodoxy in
the present and future.

But among all those who thus served the Church in exile, Fr.
Florovsky stands alone. Others might explore and refine Orthodox
thought, but Florovsky altered the context in which discussion of the
Church’s work, meaning, and character must take place. In so doing, he
laid the foundation for reconciling the "Eastern and the Oriental”
Orthodox Churches. His "asymmetrical® definition of the Chalcedonian
formula first appeared in his 1933 lectures on the Byzantine Fathers of
the V-VIIl centuries. In Ways of Russian Theology he clarified the short-
comings, achievements, and tasks of the Russian Church. And in the
next few years he defined the necessary approach Eastern Orthodoxy
must take in order to overcome separation from the other Christian
confessions. In 1937, at the ecumenical encounters in Athens and
Edinburgh, he exglained his "neopatristic synthesis” or "re-
Hellenization™ of Orthodoxy in such a way as to exercise "a profound
influence upon the . . . (Edinburgh) Conference, presenting the eternal
truths of the Catholic Faith so effectively, so winsomely, and so clearly
that they commended themselves to men of the most diversified
nationalities and religious backgrounds." < All this, in its essentials, was
gfamed through in a remarkably short period from 1930 until the outbreak

e war.

The war in Europe claimed Ways of Russian Theology as one of its
casualties. Nearly the entire stock of the book was destroyed during a
bombing raid on Belgrade near which Florovsky had moved to serve as
chaplain and religious teacher to the Russian colony at Bela Crkva.
Although copies survived there and elsewhere, the book became
somewhat rare. The present translation will, therefore, make this
monumental work more readily available by bringing it to the attention of
a much larger non-Russian speaking English public. The book's great



Xiv

erudition and compassion deserve the widest possible audience. An
English translation has long been overdue.

All translators, if they are to any extent conscious of their work,
recognize the disparity between the original they read and the work they
produce. On very rare occasions a translator perfectly captures his'
subject, but far more often he only approximates or suggests the
original. This book follows the general rule. Fr. Florovsky's Ways of
Russian Theology is not an easy book to render into English. It is a
highly personal and passionate account of Russian religious thought
and Russian culture constructed from words, phrases, and thoughts so
deeply rooted in the Russian Orthodox tradition that the English
translator can only imperfectly convey their rich associations.
Consequently, he must settle for somethin%( less, and | have tried to
retain the vigor and earnestness of the book by writing English prose
rather than providing a literal rendition of the Russian text. | do not claim
to have succeeded in capturing Fr. Florovsky's style; | only claim an
attempt at avoiding the awkwardness of a more precisely literal
reproduction. As Edward Fitzgerald once observed: "the live dog better
than the dead lion."” (Letters, London, 1894).

The translation of Ways of Russian Theology is actually a work of
many. In 1975, when | first became part of the project, rough drafts of
several chapters and sections of others had already been completed.
These drafts included a portion of chapter 2, chapters 3 and 4, sections
1-7 of chapter 5, section 14 of chapter 7, and chapters 8 and 9. When at
the request of Fr. Florovsky and Richard Haugh, the general editor of
this proiect, | agreed to assume the burden of this project previously
carried torward by the earlier group, | extensively revised and in some
instances retranslated the chapters already in draft form, and
translated the remainder of chapter 5 as well as the preface and
chapters 1, 6, and 7. To all the chapters | added numerous explanatory
notes. The general editor, Richard Haugh, has appended still others. In
sum, the translation is a collective enterprise which has taken
considerable time to complete, worked on as it has been during
summers, holidays, and at other spare moments in working days
devoted to teaching, other literary projects, and administrative duties.
Of course, | assume full responsibility for any errors in the translation,
but the hard, selfless labor of the previous translators must receive full
acknowledgement.

One further word about the notes accompanying the text. Those
notes designated within brackets as "Author's notes” are of two kinds.
One contains material removed from the body of the text, so that it does
not interrupt the narrative. Such material is usually, but not always, of a
bibliographic character. The other sort provides information taken from
the bibliography at the end of the Russian edition. (That full bibliography
is not included with this translation. Readers who wish to use the ve
extensive Russian biblio?raphy are invited to consult the original 193
YMCA Press edition {the final volume in The Collected Works includes a
bibliography}). Where necessary, | have provided a more exact citation
to a work (i.e., edition, volume, page, etc.) than that contained in the
ogginal. All notes not directly attributed to the author are mine or the
editor's.

Transliteration has been done following the usage of the Slavic
Review. Generally, Russian Christian names are reproduced here, with



a few exceptions where the name is well known (e. g. Lev rather than
Leo, except for Leo Tolstoy). ) )

. Square brackets are used very sparingly in the text to enclose
material added by the translator. In bringing the translation of Ways of
Russian Theology into print, it is a pleasure to thank all those who
helped me with the task. First to Richard and Vera Haugh, who checked
the translation against the original and who have showed a cheerful
helpfulness throughout the work. Also, to Theima Winter and Mrs.
Maryann LoGuidice who patiently typed the manuscript and to Dean
William Nelsen and President Sidney Rand of St. Olaf College who
provided financial assistance for the typing. Most of all | would like to
thank my wife Sharon and my children who often wondered aloud when
the job would be done, but never complained when it was not.

ROBERT L. NICHOLS

Saint Olaf College
Northfield, Minnesota
June 1, 1978

1 Many of the biographical and bibliographical facts about Florovsky
used here are drawn from Professor George H. Williams' admirable
essay, "Georges Vasilievich Florovsky: His American Career (1948-
1965),” The Greek Orthodox Theological Review, Vol. I, No. 1 (Summer,
1965), 7-107. Concerning the quarrel over the book, Williams follows
Alexander Schmemann's suggestion (27-28) that the Institute stood
polarized at the time between the majority representing the "Russian”
school, "who were reworking the major themes of Russian nineteenth-
century theology and philosophy,” and Florovsky with his
"programmatic” return to the Fathers in order to repossess "Christian™ or
"sacred Hellenism.” However, the division between "Hellenists”™ and
"Russians” seems overdrawn, for we are actually dealing with at least
two trends in modern Russian theology. One directly continued the
themes of the Slavophiles, Vladimir Solov'ev, and the Russian "idea" —
the theme of Russia’s universalizing response to western humanism.
(Florovsky directly challen%es this school in the final chapter of the
book, where he asks why Russia's culture is punctuated with discon-
tinuities and replies that Russia's "universal responsiveness” is "fatal"
and "ambiguous.”) The other trend, while by no means indifferent to the
first, stressed the need to recover "genuine” Orthodox tradition — a
major nineteenth-century theme centering particularly in the Moscow
Theological Academy. It would be more correct to speak of two em-
phases within Russia's recent theological past which continued to grow
and flourish even in emigration after 1917 rather than speak of two
groups, only one of which dwelled on the major themes of nineteenth-
oentu% Russian theology and philosophy. Even Berdiaev, who admon-
ished Florovsky for preterring an abstract and inhuman Byzantinism to
Russia's higher spirituality, ends his review by linking Florovshlf}' to
nineteenth- century Russian themes. See Put', No. 53 (April-July,

192372q 53-75.
< "Role of Honour,"” (Editorial), The Living Church (New York and
Mllwggkee), Vol. 98, 1 (January 5, 1938), 1 {. as quoted in Williams, op.
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CHAPTER VI
PHILOSOPHICAL AWAKENING

THE BIRTH OF RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

Hegell quite eloquently described the process of philosophical
awakening. Consciousness proceeds in doubt and travail from the un-
differentiated tranquility of the immediate life, the “substantive form
of being,” transcends everyday cares, and sees the world as an intel-
lectual puzzle or problem. Philosophical birth occurs at a certain time
and place. Philosophy does not spring up randomly, but arises among
a specific people at a definite moment, and is preceded by a more
or less complex set of historical circumstances—a full and lengthy
historical experience and trial, which then becomes the object of
reflection and meditation. Philosophical life begins as a new mode
or stage in the national existence.

Russian consciousness experienced this philosophical birth
or awakening, this dissociation of “inner striving” and “outer reality,”
as the twenties of the nineteenth century yielded to the thirties. Above
all, it was a spiritual displacement. A new generation, the “men of the
thirites,” arrived, and all stood in a state of restlessness and extreme
agitation. ‘“Panic intensified thought,” Apollon Grigor’ev remarked,
“and the disease of moral intensity spread like the plague.”2 The
new generation felt disoriented or displaced. Lermontov3 unforgettably
depicted the spiritual conditions and poisonous “reflection” of the
time, with its moral-volitional bifurcation of the personality, either
as melancholy or sadness; a toxic mixture of daring and despair, dis-
enchantment and curiosity, which produced a voracious desire to
escape from the present. Thus from the outset a “critical” element
entered into the process of philosophical self-definition. Men of that
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restless generation discovered various ways out of an uncongenial
present: some escaped to the past, others to the future. Some were
prepared to retreat from ‘‘culture” into “nature,” into the primitive
wholeness of a patriarchal and ingenuous past, when life seemed more:
heroic and earnest (Zhukovskii’s “sacred bygone age’”). The pastoral
setting and “exotic dream” typified the West in that period as well.
Others became carried away by premonitions of an inspired, joyous
and unheard-of future. Utopianism is the true mark of the epoch.

What is important, however, is precisely that a philosophical
pathos emerged in the utopian dreams of those “remarkable decades.”
Psychological analysis cannot fully exhaust the experience of the
time, and any attempt to explain the restlessness in terms of the dif-
ficult and onerous socio-political circumstances of the epoch is insuf-
ficient. The displacement ran deeper. Still less satisfactory is the con-
tention that the Russians merely imitated western “romantic” fashion.
The searchings and struggles of the Russians are too sincere and too
genuinely filled with suffering to be a simple imitation or pose. It
is true that the age was very impressionistic, and western impressions
acted powerfully upon it. But they evoked a creative response. ‘‘Books
have been and are being translated directly into life, into flesh and
blood.” Thought awakened. Shpet®> shrewdly noted that “a certain
anarchy arose that was necessary for the soul.” As Dostoevskii® accu-
rately remarked, it was a moment when “we looked at ourselves con-
sciously for the first time.” The puzzles and problems of daily life
impetuously ballooned into philosophical questions, making philo-
sophical reflection an irresistible passion. *“‘Oh how poisonously sweet
were those ills and torments of the spirit! Oh, the sleepless nights—
the nights of feverish thought lasting till the matin bells of dawn!”
(Apollon Grigor’ev) Exaltation and doubt became strangely fused
into a single poisonous compound. The “great breaking-up of the ice,”
as Gershenzon’ aptly dubbed it, began in Russian thought. When
later recalling precisely this period, Ivan Kireevskii® said “it was a
time when the word ‘philosophy’ had a magical quality.” As early as
1830 he openly declared “we must have philosophy, the complete
development of our intellect demands it.” He also proclaimed that
“our philosophy must be derived from our life and be created in
response to current questions, to the prevailing attitudes of our public
and private existence.” Kireevskii proved correct both in his charac-
terization and in his prognosis.

This generation felt irresistibly drawn to philosophy, as if by
a kind of passion and craving, as if by a magical attraction exerted
through philosophical themes and questions. And while poetry served
as the preceding generation’s cultural-psychological magnet, a “prose”
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period began in literature. Russia’s cultural-creative consciousness
passed from its poetic phase to its philosophical one. Kireevskii even
spoke in those terms: “We sought philosophy in poetry from the very
birth of our literature.” Russian philosophy was born in those years
precisely “from our life,” from the dominant current questions and
interests. It was born from a historiosophical wonder bordering on
fright—part of an unhealthy process of national-historical self-discovery
and meditation. And it was born precisely as Russian philosophy,
and not only philosophy in Russia. Russian philosophical conscious-
ness awakened—a new people began to philosophize. A new “subject”
of philosophy” came into being.

Russian thought roused itself on the basis of German idealism.
However, the significance of the reception of German idealism in
the creative formation of Russian thought should not be exaggerated.
It was precisely an awakening, an outburst, enthusiasm seizing the
spirit. One might better speak of a certain sympathetic infection.
“Schelling was to the beginning of the nineteenth century what Chris-
topher Columbus was to the fifteenth—he discovered for man an
unknown part of his world, about which only fables had existed: his
soul.”¥ Philosophical systems evoked an entire chorus of echoes in
burning souls. An examination of private documents of the period—
diaries, letters, and notebooks—reveals the genuine “‘panic” that seized
and excited the human spirit. The needle of a spiritual seismograph
quivered and jumped.

The men of that generation did not create their own new systems,
and to the detached observer appear to be confused eccentrics. They
argued and talked too much, and talked more than they wrote. Very
little of all that ferment crystallized in literary form. But nevertheless
something very important occurred: thought awakened. A spiritual
grafting took place that allowed Russia’s cultural creativity to bear
fruit for a long time to come. The Russian soul received a philo-
sophical education that subtly suffused nearly all Russian literature
and art with a philosophical problematics and restlessness. The Ro-
mantic Age began in Russian culture, and not only produced roman-
ticism in literature, but more importantly marked a period of roman-
ticism in life—in the life, of course, of an awakened minority.
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I

CREATION OF A THEOLOGICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

Philosophy was studied in the Russian “Latin” schools from
the seventeenth century, at first according to scholastic textbooks
and then from Wolff and Baumeister.!0 A good many books on phi-
losophy have been found in the libraries assembled at that time: in
the renowned Arkhangel’skoe library of Prince Dmitrii M. Golitsyn
(who even collected manuscripts of translations)!! and in that of
Feofan Prokopovich.!2 Teachers and students, especially in Kiev,
read a great deal, sometimes from modern philosophers. Taken as
a whole, however, classroom instruction expressed no particular phi-
losophical life of its own and hardly addressed itself to the inner
formation of the Russian spirit. Literary-philosophical passions—
Voltairianism and freemasonry—proved more important. During
Catherine’s time much was translated, though it seems for a reader
still being sought. Even the works of the “all-wise Plato,” translated
into the Slavonic-Russian language in the 1780s, were intended for
a particular type of reader, even if he was not found. None of this,
of course, exceeded the limits of a simple philosophical curiosity,
however sincere. No indigenous philosophical anxiety or problematics
yet existed.

Only in the Alexandrian era could a more organic and responsible
treatment of problems be detected in the philosophical instruction
in the reformed ecclesiastical schools. It is true that this instruction
was still based on Baumeister or Winkler, and sometimes Carpi.!3
“Although their names, like their profoundly conceived works, were
celebrated in our seminaries, they were never celebrated in the scholarly
world,” Speranskiil4 ironically remarks. Yet the curriculum contained
a substantial corrective to this in the form of instruction in the history
of philosophy. In the charter of the 1814 school reform!S the sem-
inaries are urged to familiarize their students with the disagreements
among the most renowned philosophers in order to give them “a
conception of the true spirit of philosophy” and “to train the pupils
themselves for philosophical investigation and acquaint them with the
best methods for such study.” Acting in the spirit of the charter Filaret
of Moscow!6 directed that “during examinations you must see to it
that the students answer according to their own thoughts and knowl-
edge and not blindly from their textbooks and notes.” Instructors
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were told not to give their students notes that were too detailed and
overburdened their memories, leaving no room for the independent
exercise of their rational faculties. In written assignments or composi-
tions the chief demand was “to reason.”

Of course the Academic Charter subordinated philosophy to
revelation. “Anything not in accord with the true reason of Holy
Scripture is in essence falsehood and error and must be mercilessly
refuted.” But this postulate must be understood in the spirit of the
prevailing “theosophism” or pietism. It was more a demand for inner
“illumination” or the light of reason than a restriction of independent
speculative thought. The charter reminded the philosophy teacher that
“he must be inwardly certain that neither he nor his students ever
think they see the light of higher, true philosophy unless it be sought
in the doctrines of Christianity.” This rather encouraged the search for
“higher philosophy” in revelation itself (the “philosophy of Jesus,”
as Fr. IM. Skvortsov!7 put it). But the charter also recommended
Plato as a teacher of “true philosophy,” along with his followers in
both ancient and modern times. And from the very beginning the
greatest influence on academic instruction was modern German meta-
physics. The St. Petersburg Academy led the way by producing the
first philosophy teachers in the academies in Moscow (Nosov [1814-
1815]18 and Kutnevich [1815-1824]19) and Kiev (Skvortsov [1819-
18491).

Fr. Fedor Golubinskii20 taught philosophy for many years at
the Moscow Academy. Golubinskii’s Weltanschauung was a unique
combination of eighteenth-century pietism and rationalism — “true
exaltation of the heart” and “clear rationalism of the mind”—derived
from Wolff and Jacobi, as well as Zeiler and Baader.2! He dearly
loved such mystics as Poiret22 (his system was “like that of a close
friend, speaking to the heart and imagination™) and Clodius (the
“Bernard of the eighteenth century,” as contemporaries called him),23
but he could not sympathize with Bshme or Swedenborg.24 Among
the moderns Schelling pleased him best, but did not at all satisfy him.
In his approach to the history of philosophy Golubinskii was closest
to Windischmann or even Creuzer, and partly to Degerando.25 In his
courses he elaborated ““with special care” works on the philosophy
of the ancient Hindus, Chinese, and Zoroaster. He lectured without a
strict plan. Nadezhdin?® remembers his “inspired improvisations,”
while others speculated that he did not prepare his lectures. Occasion-
ally he would bring an armful of German books to class and translate
them aloud. One member of his audience recalls that “he began the
first lecture by reading from the books of Solomon.”
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For that Christian thinker the favorite topic of intellectual
psychology was the doctrine of incorporeal souls and the
manner of the human soul’s existence when released from
the body. He collected ancient legends handed down by'
adherents of the Talmud and the Kabbala,27 and tales
about clairvoyants and phenomena of the spiritual world
from the works of Meyer and Kerner.28 He translated
the latter’s novel Die Seherin von Prevorst into Russian.29

Golubinskii taught German language and literature in addition
to philosophy, and greatly enjoyed explaining Faust to his students.
In any case, he “shaped the souls” of his listeners. “‘One can hardly
imagine the animation, one might say passion for philosophy that
then prevailed in the secluded halls of the St. Sergii Monastery,”
one of the academy students later recalled. “When I entered the acad-
emy in 1820 complete translations (in manuscript) of Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason, Bouterwek’s Esthetics,30 Schelling’s Philosophy of
Religion, and others could be found being greedily copied by young
men assembled from all corners of boundless Russia.” Golubinskii
himself engaged in translations, as did to a still greater degree his
friend and colleague at the academy Fr. Petr Delitsyn, for many years
a professor of mathematics.31 While still students at the academy
they organized the society of “learned discussion,” where translations
were also undertaken. Already in those years the academy students
took an interest in the most recent German systems; “they philos-
ophized, argued, assisted one another in understanding Kant’s teaching,
toiled over the translation of technical terms in his writings, and crit-
ically examined the systems of his disciples.” In his youth Delitsyn
made translations from both Latin and German—the Aeneid (in verse),
the Annals of Tacitus, and the works of Goethe and Schiller.32 Later
he concentrated exclusively on translating the Greek fathers, above
all Gregory of Nyssa.33 N.I. Nadezhdin taught at the Moscow Academy
precisely in those years, and later became a professor at Moscow
University and founder and editor of The Telescope [Teleskop].:*4

According to Rostislavov33 it was the same at the St. Petersburg
Academy when Innokentii Borisov3® served as its inspector (from
1824 to 1830).

Let those who studied in the academy at that time recall
those lively, heated arguments on philosophical, theological,
and other topics that took place among them in their rooms
and with their teachers in class. Because of the vehemence
and ardor of the antagonists the truth did not always come
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to light, but this same vehemence and ardor showed how
greatly the truth interested the disputants. How many
students who did not know German learned it in a year,
half a year, or even less time simply so they could read
German books sooner! No small number toiled and sweated
over the works of Kant, Schelling, Herbart, Schad, Krug,
Wegscheider, Bretschneider, Rosenmueller, De Wette,
Marheineke, etc., etc. . .37

The students at the Kiev Academy, where Innokentii was trans-
ferred from St. Petersburg as rector, experienced a comparable philo-
sophical awakening during those same years. “The academy must
have philosophy in all its strength,” wrote Skvortsov to Innokentii.
“It is a necessity in our era, and without it the teacher in the Church
will be insignificant to his students.” One must not, of course, over-
estimate the degree of consciousness and responsibility to be found
in this philosophical animation and study. Many “mastered” the
principle of idealism only from others’ words during heated discussions
and debates. Others merely “leafed through” German books (Po-
godin,38 describing himself). Nevertheless, a philosophical attitude
began to take shape. The Russian soul received an education in the
spirit of German idealism.

Curiously, the first preachers of philosophical idealism all came
from the pre-reform ecclesiastical schools. Vellanskii was a graduate
of the Kiev Academy, Galich came out of the Sevsk Seminary, and
Pavlov came from the seminary in Voronezh.3% For a long time after
that the ecclesiastical academies supplied philosophy professors for
the universities: Archpriest F. Sidonskii and later M.I. Vladislavlev in
St. Petersburg;*0 in Moscow P.D. Iurkevich and later M.M. Troitskii
(both from the Kiev academy)?! in Kiev Archimandrite Feofan
Avsenev, O. Novitskii and S.S. Gogotskii;42 and I. Mikhnevich in
Odessa at the Lycee Richelieu.43 It was precisely in the ecclesiastical
academies that Russian philosophical thought first responsibly en-
countered German idealism. Their instruction in philosophy was
extensive, and when philosophy as a subject of study (that “rebellious
science”) was driven out of the universities in 1850, during the min-
istry of Prince P.A. Shirinskii-Shikhmatov, it eluded the pogroms
and repressions of the Nicholaevan era only in the ecclesiastical
schools.44

During the nineteenth century the academies created their
own philosophical traditions. This was especially the case at Moscow
Academy, where through 1914 only three men actually taught phi-
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losophy: Fr. Fedor Golubinskii (1818-1854), V.D. Kudriavtsev (1854-
1891),45 and Aleksei I. Vvedenskii (1888-1912).46 They formed
a single line of religious idealism, linked above all with Jacobi and
also with various shades of idealistic theism from Baader to Lotze.'
The conditions for philosophical observation and freedom arose and
were reflected and felt in a strictly theological context, thus acutely
and directly posing the problem of “philosophy and theology” and
placing before all the task of “justifying the faith of the fathers”
in an integral religio-philosophical worldview. Golubinskii wrote very
little, suffering from a lack of will to write. Only much later were
his lectures published, and on the basis of undependable and uncor-
rected student notes. But his study was continued by his disciple and
successor Kudriavtsev, whose books are imbued with that style of
inner freedom, sublime spirituality, and nobility with which this man
of unflinching faith elaborated his speculative justification or grounds
for this faith, and constructed his critical synthesis in the midst of
the insufficient conclusions of the other philosophical schools. He
allotted philosophy the role of a “friendly counselor” in his religious
Weltanschauung. This serene combination of faithful witness and
methodical construction is characteristic of him.

The Kiev Academy developed its own tradition, derived more

from Innokentii Borisov than from Skvortsov. Among the outstanding
Kiev philosophers stands P.S. Avsenev, later the Archimandrite Feofan.
When he was already a professor he became a monk in response to an
inner calling. He taught psychology in the academy, chiefly according
to Schubert,*7 and in general was close to mystical Schellingianism
and Baader, combining this romantic-theosophical mysticism with
patristic asceticism (he especially loved Macarius and Issac the Syr-
ian)#8 and also with Plotinus and Plato. He lectured in a bold and
inspired manner, dwelling at length on the “nocturnal life” of the
soul, on mysterious and magical spiritual phenomena, on dreams,
somnambulism, afflictions of the spirit, and “possession, magic, and
sorcery.” The students of the academy were irresistibly drawn to him,
as were the students at Kiev University.49 In Kiev he was called “the
humble philosopher.” “His name, as well as that of F.A. Golubinskii,
long served as a synonym for philosopher.”50 Avsenev died in Rome
as a chaplain at the Russian embassy. V.N. KarpovS1 was a product
of the Kievan schools, later becoming a professor at the St. Petersburg
Academy. He was famous for his translation of Plato, who served as his
introduction to the outlook of the Holy Fathers. This interest in the
ancient world was not accidental, for Greek philosophy answered
to the spirit of the times. Another Kievan, Karpov’s contemporary
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O.M. Novitskii, wrote the first Russian language history of ancient
philosophy.52 Written from original sources, the book retains its
well-known verve to this day. Later P.D. Iurkevich came to Moscow
University from the Kiev Academy. A disciplined thinker, he combined
logical precision with mystical inquisitiveness. Vladimir Solov’evS3
heard his lectures. One should also mention M.I. Karinskii,54 an alum-
nus of the Moscow Seminary and Academy and for many years a pro-
fessor at the St. Petersburg Academy. He was a painstakingly analy-
tical critic of philosophical systems, combining his exacting critical
attitude with unswerving faith.

Thus the foundations for systematic philosophical culture were
laid in the ecclesiastical schools. But it must be added that philo-
sophical instruction was not limited to the academies, but existed on
a broadly conceived plan in the seminaries as well. They alone among
the various types of secondary schools possessed a serious, developed
philosophical element. “En Russie les hautes écoles ecclesiastiques
sont les seuls foyers de I’abstraction,” wrote A.S. Sturdza.55 “La
se reflétent les spiritualismes germaniques.” When Stankevich5® began
to study Kant he mused upon the seminarian:

What a painful situation! You read, reread, rack your brains,
and nothing happens! So you drop everything and take
a walk. Your head is like a stone, your self-respect is dam-
aged, you find that all your dreams, all your passionate
vows, are in vain . .. I began to search for a seminary profes-
sor or priest to help me and explain to me what I cannot
understand in Karit, especially since it is not a matter of
incomprehensibility due to its profundity, but simply be-
cause I do not know certain long-recognized psychological
facts known to perhaps every ordinary seminarian—while
we, men on fire with ideas, go astray and stumble at every
step because we did not go through the torments of the
schools.57

Thus, Russian “love of wisdom” [liubomudrie] had its beginning
precisely in the ecclesiastical schools. And Russian theological con-
sciousness was molded by this speculative trial and awakened from
naive dreams.
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THE “LOVERS OF WISDOM” AND
OTHER MOSCOW “CIRCLES”

The philosophical movement began in ‘Moscow in the 1830s,
spreading out from Moscow University. There the preaching of philo-
sophical idealism first acquired the dimensions of a social event, as
a new and sensitive generation heard and accepted it. Neither Galich
nor Vellanskii found real followers in St. Petersburg, while in Moscow
Pavlov aroused a whole generation. ““German philosophy found many
young, ardent, and conscientious followers, particularly in Moscow,”
wrote Pushkin in 1836, “and although they spoke a language scarcely
comprehensible to the uninitiated, they nevertheless had a wholesome
influence that steadily came more to light.”58 The idealist “preaching”
[propoved’] in Moscow did not, however, originate in the chair of
philosophy. Pavlov lectured on physics and agriculture, beginning
his courses with a philosophical introduction. Herzen3® wrote that
“Pavlov stood at the doors of the physico-mathematical department
and halted the students, questioning them: ‘You wish to know nature?
But what is nature . . . and what does it mean to know?’ >’ This was
an awakening from the slumber of dogmatism.

Pavlov demonstrated in his lectures the insufficiency of ‘“‘exper-
imentalism™ or empiricism in the realm of cognition, and pointed
out the constructive necessity of speculation. As one of his listeners put
it, he enflamed them with “a passion and zeal for thought” and instilled
in them “a critical attitude toward the principles and fundamentals,
the development and realization of learning in general.” Pavlov ex-
pounded a “transcendental philosophy” based on Schelling (in his
early period) and Oken.60 Also exercising considerable influence on
the young students was LI. Davydov (1794-1863), who taught various
subjects and at one time was inspector of the university’s boarding
school. Davydov lacked genuine philosophical views, rapidly shifting
from Locke and Condillac®! to Schelling and accomodating himself
to each rather than becoming convinced of their truth. Nevertheless
he spread Schelling’s ideas. Pogodin subsequently recalled that “Da-
vydov, the boarding school inspector, was a purveyor of Schellingian
philosophy to the higher classes. He gave books to the students, discus-
sed the interpretation of the new system with them, and strongly
influenced that generation.” Some time later N.I. Nadezhdin, as a
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professor, critic, and journalist, also added his influence. Stankevich
acknowledged that ‘“Nadezhdin’s erudition greatly aroused him.”

Although the philosophical awakening radiated from the profes-
sors, the acquisition of philosophical ideas by the students was not
part of the school routine. Those ideas were received and nourished
in the unique “circles” into which university youths gathered in those
years, particularly in Moscow. These gatherings did not consist of
like-minded people. They spent most of their time arguing, and arguing
passionately. It was not so much common views that drew them
together, but common themes; that intangible ‘“chosen affinity”
[izbiratel’noe srodstvo] about which they fondly spoke. The members
of the various circles felt they belonged to a certain unified higher
brotherhood. “We are all knights of the temple,” as the young Herzen
put it. In the apt phrase of Belinskii®2 they were all “citizens of the
realm of speculation,”

The “Society of Lovers of Wisdom” [Obshchestvo liubomudriia)
stood first in the succession of circles. A “secret society,” an inner,
closed circle of romantic and passionate friendship, its membership
included Venevitinov,63 Prince V.F. Odoevskii,64 Koshelev,65 and
Ivan Kireevskii. Venevitinov was the heart of the society, and
they met in Odoevskii’s home. “Here German philosophy reigned—
Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Oken, Gorres, and others,” Koshelev later
recalled. Plato should also be added to the list. “A new sun, rising
from the land of the ancient Teutons, began to illuminate the infinite
sphere of knowledge with the rays of soaring speculation.” (Odoevskii)
The young lovers of wisdom concentrated their attention on problems
of the philosophy of art. In the artist they saw a prophet and authentic
creator of life, and through art they awaited the transfiguration and
renewal of reality. Two mysteries arrested their thoughts: the mystery
of life and the mystery of art. The latter interested them more, and
its elusive multidimensional nature also included symbolism. The
love of wisdom itself became their new religion; philosophy took
on a religious pathos and became a religious substitute. The stamp of
romanticism is quite evident in all this. The Moscow Lovers of Wisdom
confessed to precisely this philosophical or romantic religion. “To us
Christian teaching was appropriate only for the masses of the people,
and not for us, the lovers of wisdom,” related Koshelev. “We valued
Spinoza highly and considered his works much superior to the Gospels
and the rest of Holy Scripture” (Spinoza, of course, in a romantic
interpretation).56 But only through renunciation and the act of break-
ing away could they pass from religious poetics and pietism to positive
religion .67
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A number of that generation belonged to the “outer circle”
of the Lovers of Wisdom, including Shevyrev, Pogodin, Kiukhel’beker,
and the entire poetry circle around Raich.68 Polevoi’s circle took shape
in those same years.69 It too was under the influence of Schelling
(although Polevoi prefered Cousin’® to Schelling himself) and main-
tained a romantic outlook. Around 1830 the Stankevich circle and the
Herzen-Ogarev’! circle appeared. Stankevich’s circle developed under
the direct influence of Pavlov and concentrated on literary and poetic
topics, in tandem with the older generation of the Lovers of Wisdom.
Fichte’s influence was added to Schelling’s. Later the philosophical
initiative in this circle passed to Bakunin,’2 and a Hegelian current
appeared in the 1840s. Herzen’s circle also had a romantic outlook.
Pavlov’s lectures inspired and delighted Herzen, and he also read
Cousin. The motifs of Saint-Simonism,”3 “the desiré to impart to
the world a new religious form” (as Ogarev later said) were fully ab-
sorbed into the romantic amalgam. The problematics of “utopian
socialism” and German philosophy (as shown by Lorenz von Stein
in his renowned book)’4 basically shared the same emotional col-
oration, the same utopian raptures. Joined by a passionate romantic
friendship, Herzen and Ogarev trod the typical romantic path over
the next few years.”S Under the dual influence of romanticism and
Saint-Simonism they took up religious themes with increasing poi-
gnancy, but within the misty aureole of melancholy dreams—a religios-
ity of longing and sadness, premonitions and expectations—and both
relapsed into Alexandrian mysticism. Herzen caught the infection
from Witberg at Viatka,’® and read Ekhartshausen?’ and other mys-
tics with enthusiasm. Ogarev studied the Naturphilosophie of Schel-
ling, Oken, and the theory of animal magnetism.78 While visiting the
Caucasus in 1838 he met the Decembrist A.I. Odoevskii, who gave
him a copy of The Imitation of Christ.7% “On my soil, well-prepared
by romanticism, the Christian Flower swiftly grew—a sad, pale flower
with drooping blossoms, whose pure dew was like tears.””80

New groups appeared in the 1840s, precisely the period in
which the full difference between the “Westerners” and “Slavophiles”
was first defined. The debate between them sharpened into a divi-
sion or split only in the middle of the 1840s. Gershenzon justifiably
reminds us that “the key to the history of ideas always lies in the
history of emotions.” In any event, these “ideas” gained currency
through human sensitivity and susceptibility. And in that spiritual
milieu religious feelings among the romantic generations were powerful.
One needs only to mention the correspondence of Bakunin, the letters
of Belinskii in his Moscow years, and the letters of the young Herzen.
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The “marvelous decades™ were not only filled with ideological
disputes, but also marked a decisive phase in the development of
religious feelings. ‘““As a whole, the Russian intelligentsia of the thir-
ties was undoubtedly religious.” (Sakulin}®!  Romanticism and
“jdealism” revealed themselves in their duality and ambiguity. It was
impossible to remain indefinitely at the crossroads: a choice of paths
was inevitable—even lingering implied a choice. The “Westerners”
of the 1830s were, in any case, no less occupied with religious prob-
lematics than the future “Slavophiles.” The conception of socialism
of the time was indissolubly linked with a Christian ideology: a quest
for an integral worldview.82 In this regard Bakunin was more typical
than others. One should recall that in the 1840s the ‘“Westerners”
themselves divided over the religious issue of personal immortality 83
Belinskii’s celebrated letter to Gogol in 1847 acutely reveals the re-
ligious character of the “Westerner” attempt at self-definition at
a later stage.84 The entire polemic hinged on the place of religion
in the future.

In your opinion the Russian people are the most religious
in the world. But that is a lie. Look more closely and you
will perceive that they are by nature a deeply atheistic
people. In them there is still much superstition, but no
trace of religiosity. . . . Mystical exaltation is foreign to
their nature—they have too much common sense and clear-
sightedness, too much that is positive in their minds, which
thereby perhaps assures them their great historical destiny.

Atheistic prophecy was directly counterposed to religious prophecy.
However, atheism itself is an answer to the religious question. The
problematics of Feuerbach are no less religious than the problema-
tics of Baader.

The rise of philosophy in the 1830s and 1840s had two conse-
sequences. For some a path to the Church, a religious apokatastasis
of mind and will, was opened. For others the road led to unbelief
and even outright struggle against God. This schism or polarization
of Russia’s cultural elite took place precisely on the religious level.
Such a polarization can also be seen in the history of German idealism:
Friedrich Schlegel, Gérres and Baader on the one hand; Feuerbach and
the entire Hegelian “left” on the other. The relationship is not merely
a juxtaposition, but one of direct influence and dependence. One
must remember that the “Hegelian school” divided precisely on the
religious issue.
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CHAADAEV AND THE MEN OF THE 1840°S

In the 1840s Russian society visibly divided in debates about
Russia. These historiosophic disagreements, however, manifested
a deeper and more fundamental difference. There were ample reasons
and grounds for reflection on the destiny or. calling of Russia during
the years after the ‘“‘international experience” of 1812 and all the
military and non-military encounters with Europe. The issue made
real by history in the time of Alexander I was that of Russia and
Europe. Confrontation thrust itself upon people. In spite of all its
weaknesses Karamzin’s History of the Russian State 85 that heroic
tale or epopee, compelled everyone to feel the reality of the Russian
past, and even pre-Petrine history. Romanticism also prompted the
debate over the nation’s mission: What is the place of Russia in the
general plan or scheme of “world history”?

The historiosophic theme of Russia’s destiny also became funda-
mental for .the newly awakening philosophical thought in Russia.
And on this historiosophical plane the religious question was again
posed, with complete clarity, in Russian cultural and social conscious-
ness. The uniqueness of Russia became ever more apparent as, through
trial and doubt, it was historically counterposed to “Europe.” From
the outset the difference was analyzed as a difference in religious
destiny. Petr Ia. Chaadaev’s fateful “Philosophical Letter” posed
the question precisely in this manner.86

Chaadaev, a contemporary of the Decembrists, belonged to
the previous generation. For all his fondness for convivial society
he stood aloof from the idealist debates. His worldview was most
fully formed under the influence of French “traditionalism”—Bo-
nald and Ballanche, and to a degree Maistre8” — and personal ties
linked him with the neo-Catholic salons of Paris (those of Circourt and
Baron Eckstein,88 frequented at that time by A.l. Turgenev).89 Later
he also passed under the influence of Schelling, while in his youth
Chaadaev went through a period of enthusiasm for Jung-Stilling®®
and other mystics of his type. He was and remained a close friend
of AL Turgenev and Princess S.S. Meshcherskaia.91

Chaadaeyv is often called the first Westerner, and with him begins
the history of Westernism. But he can be called the “first” only in
a non-iteral use of the term, for everyone of his generation was either
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a westerner or often simply a western man. As a Westerner he was
unique; his was a religious westernism, whereas Russian Westernism
in those years usually led to atheism, “realism,” and positivism. To
this day Chaadaev remains an enigmatic figure, and his most enigmatic
quality is his religiosity. In letters to friends he was rather frank,
but even there he remained only a brilliant, witty, and sharp-tongued
conversationalist. The reality of the Church is scarcely discernible
in the worldview of this apologist of Roman theocracy. He remained
a dreamer and loner, like many freemasons and pietists of Alexander
I’s time.

That he was an ideologist and not an adherent of the Church
explains the curious transparency of his historiosophical thought.
Christianity itself shrank to the dimensions of a new idea. Properly
speaking he was less a thinker than a clever man with rather clearly
defined views. One looks in vain for any ‘“‘system”—he had a principle,
but no system. This principle amounted to a postulate for a Christian
philosophy of history. For him history is the process of constructing
the kingdom of heaven on earth, and only through that process can
one enter into or take part in history. This helps to explain the bit-
terness contained in the “Philosophical Letter.” “We belong to none
of the great families of the human race,” or, to put it another way,
“we are among those nations that are not part of humanity.” Cha-
adaev’s historical horizon was confined to Western Europe. “Nothing
from the experience of Europe has reached us.” In this historical
isolation he saw a fatal misfortune. He certainly did not identify the
cultural isolation or separation of Russia with primitive savagery or
simplicity, but only affirmed the non-historicity of Russia’s destiny.

Later he was to draw opposite conclusions from the same presup-
positions (in The Apology of a Madman and in a series of letters). He
came to understand that to be reborn in history does not at all mean
eternal condemnation to childhood, nor must having only blank pages
in the book of the past mean the same will be true in the future. On
the contrary, he came to view a rich past as an ambiguity, the “fatal
choking of time.” He began to believe that the Russian people pos-
sessed an incomparable advantage in building the future precisely in
their freedom from the western past, “for it is a great advantage to
be able to contemplate and judge the world from the highest level
of thought, free from savage passions and pitiful avarice.” Precisely
in the Russians he now saw the “people of God for the future,” and
moreover believed that a new phase had already started in the history
of the kingdom of God. “Political Christianity” must now give way
to a “purely spiritual” Christianity.
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In his new estimation of Russia’s “non-historicity” Chaadaev
approximated the Moscow Lovers of Wisdom, above all Odoevskii.92
Perhaps an encounter with them had influenced Chaadaev. And later
Herzen followed in this thought, under Chaadaev’s influence. Cha-
adaev’s ideas have their place and significance in the dialectic of Russian
historical self-awareness. He critically and acutely evaluated the histor-
ical meaning and mission of Christianity. But although he had his own
ideas on the philosophy of history, he had no theological ideas or
views. By the end of the 1830’s he was locked in debates with the
younger generation. He brought a good deal to these debates in the
very formulation or development of the questions—yet his was a
personal influence more than the influence of a definite system of
ideas.

The younger generation quickly divided. The very imprecise
labels “Slavophilism™ and “Westernism” only gave rise to misunder-
standings and false explanations. In any case, they do not only or mere-
ly represent two historico-political ideologies, but stand for two com-
plete and irreconcilable worldviews and, above all, two cultural-psy-
chological settings. P.G. Vinogradov®3 quite successfully traced the
divergence of Westerners and Slavophiles to a “difference of opinion
on the understanding of a fundamental principle: culture.” But one
can go deeper. “Westerners,” Vinogradov wrote, “proceeded from an
understanding of culture as the conscious creativity of mankind”—
immediately explaining the formulation of the question after the
Hegelian philosophy of law and society. “The Slavophiles,” continued
Vinogradov, “were concerned with popular culture, which almost
unconsciously grows in the people.” Do we not see here the basic
thesis of the historical school’s opposition to Hegelianism?94 Of course
such a posing of opposites cannot exhaust the entire content of the
schism of the 1840s, but its psychological meaning is accurately
disclosed. One might formulate it as follows: the Westerners expressed
the “critical” and the Slavophiles the “organic” moments of cultural-
historical self-definition (for the Slavophile outlines did not sufficiently
take into account the motive importance of “negation”). The coun-
terposing of “dialectics” and ‘“‘evolution” in the social philosophy
of the epoch is also revealing.

A new disagreement was also bound up in the problem: should
“society” (or the “people™) or the “state” be recognized as the ul-
timate reality in the historical process? Here the traditionalism of
the “historical school” unexpectedly joins ranks with socialist rad-
icalism. One can see an analogous affinity or similarity between “uto-
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pian socialism” and the French “theocratic school.” In the Slavophile
attitude there is an evident aftertaste of a certain distinctive anarchism,
a hostility toward deliberate interference in the Neptunian course of
organic processes, a pathos for the “unnoticeable” and minute alter-
ations forming an aggregate of continuity. Behind this hostility stands
a distrust of the solitary or isolated personality.?5 Religion, in the per-
ception of that generation, was recognized above all as a return to
wholeness, a gathering of the soul, a deliverance from that burdensome
existence of inner desolation and disintegration that had become the
affliction of the age. This religious postulate was translated into a
historical reality. Escape from the crisis in which all of Europe had
been involved throughout its history could only come through a “re-
turn,” through a new strengthening of social ties, through a restoration
of wholeness in life. This was not a case of “archeological liberalism,”
but the expression of an ingenuous and very lively sense of contempora-
neity. Romanticism in general possessed a considerable degree of
direct historical sensitivity. After the revolution everyone felt, pre-
cisely in social life, the discord and disintegration, the disunion and
dissociation of individual ways, of the atomization of life—they felt
the excessiveness of “liberty,” the fruitlessness of “equality,” and the
insufficiency of “fraternity.” In this connection Saint-Simon’s sharp
criticisms of contemporary life are particularly instructive. August
Comte’s entire “positivist” pathos, which was directed precisely against
the “negation” of revolution, is also quite characteristic.9¢ Both de-
cisively rejected the Reformation as a revolt of the isolated and locked-
in personality.

Such very complex and confused historical circumstances nour-
ished a new sensitivity for the conciliar [sobornaia] life of the Church.
A need and feeling for the reality of the Church [tserkovnost’] was
awakened and cultivated. In an age of the most severe cultural-his-
torical crisis the Church gained acceptance and recognition as the
sole “organic” force amidst the ‘‘critical” dissolution and disinte-
gration of all binding ties. Many in the West “returned” to the Church
during that age of romanticism for the same reason.?” However, a
fatal ambiguity is concealed in this, which provided a constant source
of inner wavering and contradictoriness in the entire romantic reli-
gious perception of the world. It is true that the Church is an “ideal
society,” and only in the Church can the otherwise mutually irre-
sistible tension of human wills be fully resolved. But the “organic”
or social motif does not exhaust the reality of the Church, and it

must not be taken as primary or basic. Society and the Church are not
commensurate.
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The Slavophile worldview did not fully discern or admit the
incommensurate natures of Church and society. But the failure of
the Slavophiles to articulate this did not hurt their theology or their
actual teaching on the Church as much as did their philosophy of
history, or, more precisely, their philosophy of society. The Church, in
their social philosophy, was superseded by the “community” [ob-
shchina) —all religious activity was included in the limits of the *“com.
munity.” In that basic and constitutive antithesis of Slavophile social
philosophy—Land and State—*“Land” replaces the Church! And is
not the normal content of Church-state relations entirely absorbed
in this new opposition? Strictly speaking, however, in this plan both
designations are only conditional. What they actually mean is: worldly
construction .and inner perfection. In any case, “Land” here is an
ethical category. It is enough to recall a few basic definitions provided
by Konstantin Aksakov?8 in his famous essay “On the Internal State
of Russia” [“O vnutrennem sostoianii Rossii”’], presented to Alexander
ITin 1855:

The Russian people do not wish to govern...They desire
to preserve for themselves not political but internal com-
munal life, their customs, their way of life—the peaceful
life of the spirit... Without seeking political freedom, they
seek moral freedom, spiritual freedom, communal freedom—
the life found within themselves. As perhaps the only
Christian people on earth (in the true sense of the word)
they remember the words of Christ: “Render unto Caesar
the things that are Caesar’s, and unto God the things that
are God’s”; and the other words of Christ: “My kingdom
is not of this world.” Having thus left the kingdom of this
world to the state they, as a Christian people, choose another
path: the path to inner freedom and the spirit, the path
to the kingdom of Christ. “The kingdom of God is within
you.”

The life of the “land,” or “‘communal” life, is opposed precisely
to the vanity of worldly “concern for governing” [gosudarstvovaniial,
as a form of existence “not of this world” (the path of inner truth).
In this philosophy the ‘“‘community” is not so much a historical as a
suprahistorical or, so to speak, a-historical quantity: the popular
element of an ideal non-existence, an unexpected oasis of “another
world” that is “not of this world,” in which it is both possible and
necessary to flee from political cares.
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This view is linked with an unexpected contradiction in the
way in which Slavophilism poses the philosophical-historical problem.
Stavophilism had been conceived as a philosophy of history, a philo-
sophy of universal Christian destiny. But its entire pathos lies precisely
in its escape or even retreat from history. The Slavophiles wished to
free themselves from a historical or “political” burden and “leave”
it to another.

Berdiaev?9 once noted this unexpected discontinuity in Khom-
jakov’s philosophy of history.100 “He has no prophetic interpretation
of history, and one frequently encounters moralizing on history.
The ethical prevails over the mystical in his philosophy of history.
It contains a religio-moral evaluation but no religio-mystical foresight.”
As regards the other Slavophiles, one need only repeat this characteri-
zation with even greater emphasis. Their ethical maximalism interfered
with their ability to sense and discern the day to day problematics
of Christian history and life. Hence the pretentious desire to delimit
and individuate “State” and ‘“Land” according to a certain principle
of “mutual non-interference” or freedom from one another. This
amounted to their own version of the “social contract” or a new
variant of the ideal society “set apart.” The Russian people, says
Aksakov, “reserve for themselves a moral-communal freedom, the
highest aim of which is a Christian society.”

From such statements follows the unexpected naturalism that
quite surprises the reader of Khomiakov’s Notes on Universal History
[ Zapiski po vsemirnoi istorii]. Here the naturalistic factors—freedom
and necessity, the “Iranian spirit” and the “Cushite spirit”—are ab-
stractly taken to be the motive forces in history. In this plan Chris-
tianity is included as part of the development of the “Iranian” principle
while, by contrast, everything false in the Christian West is ascribed
to the revolt of the material, non-spiritual “Cushite” principle. There
is no need to enter into a more detailed examination or exposition
of Slavophile philosophy. All the aporia and discontinuity of the
usual romantic worldview, together with a one-sided or exclusively
“organic” point of view, are typically repeated and apparent in it.
However, Slavophilism is not exhausted by “romanticism.” A new
and different experiment was begun—an experiment in the reality
of the Church. But the Slavophiles did not and could not succeed
in synthesizing the reality of the Church and romanticism. Their world-
view retained a kind of spiritual “strip-system”101 or constant counter-
currents.

One must always bear in mind the dual origins of Slavophilism.
It was a very complex movement. The individual members of the
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circle differed from one another in many very perceptible ways. They
quarreled a good deal and were frequently .in complete disagreement
and entirely irreconcilable. These vital differences should not be ob-
scured by some imaginary “common views.” Each followed his own
course; not all shared the same vital theme. Ivan Kireevskii abandoned
the romantics and Schellingianism; Khomiakov never experienced
such a stage of the heart; Konstantin Aksakov and Iurii Samarin102
passed through the acute passion for Hegelianism then spreading
throughout Russia.

What is important here is precisely the unrepeatable character
of the personalities, the vibrant wholeness of the personal perspectives
of each one. Only a certain basic self-perception was held in common:
the pathos of “conciliarity” [sobornost’]. Least of all can one see in
Slavophilism any sort of direct or organic manifestation of the “pop-
ular element” (as Gershenzon, in particular, did). Berdiaev’s judgment
of Slavophilism—“It is this: a psychology and philosophy of aristocratic
gardens, of warm cozy nests”—is completely erroneous. In any case,
it was the voice of the intelligentsia and not the voice of the people
that was heard in Slavophilism. It was the voice of a new cultural
system as it passed through the temptation and trial of “Europeanism.”

Slavophilism is a reflex action, not the revelation of the primitive.
Rozanov!93 rightly said:

Perhaps the Slavophiles so passionately reached out to
touch, understand and prize the native land so highly pre-
cisely because they had irretrievably severed any vital ties
with it, because they had once believed in the universality
of western civilization and with all their gifts and strength
not only shouldered the weight of it, but passionately
embraced its deepest foundations—which are revealed only
to great spirits, but whose embrace never goes unpunished.

Hence Slavophilism’s passion for a return to the past and its tension
between opposites (a characteristic symptom of the romantic world-
view). Apollon Grigor’ev once wrote that “Slavophilism blindly and
fanatically believed in an unknown essence of popular life and imposed
that belief on itself as a duty.” This is too harsh, although it does
contain a good deal of truth. Slavophilism is a link in the history of
Russian thought, and not merely in the history of the Russian instinct.
It was a link in the dialectic of Russian “Europeanism.”
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IVAN KIREEVSKII

Slavophilism was, and aspired to be, a religious philosophy of
culture. Only in the context of contemporary cultural-philosophical
problematics does it yield to explanation. Slavophiles seriously dis-
agreed with the Westerners over the directions, goals, and possibilities
of culture. But none of the “older” Slavophiles had any doubts about
the value of culture as such, no matter how powerfully present in
them were the motifs of romantic criticism. All saw in the West a
“land of holy miracles” (a verse by Khomiakov).

Ivan Kireevskii (1806-1856) was, of course, the most “western”
among the older Slavophiles. The name of his first journal, The Eu-
ropean [Evropeets] 104 was most significant. And this was not a
mere passing phase. Much later Kireevskii was to emphasize that “the
beginnings of Russian learning differ from those of the West only
because of their higher level, not because they are utterly dissimilar.”
He dreamt that western enlightenment might reach the highest level
of development—the level of Orthodoxy—and he scarcely had in mind
some kind of “reverse motion.” “No one, unless he were insane, could
think that the memory of all that Russia has received from Europe
in the last two hundred years could ever be expunged by force.”

Another quite characteristic tie with the spirit of the preceding
age of Alexandrian (and Catherinian) mysticism is revealed in Ki-
reevskii’s spiritual development. The father of the Kireevskii brothers,
Vasilii Ivanovich (1773-1812), a retired “second major” and an active
philanthropist, was a convinced Mason who enthusiastically studied
chemistry as a “divine science.” He invited his close personal friend
Lopukhinl®5 to be Ivan’s godfather. “For the good of his heart”
Ivan’s grandmother gave the infant a copy of Lopukhin’s famous
tract on the “inner church.” Ivan, however, lost his father early in
life and was educated by his mother, who had strong masonic and
pietist ties and was connected with Zhukovskii and Batenkov.l106
It was therefore no accident that in his very first essay (1830) he
wrote—and wrote with great elan—about Novikov: “for half a century
he promoted education among our people.”107 He prepared a separate
essay on Novikov, but it was banned by the censors. Kireevskii’s mother
was a great admirer of French literature, such as Fénelon, Massillon,
Saint-Pierre, Rousseau, and among the contemporaries Vigny.108 She
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moreover made translations from Jean-Paul and Hoffmann.109 Ki-
reevskii’s step-father, A. A. Elagin,110 knew and revered German
philosophy—Kant and Schelling— and was a friend of Vellanskii’s.

Ivan grew up and acquired his education under the triple in-
fluence of his mother, his stepfather, and Zhukovskii—in an envi-
ronment of intense, sentimental pietism. In his worldview there was
always a layer of dreamy melancholy, the seal of “holy melancholy,”
in the contemporary phrase. At a quite early age he read not only
Locke, but Helvetius as well.11l Later he read Locke again. “We
read Locke together,” Koshelev recalled about their adolescence.
“The simplicity and clarity of his exposition enchanted us.” At about
the same age Kireevskii had a fervent interest in political economy and
wrote a treatise On Virtue [O dobrodeteli] . This study was apparently
related to his reading of Scottish philosophers such as Dugald Stewart,
Thomas Reid, Adam Ferguson, and Adam Smith, who were constantly
recommended by Zhukovskii.ll2 “Their light illuminates life and
enlivens the soul.” (However he also read the transcendental Schelling,
toward whom Zhukovskii felt an insurmountable distrust.) One might
note that interest in the Scottish philosophers of “public feeling” was
characteristic in France during the First Empire, and there was this
French motif in Kireevskii’s development. Yet his enthusiasm for
German “love of wisdom™ [liubomudrie] already overshadowed it.

Koshelev emphasizes that during this period of passionate youth-
ful Schellingianism Ivan Kireevskii remained “entirely indifferent to
the Christian worldview.” He entered (as opposed to “returned to’”)
faith and the Church only later, after his marriage, under the influence
of his wife and her confessor, whom she introduced to him, the famous
monk of the Novospasskii Monastery Father Filaret.!13 The elder
Makarii of the Optina hermitage!14 later added his influence. It is true
that Kireevskii began to talk about “religion” quite early, and during
his trip abroad he thoughtfully and attentively took in Schleiermacher’s
lectures on theology.!15 As early as 1827 he dreamt that “‘we restore
the right of true religion, reconcile the exquisite with morality, and
awaken the love of truth.” However, at that time religion largely re-
mained for him a romantic and philosophical postulate or symbol. A
long hard road lay between these pathetic and dreamy pronouncements
and genuine faith,

For Kireevskii the road proved difficult. Koshelev’s brief ‘“History
of the Conversion of Ivan Vasil’evich,” written on the basis of the
recollections of N.P. Kireevskii, is highly characteristic. “Immediately
after his marriage his wife’s fulfillment of our liturgical rites and cus-
toms affected him unpleasantly... She, for her part, was even more pain-
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fully hurt by his lack of faith and complete disdain for all the customs
of the Orthodox Church.” At that time he was reading Cousin and
Schelling, and he proposed to his wife that they read them together.
“When great, luminous thoughts arrested him and he demanded aston-
ishment from his wife, she straightaway replied that those ideas were
already familiar to her from the works of the Holy Fathers.” Kireevskii
occasionally tried to condition himself to read patristic books, but “it
was unpleasant for him to admit that the fathers contained a good deal
that had captivated him in Schelling.” He had been educated in a
vague, moralistic dreaminess, and although he was long agitated by the
heart, that inclination and feeling still did not constitute faith. Ro-
mantic religiosity in general was only a sentiment—a presentiment of
and thirst for faith, but not yet faith.

It is interesting to compare the paths of Ivan Kireevskii and V. F.
Odoevskii. Their basic premises and stages coincide, yet Odoevskii never
escaped from the closed circle of romanticism. In the thirties, of course,
he was completely immersed in the mysticism of Saint-Martin and
Pordagel16 (again a characteristic vestige of the Alexandrian era),
but he found no genuine religious release in this theosophical and
alchemical mysticism. Odoevskii did not exceed the limits of a dreamy,
intellectual speculation. In the 1840s he sank into a form of sentimen-
tal naturalism (then called “realism’). Only by the strength of “reli-
gious abnegation” and in the experience of faith was Kireevskii able
to move beyond this constricting circle. Kireevskii and Odoevskii
provide an interesting comparison in yet another respect. Before
each of them stood the same question: what is the place of Russia in
Europe? As early as the 1820s they expressed presentiments and
prophecies about the historical mission of Russia. On the basis of
the crisis, the “universal torpor,” in which they saw the old nations
of Europe, they sensed that the West had been exhausted and its
creative power evaporated. Kireevskii deduced that it was precisely
Russia that was destined to become the heart of Europe in a near,
already unfolding, epoch. Odoevskii explicitly predicted the inward
and spiritual “Russian conquest of Europe.” “As somnambulists await
the mesmerist, so the Europeans await the approach of the Russian
mind.”

It might be asked how the “Russian mind” might be introduced
into the harmonious creativity of culture. Odoevskii proposed that
a “science of instinct” be created, a “theosophical physics,” which
could give the principles of a new Schellingian philosophy the greatest
practical application. In other words he meant to make romanticism
manifest in life. In the 1830s Kireevskii thought in the same way.
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A very expressive note was struck by the title of his fateful essay in The
European, “The Nineteenth Century.” His stress fell precisely on
a contrast between the nineteenth and the destructive eighteenth
century. The development of thought is being fulfilled only ne_gativel_'y,
and to a positive era a “demand” [trebovanie] is foretold—“the de-
mand for a great fusion of Religion with the life of peoples and na-
tions.” This should be compared with Odoevskii’s article “The Nine-
teenth Century Belongs to Russia.” Everything is rather vague in
these pathetic premonitions. The entire scheme was constructed with-
out taking into account the reality of the Church. At that time Kire-
evskii saw Russia’s uniqueness more as a negative symptom: “the an-
cient world was lacking in our development.”117 With this symptom
he linked another consideration. “In Russia the Christian religion
was yet purer and holier. But the influence of our Church, which was
for a time uneducated, did not prove as decisive or all-powerful as that
of the Church of Rome because of the deficiency of the classical
world.” On the other hand, Kireevskii subsequently detected in ‘“clas-
sicism” the foundation and root of western rationalism, of that dom-
inant ‘“‘pure naked reason, which has as a basis only itself and which
refuses to acknowledge anything higher or outside itself.”

For Kireevskii the entire meaning of western falseness is revealed
in the triumph of formal reason or rationality over faith and tradition,
by the elevation of the deduction over tradition. Thus, he sees the
entire meaning of Russia’s uniqueness in tradition. Let ancient Russia
be poorly developed, for she possesses the conditions for proper future
development that were not granted to the West. “That constructive
principle of knowledge, that philosophy of Christianity, which alone
might give a proper foundation to the sciences, was collected and
lived in her.” Kireevskii was thinking of unbroken patristic tradition.
Least of all did he wish for a return in time or for the restoration of
ancient forms—any restoration of dead forms is both ridiculous and
harmful. Only the “inner construction of the spirit” mattered. He
always spoke about a passage to a “higher plane.” During his romantic
period he had no doubt that this higher plane belonged to the unbroken
line of western development, but now he began to have doubts. “The
foundations of western learning, which has been continuously devel-
oped throughout the history of the West, have been proven unsat-
isfactory for the high demands of enlightenment in our time.”

The crisis of European enlightenment can only be resolved
when a “new principle” is accepted and established: “that heretofore
unnoticed principle of life, thought and learning that lies at the foun-
dation of the Orthodox-Slavic world.” Western philosophy lzads to
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the awareness that ‘“new principles™ are essential for further devel-
opment (Kireevskii has in mind here Schelling and, perhaps, Baader),
but it cannot go beyond demands or presentiments. Kireevskii attached
no decisive importance to natural or innate qualities in people; the
higher “principle” of Orthodox truth—wholeness and reasonableness—
defined his evaluation of Russian history and the outlook of the Rus-
sian people. It was precisely the patristic tradition that he valued
and loved in the East.

Once pulled from beneath the knout of the rational systems
of European philosophy, the educated Russian will find,
in the depths of that special, vital, integral, and inaccessible
to western understanding worldview of the Holy Fathers of
the Church, the most complete answers to those very ques-
tions that most agitate a soul deceived by the final results
of western self-awareness.

Kireevskii was a man of a single theme, if not a single thought.
He constantly returns to one and the same theme: “On the Character
of European Enlightenment and its Relation to Enlightenment in
Russia,” the title of his famous and generally characteristic essay in
Moscow Miscellany [Moskovskii Shornik] in 1852.118 As earlier,
the question before him concerns the future. He does not sound the call
to a chronological return, but to an entry into the depth of the Church.
He least of all wished for a simple restoration of customs—he is wholly
engaged in the pathos of construction and creation, in the spirit of
the Church’s fulness. Any “reverence for tradition” that clings more
to external appearances than to the inner spirit he denounces as com-
pletely dangerous. Kireevskii does not understand a return to the
fathers as a mere repetition or imitation. Following is not the same as
repeating. And he was constantly explaining this point.

The love of wisdom of the fathers represents only the em-
bryo of this future philosophy... For philosophy is not a
fundamental conviction, but an intellectual development
of that relationship which exists between this fundamental
conviction and contemporary learning... To think that we
have a ready-made philosophy contained in the Holy Fathers
would be a great mistake. Our philosophy must still be
created, and not just by a single person. It must take form
through the sympathetic cooperation of a common mind.
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These are very characteristic reservations for him. In the first place, he
did not expect to find “ready answers” among the fathers—it was
more important to grasp the patristic method of knowing or searching,
and then search. “They spoke of the country in which they lived.”
Secondly, all the questions of western culture must be acknowledged
and resolved, not avoided. “All of the fruit of a millenium of the
experiences of reason amidst its multifaceted activities” must be
considered. He sees the task of future Orthodox enlightenment not in
excluding reason, but in surmounting it.

Kireevskii was very reserved toward contemporary Russian
theologians. He condemned Makarii’s Introduction [Vvedenie]ll9
for its “arid schoolman’s style” and he noted opinions that were
out of harmony with the Russian Church: “for example, on the in-
fallibility of the hierarchy, as the Holy Spirit appears to the hierarchy
separately, in disjunction from the whole body of Christianity.” His
opinion of Antonii Amfiteatrov’s book on dogmatics!20 was no
better. “To be truthful, we have no satisfactory theology,” he wrote
to Koshelev. The sermons of Filaret!2! served as a better “introduc-
tion” for him (‘“they contain many brilliant gems that should lie at
the foundation of the fortress of Zion™), as did the Spiritual Alphabet
[Dukhovnyi Alfavit], published in a collection of the writings of
St. Dimitrii of Rostov,122 and the works of Tikhon Zadonskii.123
Later in life Kireevskii participated with great enthusiasm in the publi-
cation of patristic (primarily ascetical) writings undertaken at the
Optina hermitage. He was buried at Optina.

Kireevskii characteristically combined inner freedom with the
strictest obedience. He fully subordinated his philosophical and theo-
logical enterprises to the judgment of the elder Makarii of Optina.
His statements about the freedom of thought in Orthodoxy are spoken
with great conviction. “Our Church never set forth any human system,
any learned theology, as the foundation of her truth, and therefore
did not forbid the free development of thought in other systems or
persecute them as dangerous enemies who might shake her founda-
tion.” In his personal views he achieved that synthesis about which
he spoke. For him ““all questions of contemporary learning” had to be
*“considered” within the spirit of patristic tradition. Kireevskii wrote
little—only a few programmatic essays. But in these one immediately
detects the wholeness and integrity of his thought, character and
personality. From one standpoint he - might seem an unsuccessful,
subdued and superfluous man, and in reality his social activity did
not meet with success. Yet by passing through a period of inner con-
struction he became self-contained, and through an ascetic effort, not
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through disillusionment. His thought gained strength and temper
behind this inner floodgate. “The will is born in secret and raised in
silence.” Least of all can Kireevskii’s path be termed organic. It was
a path of ascetic effort. The wholeness of spirit about which he wrote
was not the innate immediacy of the romantics.

Kireevskii lived through conversion and renunciation. “In any
case, the method of the thinking believer is not the same as that of
one who seeks convictions or who leans upon abstract convictions.”
This was not “inclusion in the Church” ({votserkovlenie], but the
overcoming of romanticism.

\4!

N. V. GOGOL

In those years the religious problematics of culture were sensed
with particular acuteness by Gogol.124 It is difficult to differentiate
between his artistic path and his personal fate, but at any rate Gogol
occupies a highly distinctive place among his younger and older con-
temporaries. As a writer he was both progressive and backwards. New
directions proceed from him, and not just in literature. His creative
work possesses a prophetic quality. But still he himself remains a part
of the preceding age. His spiritual backwardness or archaism is one
of the links in his tragic fate.

The philosophical trends of the epoch did not affect Gogol,
except through art. The “debates” of his contemporaries, all those
“quarrels over our European and Slavic principles” between the “old
believers” and the ‘“new believers,” or Slavicists and Europeanists,
seemed to him to be a complete misunderstanding. “They all speak
about various sides of the same thing, never guessing that they are
arguing over nothing and repeating nothing to each other.” Gogol
mixed more frequently in the company of Slavophiles, but he person-
ally was not one of them. With greater accuracy he might be considered
a Westerner. But he did not love the same West, nor did he feel the
same kind of love for it, as contemporary Russian Westerners did.
Still, his worldview and spiritual temperament made him entirely
a part of the West. Early in life he fell under western influence and
he remained there. In reality the West was all he knew—about Russia
he largely dreamed. Gogol knew more about what Russia should be
and what he wished to see in it than what Russia actually was.
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In his youth Gogol experienced the ordeal of German roman-
ticism and found it congenial to work in the romantic spirit. He mas-
tered the creative problematics of romanticism in a manner neithei
imitative nor solely literary, intimately inserting himself into the
romantic experiment. This was an important stage or revolution in
his inner life. With a creative seriousness he lived through and deeply
felt all the demonological motifs of the romantics and reincarnated
them in images pregnant with meaning. One feels the power of his per-
sonal conviction and the sharpness of his personal experience—the
world lies in the power of evil forces, dark obsessions, and wickedness.
Hence his early awakened religious fear—an outright phobia, and
not just trembling or reverence. The young Gogol lived his religious life
in a peculiarly magical, bewitched and enchanted world, full of strange
visions into the mysteries of dark passions. A “mortifying insensitivity
for life” was subsequently unveiled before him. He perfectly depicted
arrested, congealed, immobile faces-not quite faces but masks. (Roz-
anov observed that a portrait by Gogol is always static.) It has been
correctly noted that he saw the world beneath the sign of death, sub
specie mortis.

Romanticism also supplied his first utopian temptation: the
temptation of the creative power of art—and then his first disillu-
sionment: art turns out to be ambiguous, and therefore impotent.
“Magical idealism” is seductively two-faced.

You would be amazed, my soﬁ, at the terrible might of
the devil. He strives to penetrate everything: our work,
our thoughts, and even the very inspiration of the artist.
Innumerable will be the sacrifices for this infernal spirit
that dwells invisibly, without form, on earth. This is the
dark spirit that breaks in on us even during moments of
the purest and holiest meditation.

Gogol retained this fear throughout his life, right down to the prayers
on the eve of his death. “Bind Satan once again with the mysterious
power of your inscrutable cross.”

The romantic experiment is always formed amidst antitheses
and tensions: spontaneity and reflection, “conciliarity” and individual
will, reconciliation and protest, peace and anxiety. Romanticism is
entirely immersed in this dialectical game. In Russian romanticism the
theme of reconciliation is more strongly expressed; “organic” motifs
predominate over “critical” ones. To the extent that it was a romantic
phenomenon one must say that this was especially the case with Sla-
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vophilism. Only a few voiced anxiety, only a few were granted an apoc-
alyptical ear with which to listen. Lermontov was one such person,
and his creative work is all the more enigmatic for not being completed.
This apocalyptical hearing also operated with special strength in Gogol.

Romanticism alone offers no religious outlet. A return to the
Church along the path of “religious renunciation’” is necessary, for
in itself romanticism is only an imaginary or false path. The young
Gogol had a quite diffuse religious worldview composed of a very
vague religious humanism, romantic agitation, and sensitivity or feeling.
Except esthetically, he felt no reality in the Church at that time. “I
came to Christ more by a Protestant route than by a Catholic one,” he
later wrote to Shevyrev.!25 “An analysis of the human soul in a
manner no one else has made explains why I encountered Christ,
being at first amazed by his human wisdom and previously unheard-
of knowledge of the soul, and then bowing down before his divinity.”
Or again in An Author’s Confession:

Since then man and his soul have become more than ever
the subject of observation... I turned my attention to the
discovery of the eternal laws by which each man and man-
kind in general move. The books of lawgivers, of those who
know the soul, of those who observe human nature, became
my reading. I was occupied with everything—wherever
knowledge of men and their souls found expression, from
the witness of the layman to the confession of the anchorite
and hermit. Insensibly, almost without knowing how, I
journeyed along this road and came to Christ. And I saw in
him the key to the human soul and realized that none
who knew the soul had reached the pinnacle of spiritual
understanding on which he stood.

The admission is quite characteristic: Gogol traveled on the path of
pietist humanism. Thus he remained a part of the Alexandrian age.
Precisely speaking, he did not just read the books of “those who
know the soul” and “those who study the soul,” but labored over
them. In any case, he read the Bible and became accustomed to reading
it as a prophetic and apocalyptical book. Even his style became affected
by Biblical solemnity.

Open the book of the Old Testament. There you will find
every contemporary event, you will see clearly the day

upon which that event transgressed in the sight of God,
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and how his terrible judgment was expressed upon it so
plainly that the present will tremble.

This was spoken in connection with the lyricism of Russian poetry,
in which he detected something prophetic. “The cadence of our poets
is biblical,” for a “new kingdom” is already approaching for Russia.

The impressions of his Roman period proved decisive in Gogol’s
spiritual development. “I gathered and stored in my soul all that I
needed. Rome, as a holy place, as a witness of wondrous things, acts
upon me and dwells in me eternally.” Whether Princess Zinaida Vol-
konskaia and the Polish brothers of the Order of the Resurrection did
or did not try to turn Gogol toward Catholicism is beside the point.126
Gogol never considered ‘“‘changing the rites of his religion,” simply
because at the time he saw no differences among confessions.

Since both our religion and Catholicism are entirely one
and the same, there is absolutely no reason to exchange
one for the other. Each is true, each acknowledges one
and the same Savior, one and the same Divine Wisdom,
which once visited our earth and for its sake endured the
ultimate humiliation, in order to raise the soul and direct
it toward heaven.

From his Roman conversationalists he learned about more than Roman
Catholic dogma. He also heard about “Slavic affairs.” Gogol met
Mickiewicz.127 And one must suppose that the Polish brothers told
Gogol about the work of their congregation or order, and about Polish
messianism—that aroused ‘“‘apostolate of truth,”” or program of reli-
gious action.

This was Gogol’s first introduction into the realm of contempo-
rary social Christianity. Esthetic experiences cannot fully account for
these years in Gogol’s religious experiment. In his consciousness social
motifs are also quite boldly pronounced—a fully understandable devel-
opment given the historical background. Characteristic in this con-
nection is Gogol’s ‘“Rome”: “A frightful kingdom of words instead of
deeds.” Its universal desolation derives from unbelief. “The holy
images were carried from the cathedral and the cathedral was a cathe-
dral no more. Bats and evil spirits dwell in it.”” But on the other hand
there is a hint of the ideal of religious recovery. Gogol’s intimate
friends (the Vielgorskiis, Smirnova, and others) were connected with
Catholic circles in Paris.! 28 Smirnova was captivated by the sermons of
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Lacordaire and Ravignan,l 29 and in the 1830s she joined the Svechina
circle.130 This was a new source of contact with social Catholicism.
While in Rome Gogol quite likely read Silvio Pelliko’s On the Duties
of Man [Dei doveri degli uomini], which had been sympathetically
noted in Russian journals.!31 A note was quite enough for Gogol.
His genial impressionability quickly seized upon these hints and created
from them an agreeable legend. After all, he was a poet. One should
remember that the priest introduced in the last, destroyed version
of Dead Souls strangely combines the personal traits of Father Matvei
“with Catholic overtones.”132 This illustrates the strength of Gogol’s
“Catholic” influences.

During his Rome years the famous Imitation of Christ became
a basic component in Gogol’s spiritual makeup.!33 He sent copies
to friends in Moscow for daily reading and meditation.

After reading it through, give yourself over to contemplation
of that which you have read. Turn it over on every side until
you discover and perceive exactly how it might be applied
to you.

Obviously, Gogol himself proceeded in this manner. “Choose a free
and convenient hour for this spiritual occupation, which can serve as
the foundation of your day. Immediately after coffee or tea would be
best, so that your appetite will not deflect you.” He advised Smirnova
to read through passages from Bossuet’s Qeuvres Philosophique,! 34 and
also asked her to “seek out Thomas Aquinas’ Somma teologica, if it
has been translated into French.”!35

Simultaneously he was reading the Russian translations of the
Holy Fathers in Christian Reading and in the Moscow Supplements 136
It is curious, however, that while working on his Meditations on the
Divine Liturgy in Paris in 1842 and 1843 he was using not only the
Slavic text, but also the Latin text by Goar,137 obviously in place of
the Greek. The famous book by Dmitrievskii!38 served as his basis
for exegesis. Gogol also asked to be sent the Areopagitica.139 These
details are all very revealing. Gogol’s style was formed in a western
manner, and by the time he read the holy fathers his spiritual habits
had already been established. Patristic motifs were merely sewn into
a previously woven fabric. At that time he was also reading Chry-
sostom, Ephrem the Syrian, St. Maxim’s On Love, the entire Philokalia
(in Paisii’s translation), and St. Tikhon Zadonskii (see his extracts
from the holy fathers).140 It is not clear why he asked to be sent
the sermons of Stefan lavorskii, The Trumpets of Words [Truby sloves]
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and The Spiritual Sword [Mech dukhovnyi] by Lazar Baranovich, and
Dimitrii of Rostov’s The Search [Rozysk],14! nor is it clear if he
even received them. Among contemporary Russian authors he read
the sermons of Innokentii and Iakov Vecherkov!42 and the anonymous:
articles in Christian Reading. )

From his youth Gogol was firmly convinced that he had been
chosen, called and predestined—his existence meant something, “he
was to accomplish some great or special deed. This kind of self-percep-
tion characterized that whole generation, and even the entire senti-
mental-romantic era. It was a very complex alloy. In time his sense
of destiny became an obsession, the seduction of pride. “An invisible
person writes before me with a mighty scepter.” He was convinced that
he had been summoned to testify and to teach. “Henceforth a higher
power invested my word.” Persuaded of the special meaning of his
personal experience and example, he justified himself against critics
by exhibiting his inner self and reminding them that “nonetheless,
I am not a monk, but a writer.” He added further that “I did not
believe that I would tempt anyone by publicly revealing that I aspire
to be better than I am, I find no harm in acknowledging before every-
one a thirst to be enflamed with a desire for perfection.”

Gogol had a very dangerous theory of prayer:

How does one apprehend God’s will? One must peer with
penetrating eyes into oneself and search oneself. Which
of our abilities given from birth are higher and more noble
than others? With these abilities we must first of all labor,
for such labor constitutes God’s desire—otherwise they
not be granted us. Thus, by asking that these abilities be
awakened, we are asking for that which is in accord with
His will, and therefore our prayer will be heard directly.
Prayer must come from all the powers of our souls. If such
unremitting intensity is observed for only two minutes a
day, after a week or two you will unfailingly see its effect.
And toward the end of that time in prayer further things
will become apparent... Then answers to questions will flow
directly from God, and their beauty will be such that your
entire being will be rapturously transfigured.

Obviously, Gogol himself practiced such prayer. Thus it is hardly
suprising if he attached an almost sinless quality to his writings and
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saw a higher revelation in them. His persistent didacticism and outright
insolence, however, greatly irritated his closest friends. There is a
strange excessiveness in the way he chose his words and turned a
phrase when speaking about himself and his work. “Compatriots,
I loved you-—and I loved you with that inexpressible love, which was
given to me by God.”

Gogol had a difficult religious path, one whose twists and frac-
tures have necer been explained and. are hardly explicable. He would
frequently break out in convulsions of religious fright. Terrible visions
would suddenly appear before his gaze and he would inwardly faint.
“Without masks the devil stalks the world.”” Such is his terrible vision!
“The entire dying structure groans. O, those gigantic growths and fruits,
the seeds of which we have sown in life without foreseeing or detecting
the frightening things that would arise from them.” Gogol’s experience
undoubtedly contained some of the qualities of an ascetical anguish,
an unhealthy and excessively intense penitential reflex. But his unique-
ness lies precisely in his combination of this acute asceticism with a
very insistent will for social action.

Therein lies the entire meaning of his fatal book Selected Passages
from Correspondence with Friends. As Gogol himself insists in An
Author’s Confession, he wished “to speak out on some of the things
I had to prove in the persons of the heroes discovered in the narrative
work™ (that is, in the second part of Dead Souls). Quite characteristic
is the expression “to prove.” He consciously converted his artistic
images into proofs. In the second part of Dead Souls Gogol wanted to
depict Russia “reborn’ or awakened. As he conceived it, it was certain-
ly not intended to be a story, but precisely a “poem.” It was to be
“a poem beneficial for the soul,” and the Selected Passages is the
ideological preface to that “poem.” Only by an extreme misunder-
standing is it possible to view the book as a sermon for personal per-
fection and salvation. In reality it was a program of social Christianity.
Gershenzon was apparently the first to recognize that fact.143 “Per-
haps no other work in the Russian language is so wholeheartedly and
completely, down to the finest nuances of thought and word, suffused
with a social spirit.” He also rightly noted the unexpected way in which
Gogol combined moral pathos with the most extreme and minute
utilitarianism. “‘Aimless joy for living did not exist for Gogol... His
thought is thoroughly practical and utilitarian, precisely in a social
sense.” Gogol’s basic category is to be in service[sluzhba), never mere-
ly serving [sluzhenie] .

No, for you, just as for me, the doors of the long awaited
cloister are locked. Your monastery is Russia! Array your
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thoughts in monastic garb and completely mortify yourself—
but only for yourself, not for her. Step forth and give your-
self up to her. She now summons her sons more loudly than
ever. Already her soul aches and she cries out from her:
spiritual illness. '

Still less could Gogol find contemporary life satisfactory; still less
could he be content with the existing order and arrangement. He
was entirely possessed by a pathos for renovation, he had a kind of
apocalyptical impatience, a thirst for immediate action. “The earth
is already on fire with an incomprehensible anguish.” Precisely because
he felt so disturbed over Russia’s existing condition he insisted that
“whoever is not serving must enter service and seize upon his duty,
even as a drowning man grabs a plank, for otherwise you can save
no one.” Gogol’s book is concerned from beginning to end with social
welfare—it is a utopia of the holy tsardom.

Each of us on the ship must now carry out his duty, his
service, that we might steer ourselves away from the whirl-
pool, gazing always at the Heavenly Helmsman. Each of us
must now serve not as we served in the former Russia, but
as in the new heavenly kingdom, whose head is Christ him-
self.

The expression “former Russia” is also characteristic. Gogol came
to see himself as part of “another world,” as existing on a new, theo-
cratic level. Is this perception of himself not in accord with the spirit
of the “Holy Alliance 144 and with the ideology of the Alexandrian
era and the “Combined Ministry”’?145 The image of the governor-gen-
eral in the second part of Dead Souls was entirely sustained in that
style:

Beginning tomorrow I will furnish a copy of the Bible
to all the departments in the provincial bureau, and in
addition three or four of the classics, a copy of each Russian
chronicle, the foremost world poets, and the faithful chron-
icles of our life.

Moreover, the fact that Gogol’s religio-social utopia allows the
state to overshadow the Church and give creative initiative to laymen
as their “service,” rather than to the hierarchy or the clergy, also ties
him to the Alexandrian spirit. “The sovereign’s authority would be a
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senseless phenomenon if he did not feel that he must be God’s image
on earth.” The entire Bible turns out to be a book for kings, who
must merely imitate God and rule as he ruled the chosen people. A
king is called to be *“‘the image on earth of him who is himself love.”
Everything throughout the world has become terrible, so much suf-
fering exists “that even the unfeeling heart is ready to burst with
compassion, and the power of commiseration, which did not exist
before, evokes the power of love, which also previously did not exist.”
Gogol predicts that in some unprecedented way the heart will become
enflamed.

Men will burn with a love for all mankind such as has never
before burned within them. As separate individuals we
cannot make the full force of love real—it remains in the
realm of thoughts and ideas, not deeds. It can be made
real only in those in whom the commandment to love
all others as one has been firmly rooted. By loving everyone
in his kingdom, every single individual of every class and
calling... by making them, as it were, all a part of his own
body... by feeling for them with all his soul... by grieving,
wailing, praying day and night for them, the sovereign
acquires that omnipotent voice of love that alone can speak
to a sick humanity.

As early as 1826 A.A. Ivanovl4® sketched a very similar utopian
image of the theocratic tsar. But still more curious is the later echo of
this same ideal in Vladimir Solov’ev’s meditations on the Russian
tsar’s theocratic obligations: to forgive and to heal with love. This
is a single stream of thought and temperament whose source can
be traced back to the time of the Holy Alliance.

Gogol speaks about the great religious and historical advantages
of the Eastern Church: “QOur Church reconciles and resolves every-
thing.” The Eastern Church is the Church of the future, which “con-
tains the road or the way by which everything in man will be joined
in one harmonious hymn to the Supreme Being.” The Western Church
is not prepared for new historical tasks. In previous times it could
somehow “reconcile with Christ” a one-sided and incompletely devel-
oped humanity, but now the tasks are immeasurably more complex.
However, once again Gogol defines the historical mission of the Russian
Church from a civil point of view.

An unheard-of miracle can be accomplished before all
Europe by compelling each class, calling, and rank among
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us to reach their legal limits and, without altering a thing
in the state, give Russia the power to thereby amaze the
entire world with the harmonious structure of that same.
organism that heretofore had frightened it. ,

Until now the Church had somehow hid herself “like a chaste maiden,”
but she was created to bear life.

How characteristic are Gogol’s injunctions “to the wife of a
provincial governor” and “to a Russian landowner” to take it upon
themselves to guide priests. “Frequently reveal to them those terrible
truths before which their souls unwillingly tremble.”

Take the priest everywhere, wherever you are working.
Let him be with you always, as an assistant... Take up
the writings of Chrysostom and read him together with
your priest, with a pencil in hand...

Again, all of this is fully in keeping with the spirit of the “Combined
Ministry.” It is therefore not suprising that only people of the Alexan-
drian spirit and style liked Gogol’s book, people such as Smirnova
(“My soul has been enlightened by you™) and Sturdza (“Our conver-
sations in Rome are reflected as in a mirror”). Father Matvei, Ignatii
Brianchaninov, Grigorii Postnikov, and Innokentii all categorically
detested it.147 In upbraiding Gogol for “pride” they meant precisely
his spirit of utopian activism, and not without grounds did the Ak-
sakovs see a western influence and evil in the book. It has also been
rightly noted that the book contains more morality and moralism
than actual faith or sense of the Church. The Inspector General is
written in the same style, with its moralistic allegories (“‘our spiritual
city,” “the treasury of our souls,” etc.).

Gogol always remained within the circle of a rather vague pietism,
and his book on the liturgy does not constitute an exception to this
statement. The dogmatic content and symbolism are both borrowed
from Dmitrievskii, and, in part, from the New Table of Commandments
[Novaia skrizhal’} 148 Gogol contributed only its style of moving and
sincere sensitivity. “The Divine Liturgy is an eternal repetition of
the great act [podvig] accomplished for our sake... The gentle kiss of a
brother can be heard...” Characteristically, at the time he wrote the
Selected Passages Gogol always and everywhere emphasized the psy-
chological significance of the image of Christ, “who alone among all
who have ever lived on earth revealed in himself a complete knowledge
of the human soul.”
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There is yet another current in the Selected Passages: a current of
authentic “social Christianity,” which most forcibly comes out in the
famous fragment “Bright Easter” [“Svetloe Voskresenie™]: *“Chris-
tians! They drove Christ into the street, among the lepers and the
sick, instead of inviting him into their home, under their roofs—and
they think they are Christians!”’149 The stress on the diminution of
brotherhood in the nineteenth century is also characteristic. ““The
poor man of the nineteenth century has forgotten that on this day
none are base or contemptible, but all are brothers of the same family,
all bear no name but brother.” The models of the Westerners are more
readily recalled here than those of the Slavophiles (although Gogol does
remark that ‘“the foundation of the brotherhood of Christ exists
in our Slavic nature,” among similar statements). One clearly hears
the echoes of Lammenais and his Paroles d'un Croyant.150 And Go-
gol’s characterizations of the requirements and needs of “the nine-
teenth century” are quite typical:

When the embrace of all mankind as brothers becomes
the cherished dream of the young... when many dream only
of how to transfigure all mankind... when nearly half have
solemnly acknowledged that Christianity alone has the power
to bring this about... when they have begun to say that
everything will be in common, both homes and lands . . .

Gogol speaks about “brotherhood” in this wide frame of ref-
erence, lamenting that this feeling for a vital fraternity had not been
grasped. Meanwhile, only by loving one’s neighbor can one love God.
“It is difficult to love him whom no one has seen. Christ alone brought
and announced to us the mystery that by brotherly love we receive love
for God... Go into the world and first acquire love for your brothers.”
Full force falls on the word “first.” This single word is placed under
pathetic stress.

Quite diverse strands are crisscrossed and interwoven in Gogol’s
book, and there is no complete unity in it. However, his social concern
and the direction of his will remain unaltered. The book’s design itself
represented a fatal discrepancy. He tried to bring everything to bear
on the “spiritual task.” “My task is the soul and the enduring labor
of life.” But the fact that he was least of all a psychologist and unable
to acquire a psychological foundation is another element in the plot of
his creative drama. Instead of psychological analysis one gets reasoning
and arid moralizing. Apollon Grigor’ev rightly emphasized that Gogol
is entirely a man of action.
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In An Author’s Confession Gogol explains that Selected Passages
is “The confession of a man who spent several years inside himself.”
Yet his inner experiment was confused and constituted his chief weak-
ness. This fact is linked to the “religious crisis” of his last years. Gogol’s.
only way out lay in the renunciation of his social utopia and in a
genuine ascetical entry inside himself. “Turn about in your inner
life,” Father Matvei advised him. Later in life Gogol underwent an
inner change that weighed heavily on him. But he could not undergo
any change in his creative work. His final version of Dead Souls re-
mained confined within that same fatal pietism as before. This was
his ultimate ruin.

Gogol had no direct influence on the history of Russian religious
development. He remained on the sidelines, disassociating himself
from the themes and interests of his generation and its philosophical
debates. Only a half-century later did anyone recognize him as a reli-
gious teacher; only in the epoch of Russian neo-romanticism did his
religio-romantic motifs once more come to life.

In his own day his alarm and premonition of social upheaval
and disorder separated and estranged him from the Slavophiles. He
lived too long in the West, and during its most “social years) in the
years of utopias and premonitions, on the eve of an explosion. How
typical was his coupling of apocalyptical trembling with the “cal-
culations™ of his utopian projects. This was also typical for pietism
(compare this with Zhukovskii). Gogol expresses the temptation of
the utopian side of Christian cultural problematics, with its dangers
and discontinuities. His writings were, in part, an inner opposition to
the pronounced patriarchal complacency found too strongly in in-
dividual Slavophiles.

Vil

A. S. KHOMIAKOV —“KNIGHT OF ORTHODOXY”

A. S. Khomiakov was the systematic expositor of Slavophile
doctrine. The word “system,” however, need not be taken literally
or narrowly. He had no unified system and wrote only occasionally,
fragmentarily, though always in bold strokes. Yet for all his constant
watchfulness and exaltation, he had a systematic mind. In the words
of Herzen, “he slept fully armed, like a medieval knight.”

Khomiakov’s personality remains somewhat beclouded. We do
not know how his steadfast spiritual and intellectual charactey took
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shape, and what we know of his youth provides little explanation
for the way in which his worldview was constructed. One gets the
impression that Khomiakov did not “become,” but was “born.” Ac-
cording to Berdiaev, “Khomiakov was born into God’s world already
religiously prepared, a man of the Church... He experienced no revolu-
tion, no change, no faithlessness.” It is true that Khomiakov did not
suffer doubts and crises, and he preserved an indomitable faith from
the very beginning. However, there is no need to exaggerate the equi-
librium and tranquility of his spiritual temperament, and this “tran-
quility of life in the Church” should not be equated with any peace-
fulness in his personal life.

In any case, Khomiakov was a born dialectician, always grounding
and developing his thought in conversation, argument, or instruction,
and thereby constantly altering it or changing his opinion. All who
comment on Khomiakov mention this trait in his spiritual make-
up.151 There was something “Socratic” in his constitution. “He
loved to carry on debate by the Socratic method,” Koshelev says about
him.

A man of powerful and agile mind, rich in resources and
unscrupulous in their use, possessed of a prodigious memory
and a power of rapid reflection, he spent his entire life
in heated and indefatigable argument. An unswerving and
tireless fighter, he cut and thrust, attacked and pursued,
rained down witticisms and quotations, and frightened
and chased his opponents into a forest, from which without
prayer there was no return. (Herzen)

Khomiakov’s resoluteness stemmed from loyalty, courage, and self-
possession. But he was not so much “born” resolute as much as he
existed in a resoluteness enforced by his sense of loyalty. Berdiaev.
aptly dubbed him a “knight of the Orthodox Church.” In this regard
Khomiakov is visibly different from Konstantin Aksakov or Petr
Kireevskii, who were both dominated by an actual innate serenity. But
Ivan Kireevskii was also an “unconquerable dialectician” (in Polevoi’s
words).

A very reserved man, Khomiakov did not like to talk about
his private life. We know and see his behavior only socially, at Moscow
parties, at all those literary and non-literary soirees that took place at
least three times a week. In truth he could sometimes give the impres-
sion of being only an able disputer. “Gorgias, the disputer of this
world.” Herzen repeats this phrase of the “half-demented” Moroshkin
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and adds for his part “a hardened old duelist in dialectics.”152 The
historian S. M. Solov’ev gives a still more acerbic appraisal of Khom-

iakov in his complacent and venomous Memoirs.153 Herzen gained

the impression that Khomiakov was more apparent than real. However,
he later reexamined and corrected this estimate after detecting and
comprehending a wholly unseen depth in Khomiakov.

Very little is known about Khomiakov’s inner life. Practically
the sole testimony comes from a story by lurii Samarin, who em-
phasizes that this was the only time that Khomiakov divulged to him
the world of his “personal, inner sensations.” This episode occurred
shortly after the death of Khomiakov’s wife:

His life became divided. During the day he worked, read,
talked, occupied himself with his affairs, and gave of him-
self to anyone who had business with him. But when night
fell and all lay quiet around him, another time began for
him... Once I lived with him at Ivanskoe. As he had several
guests, all the rooms were occupied, and he moved my
bed into his own room. After dinner, following long con-
versations enlivened by his inexhaustible gaiety, we retired,
blew out the candles, and I fell asleep. Long after midnight
I was awakened by some murmuring in the room, which
dawn had barely begun to illuminate. Without moving or
making a sound I began to peer about and listen. He was
kneeling before his traveling icon, his arms crossed on a
cushioned chair, his head resting in his hands. A restrained
sobbing reached my ears. This continued until morning. Of
course, I affected to be asleep. The next day he greeted
us gaily and spiritedly, with his usual good-natured smile.
From a person who accompanied him everywhere I heard
that this recurred nearly every night.

Samarin concludes his story with a general characterization:

No other man on earth [was] to such a degree disinclined
and opposed to being carried away with his personal feelings
and to yielding the clarity of consciousness to his nervous
irritation. His inner life was distinguished by temperance—
the dominant trait of his piety. Feelings and emotions
he even feared, knowing that man is too disposed to placing
himself at the service of every worldly feeling, every falling
tear. When emotion overcame him, he deliberately poured
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cold water over himself, in order not to allow his spirit
to evaporate in fruitless transports, and with all his strength
he directed his spirit toward work.

Khomiakov’s sense of loyalty tempered his soul. His wholeness was not
a simple rigidity or primitive naivete. It was formed through trial
and experience, if not through temptation. It is not accidental that
he was a convinced voluntarist in metaphysics. The elasticity of his
thought, his “willful reason,” is the most discernible quality in his
worldview.

However important the category of “custom” [byt’] might be
in Khomiakov’s' constructions, it is utterly impossible to derive his
worldview from a self-perception of “customary life.”154 He had no
feeling for the land. On the contrary, one frequently gets the impres-
sion that he had no roots in the soil—an impression that this “‘willful
reason’ is excessively intense, and above all that the historiosophical
schemes Khomiakov drew up were excessively transparent and not
based on any tranquility of customary life. His acceptance of the
Church can least of all be identified with an acceptance of customary
life. He might instead be criticized for the very opposite, and his world-
view provides some basis for the doubts formulated so sharply by
Father Pavel Florenskii.!55 In Khomiakov’s depiction the self-suf-
ficiency of the Church is presented with such resigned obviousness
that its historical reality remains as if in a shadow. But the terms
“barren” and “bloodless” are least appropriate when describing his
theological contemplations. Khomiakov’s theological constructions
inadequately sense the dynamism of history not because customary
life rendered them imperturbable, but because they have a mystical
fulfilment and ‘“‘supracustomary” quality that is “not of this world.”

The question of the “sources” of Khomiakov’s theological or
religio-philosophical views has yet to be taken up with due concrete-
ness. He quite obviously had a serious acquaintance with patristic
writings and the history of the ancient Church in general. During
the 1840s many in Slavophile circles read the Holy Fathers, including
people who were not temperamentally disposed to that sort of reading.
Koshelev was one of these, and even Herzen, as he recalled in My
Past and Thoughts, felt obliged to “read through the voluminous
histories of Neander and Gfroerer and especially study the history of
the ecumenical councils, with which he was little acquainted, in order
to achieve an equal basis for debate with opponents.”!56 There are
grounds to suggest that Khomiakov devoted particular attention to
St. Augustine (although he considered him the “true father of church
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scholasticism”). His basic familiarity with contemporary German
philosophy—Hegel and his critics—is incontestable. But the influence of
Schelling, and likewise that of Baader, on Khomiakov is scarcely sig--
nificant. And although he held a good deal in common with the “histor- -
ical school” he remained indifferent to questions of Naturphilosophie
and “cosmogony,” and he had no interest in either Schelling or Jakob
Bohme. More concrete comparisons are difficult to make.

There is a similarity with Mohler,157 and it is well-known that
on certain questions Khomiakov is close to Vigny. But only with
reservations can one, following Vladimir Solov’ev, compare Khomiakov
to the “French traditionalists ” (Solov’ev had in mind Bonald and
Lammenais, the latter during the period of his Sur L'indifference
en matiére de la Religion). Berdiaev rightly observed that ‘“‘the Slavo-
philes possessed the genius of freedom, the traditionalists the genius
of authority.” Curiously, however, precisely at that moment in France
there emerged a succession of “lay theologians”— Maistre, Chateau-
briand, Bonald, Montalembert!58 —eager to revive and strengthen
the sense of the Church weakened during the revolutionary years.
In any event, they took a position strikingly similar to that of the
Slavophiles.

Of course resemblance should not be taken for influence. It is
hardly sensible to insist on the ‘“‘influence” of incidental books or
authors (such as “a certain Bordas-Demoulin,” whom Samarin sym-
pathetically mentioned to Solov’ev, or the Dorpat theologian Sartorius,
who accused Catholicism of rationalism);15 9 In general, the question
about the genesis of a system or worldview cannot be replaced by
one about “influences.” Not every influence is depended upon in the
same way, and dependence does not signify direct borrowing. An “in-
fluence” can be a nudge or an inducement, or it can be actually oper-
ating in reverse. In any case, a thinker’s independence should not be
obscured by some reference to ‘“influence,” a question that may
be properly posed and hopefully resolved only when the genetic process
as a whole is restored and traced through its changing phases. It is
much more important to discern and grasp the fundamental intuition
and discover the point of departure in a development. Without that
it is difficult to speak about “influences.”

And here there can be no doubt that Khomiakov proceeded
from the inner experience of the Church. He does not so much construe
or explain as describe, and this is his strength. He gives an eyewitness
account of the reality of the Church as it is revealed from the inside,
through the experience of its inner life. In this regard Khomiakov’s
theology bears the quality and character of testimony. Any similarity
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or resemblance to Mohler must be considered not on the level of
“influence,” but on the level of experience and testimony, as an ap-
proach to the same reality from different sides and from different
points of departure.!60 Common to both appears to be a consciousness
of being in the Church as a method of theological investigation and
knowledge. To be in the Church is a necessary precondition for theo-
logical knowledge—Christianity can only be known from within. “Like
the entire life of the Spirit, this confession is accessible only to the
believer and member of the Church.” Iurii Samarin, in his famous
“Foreword,” has already noted the experiential character of Khom-
iakov’s way of elaborating theology. “Khomiakov ascertained the realm
of light, the atmosphere of the Church.” Therein lies his historical
influence and significance.

Khomiakov’s theological writings were first published only post-
humously. They came into theological use only later, for many mis-
trusted him, a mistrust and caution fully explained by his novelty.
He had an innovative method, but not an innovative content—he
called for a return along the “forgotten path of experiential knowledge
of God.” This was precisely what subsequent generations valued and
continue to value in him. This experiential quality in his theology
confused the adherents of the old method.

The most important work in Khomiakov’s theological legacy is
his Experiment in a Catechetical Exposition of the Teaching on the
Church [Opyt’ katikhizicheskago izlozheniia ucheniia o tserkvi, pub-
lished only in 1864]. Khomiakov himself gave it the simple title The
Church is One [Tserkov’ odna), which is at once the theme and the
thesis, the premise and the conclusion.!61 The “literary type” to
which this catechetical “experiment” relates must immediately be
specified. In Khomiakov one seeks in vain for definitions and proofs.
He poses and solves another problem. Actually, from the outset he
excludes the possibility of defining or proving anything by formal
argumentation, which might also tie and bind the unbeliever. Khom-
iakov denies the very possibility or hope of “demonstrating the truth
and reaching it by the power of one’s reason.” He is speaking here
about the knowledge of Christian truth. “But the powers of reason do
not reach the truth of God, and human weakness is made manifest in
the weakness of proofs.” He consciously refrains from giving proofs
or definitions— he testifies and describes. Instead of logical determi-
nations he seeks to trace out the image of the Church, to portray
it in all its spiritual vitality, in its self-evident character. Moreover, he
sounds a call to take the key and pass through the gates of the Church.
The key is faith. “Christian knowledge is no affair for the investigation
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of reason, but for faith in life and grace.” To authority Khomiakov
opposes freedom, not as a right but as a responsibility. This means
he opposes the inner evidence of truth to the formal compulsion
of external proofs.

He makes no allowance for freedom of personal or private opin-
ions—he always insists on the very opposite. Therefore he discounts
rational persuasion, because each person reasons for himself and from
himself. But faith is not and cannot be a “private affair,” for faith
is communion with Christ. Faith, which comes from a united and
singular Spirit, is therefore always something held in common—it is
a common affair.

You understand Scripture to the extent that you hold
fast to Tradition, and to the extent that you welcome
wisdom and make its works alive within you. But the wisdom
that lives within you is not given to you personally, but
as a member of the Church. It has been given to you in
part, without entirely eliminating your personal error,
but it is granted to the Church in the fulness of truth, with-
out a tinge of error. Therefore do not judge the Church,
but humble yourself before her, lest you cut yourself off
from wisdom.

The Church depicted by Khomiakov is above all a unity: “the
unity of divine grace living among the plurality of rational creatures
who submit to grace.” Two motifs are coordinated in this definition:
the “unity” [edinstvo] and the “submission” [pokornost’] of man.
“Grace is granted even to the unsubmissive, who do not use it (who
bury their talent), but they are not in the Church.” Only by submis-
sion, that is, by one’s free communion and in love, can one belong to
and dwell within the Church. ‘“She [the Church] receives unto her
bosom only those who are free,” notes Samarin. Freedom is revealed
and realized precisely in submission. For man finds nothing external
or foreign to himself in the Church. “In her he finds himself, not
in the impotence of his spiritual singularity, but in the power of his
spiritual, sincere unity with his brothers, with his Savior.” This power
is not that of a divided multitude gathered in unity, nor that of a simple
fusion or union of human possibilities. The power comes from the
Spirit of God. “Each of us, from earth—one Church, from heaven.” The
power of unity lies in the fact that only the Lifecreating Spirit can
truly unify. It is not agreement as such, but agreement in the Church,
that is, in Christ and in the Spirit, that assures and testifies to the
truth.
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When in his polemic against the “western confessions” Khom-
iakov counterposes the “holy unity of love and prayer” to “personal
separateness,” he makes no distinction between the “agreement of
all in love” and the “grace of the Lifecreating Spirit,” whose power
alone can establish “agreement” or “unity.” The entire value of
agreement” lies in the irrefutable way it testifies about grace and the
presence of the Spirit, without which agreement is impossible. Wavering
“belief” [verovanie] is transformed into the inflexibility of “faith”
[vera] only by the power of the Holy Spirit.

Faith is the imprint the Holy Spirit leaves on belief. But
this imprint is not granted to the man who lives according
to his own judgment; it is utterly denied to the man who
dwells in his individual, singular subjectivity. It has been
granted once and for all to the apostolic Church gathered
in the holy unity of love and prayer on the great day of
Pentecost. And from that time onward the Christian—the
subjective man, by his own moral infirmity a blind protes-
tant—becomes a seeing catholic in the holiness of the apos-
tolic Church, to which he belongs as an indivisible part.

This plural character of the believers is not the result of one
“becoming a catholic,” but the result of partaking of the unity of
grace. “Catholic” or “conciliar” [sobornyi] does not mean “‘universal.”
At this point he is not speaking of numbers, expansion, or the geog-
raphical sense of “universal,” but of something immeasurably higher.
“All of your names come from human accident, but ours is derived
from the very essence of Christianity.” St. Athanasius understood
catholicity "in the same way. For Khomiakov ‘“conciliarity” [sob-
omost’] in no way coincides with ‘“‘commonness” or corporateness.
In his understanding conciliarity is generally not a human, but a divine
characteristic of the Church. “It is not the person or the multitude of
persons, but the Spirit of God living in the totality of the Church
who preserves and writes tradition in the Church.” “Moral unity”
is only a human condition and a guarantee of this conciliar transfig-
uration by the Spirit.

The distinguishing sign of the Divine in the Church is seen
in the inner wholeness and catholicity of her path, her truth,
her life, her total unity—not in the sense of an arithmetical
or mechanical aggregate of all parts and members, for at
any given moment no such formal aggregate actually exists,
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but in the sense of a mystical (supraconscious) bond and
spiritual-moral community of all parts and members, be-
tween themselves and in common with the Divine Head.162
Only by a misunderstanding can Khomiakov be accused of
linking the unity of the Church only to moral or psychological traits,
“exaggerating the significance of human agreement and discord,” and
diminishing the “dignity and value of Truth.” Father Pavel Florenskii
expressed such a rebuke in a particularly trenchant way at a later date.
“From the general meaning of the system it is not at all clear if for
Khomiakov God’s grace had any vital, substantial meaning or if it
was just decorative.” Florenskii thought it possible to link the entire
meaning of Khomiakov’s polemic against the “western confessions”
to a desire to “surround law and compulsion, as elements of the Ro-
mance peoples, with sociality and consanguinity, as elements of the
Slavic peoples.” In the doctrine of “conciliarity” Florenskii detects
only a hidden socialism, a *“cautious approach to a theory of universal
human sovereignty” (‘“he explains everything from the social mo-
ment”). Such a reinterpretation of Khomiakov’s views might more
readily be termed invective than critical. No matter how socially
ambiguous the Slavophiles could be in presenting their philosophical
views, Khomiakov’s doctrine of the Church remains completely true
to fundamental and ancient patristic tradition.!63 He merely models
his polemic on the ancient Church’s custom of juxtaposing the Church
and heresy above all as love and discord, or community and isolation—
as did St. Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, and, most pronouncedly of
all, St. Augustine, who shifted the stress in a particularly expressive
way precisely to love. It was precisely from this perspective that Au-
gustine conducted his polemic against Donatism.!64
Khomiakov could also have found a brilliant and highly incisive
illustration of the principles of early church polemics in MGhler’s re-
markable book Die Eineit in der Kirche. While it is true that Khom-
iakov makes no reference to this book, Mohler’s other works gained
attention in Slavophile circles—both his Symbolik, which refutes
Protestantism precisely because it leads to individualization, and his

attention in Slavophile circles—both his Symbolik, which refutes
Protestantism precisely because it leads to individualization, and his
remarkable monograph on St. Athanasius, in which he interprets his
polemic against the Arians in the same spirit of “conciliarity” that he
directed against the spirit of contradiction and schism. Khomiakov
closely followed contemporary theological literature, and it is difficult
to believe that this remarkable book about the Church remained un-
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known or inaccessible to him. The very title of Mohler’s book, Unity
in the Church, or the Principle of Catholicity, is quite indicative.
The most accurate equivalent here to the term ‘“catholicity” would
be precisely sobornost’, and Mohler himself defines “catholicity”
precisely as unity in plurality, as the continuity of common life. Khom-
iakov’s originality is not diminished by this juxtaposition—diverse
historical perspectives only further enhance his image.

Khomiakov could above all have found in Mohler a congenial
generalization of patristic testimony, for in his book Méhler elaborated
the doctrine of the Church “in the spirit of the fathers of the Church
of the first three centuries.” Khomiakov’s spiritual encounter with
Mohler is quite characteristic. Mohler belonged to the generation of
German Catholic theologians who carried on in those years an inner
struggle with the age of the Enlightenment—with the spirit of “Josephi-
nism” or the so-called “Febronianism.”165 This struggle was not
carried on for the sake of a restored Tridentine scholastic tradition,
but in the name of a religious recovery of patristic wholeness. Such
was the Tiibingen ““Catholic school,” to which, in addition to Méhler,
belonged Drey, Hirscher, and in the next generation Staudenmaier,
Kuhn, and Hefele.166 Above all a historical school of theology, it
proposed as the purpose of church history the depiction of the Church—
this divine-human, Spirit-bearing organism—in its inner formation
and growth. The principle of the life of grace was opposed to the
principle of formal authority, marking an inward surmounting of
that “romantic” spirit or ultramontanism whose highest point appeared
later in the Vatican Council.167 The Old Catholic opposition found
their nourishment precisely in the spirit of the Tiibingen school.

A general effort to achieve an ecclesiastical self-awareness, height-
ened by a feeling for the Church, accompanied the restoration of
sensitivity to the historical dimension of the Church. Supplementing
this effort was a philosophical design similar to that encountered in
Kireevskii: the experience of the Holy Fathers had to be combined or
“considered” together with the experience of contemporary learning
and modern philosophy. Méhler’s teaching on the Church in particular
contains a creative adaptation or utilization of motifs taken from
Schelling, Hegel, and even Schleiermacher. In his later works he under-
scores the image of the Church in a manner directly and consciously
opposed to Hegel’s state. One must always bear in mind that Mohler’s
synthesis proceeds not from “abstract principles” or abstract philo-
sophical premises, but from concrete existence, from the reality of
grace in the Church. He does not construct an intellectual scheme, but
describes a living experience. Mohler judges and refutes the Reforma-
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tion, that is, he refutes the very principle of Protestantism, from the
depths of an ecclesiastical self-awareness and an experience of the
reality of the Church. o '

A well-known affinity exists between Mohler’s Symbolik and
the polemical program contained in Khomiakov’s famous pamphlet
“On Western Confessions.”168 Khomiakov wrote this pamphlet for
private reasons, almost as it were accidentally, at another’s urging.
But its theme is organically drawn from the spirit of his system itself.
Because Khomiakov regarded as most important and primary the
ontological unity, the conciliarity or catholicity, in the life of the
Church, he had at once to explain the possibility of division in the
Christian world, as well as the meaning of the divisions and separations
that had actually occurred. Hence he shifted the stress onto the moral
plane in order to underscore the deficiency of love as the source of
the western schism. He strove to show or lay bare the very root of
the schism and demonstrate the basic separating force.

Khomiakov can least of all be suspected of undervaluing the
significance and importance of dogmatic deviations and errors. In
any case, in his correspondence with Palmer!69 Khomiakov insisted
with complete candor on the necessity of preliminary agreement
and harmony on dogma, emphasizing that the Church cannot be “re-
united on differences of opinion.” But in so doing he also maintained
that any simple agreement concluded intellectually and even sincerely,
any concordance with the fulness of the catholic teaching of the
Church, is only a small part of what it means to belong to the Church
to the fullest extent of one’s abilities in life. A “moral impediment”—
the will to division—still remains.

Khomiakov had to establish the fundamental presuppositions
for a discussion of the question of individual “confessions.” In the
history of the Orthodox confession (or in so-called “polemical theol-
ogy”) he rendered an incomparable service by departing from the
traditional, barren casuistry and supplying a principled, public state-
ment of the question. His outlines are much too orderly, and he some-
what oversimplified the history of the Christian West, coercing it
into a scheme of a collapse of “unity” and “freedom” because of
an impoverished love. Khomiakov’s polemical “pamphlets,” however,
should not be accepted as anything other than what they claim to
be: an outline, a rough draft, an introduction, and not a system. In
any event, he formulated the problem forcibly and in its essentials.
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Vil

DIALECTICAL OR ORGANIC WHOLENESS:
SAMARIN AND KHOMIAKOV

Among Khomiakov’s systematic views, his understanding and
estimation of the historical disclosure and self-realization of apostolic
tradition (usually denoted in the West by the imprecise term “‘dogmatic
development™) merit special attention. At the beginning of the 1840s
a quarrel on this theme broke out in Slavophile circles. The occasion
for it was provided by Iurii Samarin, who at that very moment was
experiencing an acute passion for Hegelian philosophy. He had just
passed his master’s degree examination, and had written his dissertation
on Stefan Iavorskii and Feofan Prokopovich.!70 In the history of
the Russian Church during the reign of Peter I Samarin saw a clash of
two principles: Romanism and Protestantism. He conceived of the
clash as a dialectical encounter, which raised for him the more general
question of the directions of ecclesiastical-dogmatic development.
“We confess the Church which is developing”—this is the motif he
emphasized. (He is speaking about himself and Konstantin Aksakov,
who at that time also was passing through a Hegelian phase.) Soon,
however, under the pressure and persuasion of Khomiakov, Samarin
greatly altered his mode of thought, reconstructed his dissertation,
and mitigated the unqualified dialectical character of his original
scheme.

From Samarin’s notebooks and from his correspondence with
A. N. Popov,17! one of the participants in the Slavophile gatherings
who wholly took Khomiakov’s side, we can form a judgment of his
original premises. And Khomiakov’s point of view becomes still more
understandable by contrast to Samarin’s. The first point of the dispute
concerned the correlation of two moments in the Church. Samarin dis-
tinguished and separated life and consciousness, and began his dialec-
tical progression from this initial tension. As a rebuttal Popov advanced
Khomiakov’s reminder that in the Church “teaching lives and life
teaches.” Thus two different understandings of the historical process
encountered one another. For Samarin dialectics posits division as
the point of departure (which fully conforms to the Hegelian style),
while Khomiakov’s organic point of view is predicated on an original
wholeness. Samarin made too sharp a distinction between two indi-
visible aspects of the being of the Church: the Church as the life of the
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sacraments (and he admitted no development of this aspect), and
the Church as a school.

The development of the Church as a school is an aspiration'
to elevate life into a strict system of dogmatics. In time
this second aspect revealed itself as something higher in
significance than the first. The ecumenical council marks a
higher stage in the development of the Church, correspond-
ing in this regard to the fact that the sacraments exist in daily
life and consequently are generally a higher manifestation
of the Church. ‘

Until victory is won, this tension between the immediacy of life and
consciousness in the Church “combattant”(that is,militant) cannot and
will never be removed. Development does not cease. “The Church
develops, that is, it constantly leads to its eternal consciousness, to
its inexhaustible truth, which it possesses.” This does not mean that
only through this process of self-awareness did it first become the
Church. The Church existed from the beginning. However, for Samarin
consciousness marks a higher stage.

Samarin assigns to philosophy the role of judge in the clash
of theological opinions. As he wrote to Popov:

A study of Orthodoxy has led me to the conclusion that
Orthodoxy will realize its potential and triumph only when
it is justified by science [i. e., philosophy], that the problem
of the Church rests on a philosophical question, and that
the fate of the Church is intimately and indissolubly linked
with the fate of Hegel.

He promptly gives reasons for this unexpected assertion. He sees
Orthodoxy’s preeminence wholly in the fact that the Church does
not aspire to absorb either science or the state (as Catholicism does),
and recognizes their relationship “as separate spheres” with relative
freedom. “[The Church] acknowledges herself only as a Church.”
In a completely Hegelian spirit Samarin confines the Church to the
isolated moment of faith, limiting it to one religious moment as such.
Religion must not try to become philosophy, for it would disturb
its independence. It obviously follows, reasoned Samarin, that philo-
sophy is preeminent, for only philosophy can guarantee the inviola.
bility of the religious sphere and erect a firm border between reason
and faith. “It [philosophy] recognizes religion, with all its peculiar-
ities, mysteries, and miracles, as a separate sphere.” Samarin saw
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the falseness of western confessions precisely in the lack of differen-
tiation into “separate spheres.” Only Orthodoxy could be justified
by contemporary philosophy: “Philosophy defines its [Orthodoxy’s]
place as an eternally existing moment in the development of the spirit
and decides in its favor the quarrel between it and the western
religious confessions.” By *“philosophy” Samarin meant Hegel, and
he stressed that “outside of this philosophy the Orthodox Church
cannot exist.”

There is no need to go into the details of Khomiakov’s debate
with Samarin, and we cannot reconstruct the details of its development.
More important to an understanding of this quarrel are its premises.
Upon reading Samarin’s dissertation Khomiakov gave the following
response: “It contains no open love for Orthodoxy. The mystery of
lif= and its inner sources are inaccessible to science and belong only
to love.” The entire uniqueness of Khomiakov’s doctrine on the de-
velopment of the Church is rooted in that statement. “Knowledge of
divine truth is granted through the mutual love of Christians, and
has no other guardian except this love.” (Khomiakov is referring to
the famous circular letter of the eastern patriarchs of 1848.)172

The Church bears witness to itself. “The Church inherited from.
the blessed apostles not the word but rather the legacy of an inner
life, a legacy of thought, inexpressible yet constantly yearning to
express itself.” As an organism of love the Church is not and cannot
be subjected to the judgment of reason. On the contrary, “the work of
reason is subject to the decisive scrutiny of the Church, but the de-
cision of the Church flows out of an inner sense proceeding from
God, and not from logical argumentation.” Khomiakov stresses the
identity and unbroken character of the Church’s consciousness.

The mind of the contemporary Church is the same mind
that wrote the Scriptures, the same mind that subsequently
acknowledged and revealed those Scriptures as sacred, the
same mind that still later formulated their meaning at the
councils and gave them symbolic form in rites. The mind
of the Church, both in present times and in ages past, is
an unbroken revelation and inspiration of the Spirit of
God.

Khomiakov always considered theological definition and the interpre-
tation of doctrinal proofs to be conditional, by which he meant not
that what is uttered is not fully true, but that fulness and truth can
be perceived and recognized only from within.
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All our words, if I dare express myself in this way, are not
essentially the light of Christ, but only his earthly shadow...
Blessed are they who, contemplating this shadow on the
fields of Judah, are permitted to divine the heavenly light
of Tabor.

Khomiakov hesitated to acknowledge dogmatic terminology as self-
sufficient and adequate outside of experience, that is, as a demon-
strative exposition.

Analytical effort is inescapable; but it can be holy and
good, for it testifies that the faith of the Christian is not
merely an echo of ancient formulas. Still, it only hints at the
treasury of profound and inexpressible thought intimately
preserved by the Church in her bosom. This thought is not
found in conscious ability alone; it ponders within the
fulness of a rational and moral existence.

In this reasoning Khomiakov again remains completely faithful to
the principles of patristic theology (compare the manner in which the
Cappadocian fathers carried on their polemic against Eunomius and
his religio-gnosiological hyper-optimism).173

There are no grounds for suspecting Khomiakov, as Father
Pavel Florenskii did, of deliberately evading.all “ontological precision.”
“How can one be Orthodox?”” asks Khomiakov. He answers:

By believing unconditionally in what is pronounced by
the entire Church, by knowing that everything the Church
pronounces at any time will be unconditionally true, but
also that on anything on which the Church has yet to speak
nothing can be authoritatively stated in her name. One
must try to humbly and sincerely understand, without,
however, passing judgment where the Church has not yet
herself judged.

No final theological system has yet been granted or is possible. Khom-
iakov and Samarin come together and agree on this conclusion, but
they come to this common point by different paths and from different
motives. Khomiakov always accepts theology as a living background,
as the original and unalterable first gift of revelation in the Church.
Theology can and must remain an “analytical” testimony and con-
firmation of that revelation. For Khomiakov theology describes the
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reality of grace manifested and revealed in the inviolable and immutable
experience of the Church. Samarin faithfully reproduced what was
most basic in Khomiakov’s understanding of the Church’s self-percep-
tion: “The Church is not a doctrine, system, or institution. The Church
is a living organism, an organism of truth and love, or more precisely
truth and love as an organism.” In his day Khomiakov’s voice resound-
ed as a reminder of the reality of the Church —a reminder that the ex-
perience of the Church is the primary source and measure of every
genuine effort to construct theology.

A sign was thereby given for a return—a return from the school
to the Church, which explains why the summons confused even the
best of the contemporary “school theologians.”!74 Contemporary
Western European theology provided them with a more familiar con-
text than that afforded by the restless and unexpected expanses of
patristic theology and asceticism. Khomiakov’s call seemed too daring
and bold. Even the language of his essays seemed too vibrant, and
because of this vitality, “too imprecise.” For that reason Khomiakov’s
essays were delayed in the censorship in the West (the critics in the
schools derived the same feeling of “imprecision™ from Maistre’s
books). Even when Khomiakov’s theological writings gained free
circulation a special notice was given forewarning the reader of their
scholarly imprecision: “the several imperfect and inexact expressions
encountered derive from the fact that the author did not receive
a specialized theological education.” (This note of the censors was
reproduced down to the 1900 edition.)

However, the ecclesiastical and spiritual circumstances soon
changed. In the 1860s Khomiakov’s influence could be clearly felt
inside the walls of the church schools.

IX

“BUILDING IN THE DESERT”—RUSSIAN NIHILISM
OF THE 1860°S

Three fundamental moments, three epochs, can be isolated in the
historical life of Russian philosophy. The first spans almost exactly
the three decades from the mid-1820s to the mid-1850s: the “mar-
velous decades” of Russian romanticism and idealism from the first
circle of the Moscow “Lovers of Wisdom” to the Crimean War.175
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This epoch came to a convulsive end, was totn asunder by a violent
assault on the philosophical frame of mind, by a rebellion of the
“sons” against the “fathers.” The second epoch in the history of
Russian thought—a time of great social and socio-political awakening,
the time of the so-called “Great Reforms,” followed by the “reac-
tion”—nearly coincides with the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury.176 This was a time of highly decisive displacements and the
most profound stratifications throughout the structure and composi-
tion of Russian society and among all Russian people. But above all,
as in the “thirties,” a peculiar spiritual displacement or “breaking
up of the ice” occurred.

People of utterly different molds, of the several generations
who experienced the ordeal of the “emancipation,” all concur on
this point. Even the words they used inadvertently turned out to
be the 'same. Strakhov 177 cleverly dubbed the years immediately
following the Crimean War as a time of “ethereal revolution” [voz-
dushnaia revoliutsiia]l. “It was the ether of youth, which is called
love,” said Shelgunov.178 Giliarov-Platonov wrote, “It was the state of
lovers before the wedding.”!79 “We rushed about as if dazed by love,”
recalls Stasov.180 Konstantin Leont’ev18! also remembers those
years: “I remember the time—truly it was a sort of dawn, an intellectual
springtime. It was an unbounded transport of joy.” Such agreement and
consensus among contemporaries must be believed.

The solution to the mysterious secret of the sixties lies
in the fact that after Sevastopol everyone recovered their
senses, began to think, and a critical mood prevailed. It
was an astonishing age, a time when all wished to think,
read, and study, and when anyone who had anything on
his soul wished to shout it aloud.

Shelgunov’s description conveys a feeling for the total uniqueness
of the displacement: it was a universal displacement. During the “mar-
velous decades” this was still not the case. As Herzen says in My
Past and Thoughts, “Thirty years ago the Russia of the future existed
exclusively among a few youths who had just left childhood.” The
broad “social” movement began only later, in the “sixties.”

Negation preceded the new movement. The true meaning of
“npihilism,” as it was then called, is not contained only in the fact
that the nihilists broke with outworn traditions and rejected or de-
stroyed a decayed customary life. The “negation” was much more
decisive and universal, and in this lay its attraction. Not only did
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the nihilists negate and reject their own given and obsolete past, but
precisely any “past” in general. At that time, in other words, they
rejected history. More than anything else, Russian “nihilism” in those
years meant a most violent assault by an anti-historical utopianism.
Far from being a “temperate” age, it was exactly intemperate, a time
of animation, paroxysm, and obsession. Behind the “critical” facade
of public acts lay concealed non-critical presuppositions, a vestige
of “Enlightenment” dogmatism. In a direct and strict sense this was
a step backward to the authority of the eighteenth century. A delib-
erate archaism pervades the style of the “sixties.” The sympathetic
return to Rousseau (in part via Proudhon) proved to be most character-
istic of all. The rejection of history that had taken root was inescapably
transformed into a “simplification,” or a general negation of culture.
Culture does not and cannot exist other than in history, in the histor-
ical element; that is, within uninterrupted tradition. Even prior to
Tolstoi (who in this respect was a nihilist and a typical “man of the
sixties”), Pisarev and Varfolomei Zaitsev preached “‘simplification’:
a return from “history” to “nature,” a reinclusion of man in the
“natural order,” in the order of substance, of Nature.182

At the same time there was a return from the “objectivity” of
idealism in ethics to “subjectivity,” a return from “moralism”
to “morality” (speaking in Hegelian terms) and from the historicism of
Hegel or Schelling to Kant—precisely to the Kant of the second Critique
with its abstract moralism, to Kant in the spirit of Rousseau.!83
This was once again that same utopian abuse of the category of the
“ideal,” an abuse of the right to make “moral judgments™ and assess-
ments, against which Hegel so heatedly and insistently inveighed. The
psychological meaning of any utopianism, which always claims to
somehow redesign reality “according to new rules,” lies precisely in
the transforming of “abstract” and self-sufficient ideals into dogma.
There is a great and immutable truth in the ethics of the “‘categorical
imperative,” and moral judgment cannot and must not be replaced
or obscured by anything else. However, as frequently happens,
imperativeness degenerates into a dreamy pretentiousness, into a
certain obsession with farfetched reforming plans. Any sense of histor-
ical reality is lost. Apollon Grigor’ev aptly described the role of the
“iron-willed seminarian” in the history of Russian negation and nihil-
ism. He primarily had in mind Irinarkh Vvedenskii,!84 but his kind
was very typical. There were many such “seminarians.”

Once they are set in their particular views, in a particular
scheme—whether it be the theme of inversion, administrative
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centralization on the French model (as with Speranskii), or
phalansteries (as with many of our literary celebrities)—what
do they care if life screams out from the Procrustean bed
of this same inversion, administrative plan, or petty social.
ideal? They themselves were beaten in the seminary, oppres-
sed in the academy—so why shouldn’t life also function
in the same cruel way?

This was scholasticism turned upside down. From one contem-
porary leader slipped out the notable phrase: “to build in the desert.”
Such a self-perception—“feeling oneself in history as if in a desert”— is
very characteristic for a utopian, for whom the “historical” is doomed
to destruction. And the “schism among the nihilists” did not dis-
turb complete unanimity on this utopian moralism. 185 In this re-
gard there is no difference between the men of the “sixties” and
the men of the “seventies.” While it is true that the nihilists of the
sixties verbally repudiated independent ethics and all ethics in general,
substituting the principles of “utility,” “happiness,” and *“satisfaction”
for moral categories, they nonetheless remained completely captivated
by this same copybook moralism. By their very hedonism or utilitar-
ianism they remained genuine pedants and “legalists,” for they ad-
vanced a peculiar system of “knowledge” and “rules”—common knowl-
edge and simple rules—in opposition to historical reality. In spite of his
verbal repudiation of any knowledge of goals or any right to pass judg-
ment, did not Pisarev censure and condemn all historical culture with
“primers” in his hands? Was Bentham not himself the typical legalist?
And after him the Mills?186 Did this very principle of “utilitarianism”
not demand a continual remeasuring of values in order to establish
with precision the “greatest™ utility or happiness?

The most extreme contemporary “realists” pretended in vain
that the biological doctrine of evolution once and for all removes
all “teleological” categories or judgments. Darwinism remained in
actuality a thoroughly critico-moralistic doctrine, except that in this
system the terms “goal” and ‘“value” are disguised as “adaption.”
Hence, only a short and easy step was required to reach the outright
moralism of the seventies, when “ideal” became the most common
and alluring word, and when the terms “duty” and “‘sacrifice” were
uttered with the greatest frequency. This was merely a new variation
on an earlier theme. However, this pathos for moralistic or hedonistic
“lawgiving” also constitutes a psychological vestige of and relapse
to the Enlightenment. And it is so strange that such a belated and
backwards anti-historical nihilism, that historical netovshchina,could



Philosophical Awakening 57

become so popular in Russia at the dawn of an era of historical labor
and inquiry, and in the context of a great historiosophical receptivity.

From the 1860s onward one can discern a paradoxical and
very unhealthy rupture in Russian culture; not simply a rupture,
but precisely a paradox. The second half of the nineteenth century
has more than anything else been celebrated in the history of Russian
creativity as a new esthetic ascent, with a new religious-philosophical
awakening. After all, it was the age of Dostoevskii and Tolstoi, the
age of the lyrical poets Tiutchev and Fet,187 the age of Serov, Chaik-
ovskii, Borodin and Rimskii-Korsakov,188 the age of Vladimir Solov’ev,
Leont’ev, Apollon Grigor’ev and Fedorov,189 and many others. Such
names symbolize the age, and they mark the creative main line of
Russian culture. But Russian “self-awareness” did not equal or follow
the creative line. “Destruction of esthetics” (from Pisarev to Lev
Tolstoi) was the response to the new ascent of artistic genius, and
often the most insipid and ignorant rationalism was ranged against
the religious yearning and fever. Once again a rupture and divergence
occurred between “intellect” and “instinct,” between reason and
intuition. “Intellect”_is blinded and withers in such self-confinement;
it loses access to the depths of experience and as a consequence pon-
ders, judges, condemns, but least of all understands. And yet “intui-
tion”” comes precisely before this blind reason to be justified. A new
social rupture—one between the creative and productive minority
and the group usually termed the “intelligentsia—was linked with
this phenomenon. Scorn became the established attitude toward
philosophy and “metaphysics.” Philosophers were barely tolerated.
And although in reality society as a whole languished in philosophical
restlessness, “enlightenment,” i. e., dilettantism, and not creativity, was
prescribed to alleviate it. Enter the “man of mixed ranks” [razno-
chinets] .190 '

A new struggle began, a genuine struggle for thought and culture.
This was not merely a contest with an external enemy, as it had been
in the time of political reaction, when “philosophy,” as a “rebellious
science” of doubtful utility but obvious danger, had been excluded
from the university program of instruction. Now the struggle shifted
profoundly. The battle came to be not with conservatism or with
the stagnation of antiquated prejudices, but with an imaginary “pro-
gressivism” or simplification, with a general lowering of the cultural
level. “Philosophy has lost credit throughout Europe,” in the words
of the then popular Lewes, which Russian radicals of that time loved
to recall and repeat.!91 The negation of philosophy, or, more accu-
rately, the disavowal of philosophy, signified precisely a moralistic
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deception: the alteration of the criterion of “truth,” or the criterion
of “utility” as a substitute for it. This was a fatal disease, untamed
by intellectual conscience.

Mikhailovskii’s affirmation characterizes the entire period:’
“The human personality is broader than truth.”192 The necessity of
truth was simply lost, as was the sense of a wise humility before reality
and objectivity. The “human personality” liberated itself from the
reality by which it orders its demands and desires. The “plasticity”’of
reality was postulated and affirmed. No matter how much they spoke
of “realism” at the time, no matter how much they studied the natural
sciences, the mood of those years can least of all be described as “real-
istic.” On the contrary, the theories and doctrines of the entire second
half of the nineteenth century display, above all, the extreme tension
of a distracted imagination. Bookishness and a study-hall atmosphere
were especially striking during the “sixties.” In fact, it was precisely
as dilettants, and not as creative individuals, that they elaborated
their “cultural-social self-awareness,” and they did so in the pages
of the “thick journals,” not in the laboratories. 193

The mind became accustomed to living within selected doctrinal
limits, dooming itself to a solitary confinement: not to possess, love,
or want, and even to fear “the vistas of objective reality,” thereby
decreeing disinterested knowledge to be impossible and unattainable,
“pure art” to be impossible and unnecessary, and truth to be merely
the “gratification of the need for knowledge.” This was the most harm-
ful doctrinairism. “A new faith burned in the heart, but the intellect
did not function because prepared and unconditional answers had
already been devised for every question.” (Vladimir Solov’ev) In
this connection, no substantive difference existed between the succes-
sive generations of the Russian intelligentsia, no matter how much they
diverged and disagreed among themselves in other respects. In the
accurate observation of S. L. Frank,194 the Russian intelligent always
“avoided reality, fled from the world, and lived in a world of phantoms,
of dreams, of a pious faith outside of day to day historical life.”” This
was the worst and most somber “asceticism,” a love of and will to
poverty, but certainly not a “holy poverty,” for it possessed scarcely
any humility. It was a self-satisfied, haughty, pretentious, and even
malicious poverty.

This vestige of the “Enlightenment” expressed nothing creative
in Russian culture, and, of course, could not express anything. But
as a graft it was very dangerous and infectious. “The right to philo-
sophical creativity,” in Berdiaev’s words, “was voted down in the
supreme court of social utilitarianism.” This utilitarian-moralistic
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trauma proved to be particularly malignant and creeping in the Russian
soul.

The celebrated polemic against lurkevich and Larov in The
Contemporary is quite instructive in this regard.195 However, it was
not a polemic, but a hunt: “hoots and catcalls are the best weapons of
conviction!” At that time Chernyshevskii was likened to Askochen-
skii.196 The comparison is psychologically accurate, for both were
first and foremost embittered seminarians. Neither debated as much
as settled accounts, although not personal ones. Both put much more
effort into discrediting and drawing unpleasant suspicions on an oppo-
nent than they did trying to refute him. This method did not entail
reading the works to be refuted. Radicals admitted and gave testimony
on this point. Chernyshevskii “made short work of” his adversaries, and
not just his adversaries. To him it was obvious that Iurkevich did not
read “respectable books,” i. e., Feuerbach.!97 With a frightening
and undue familiarity Chernyshevskii rejected the western authors
who served as lurkevich’s sources, comparing Schopenhauer with
Karolina Pavlova and Mill with Pisemskii.!98 Proudhon simply read
too many backwards and harmful books.!99 Chernyshevskii never
entered into a deliberation of the substance of any matter.

Pisarev went even farther and protested against deliberation
in general. “Simple common sense” is bgtter than any deliberation,
and, according to him, whatever cannot be readily grasped by any man
without preparation is deliberate over-indulgence and rubbish. He
was upset with Lavrov’s articles because he could not understand
how an author could define or analyze an idea according to strict
proofs. All this amounted to ‘“intellectual acrobatics” for Pisarev.

What natural and vital need is met by resolving the question
“What am 17’ To what end could the solution to this problem
lead in the realm of private or public life? Seeking the answer
to such a question is like searching for a way to square a
circle.

It was necessary to accept a certain very new code, precisely without
reasoning.

Apollon Grigor’ev quite aptly dubbed the nihilists “men of the
modern Pentateuch.” Bachner, Moleschott and Vogt constituted
obligatory reading (as did Feuerbach, who is rarely mentioned directly,
and then quickly passed off as a vulgar materialist).200 Vladimir
Solov’ev perceptively spoke of the replacing of “‘catechisms” with
“obligatory authorities.” “As long as the materialist dogma remained
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unconditionally in force there could be no talk of any intellectual
progress.” The prevailing moods within the realm of the natural sci-
ences itself undoubtedly marked a backwards step in comparison with
even the famous Letters on the Study of Nature by Iskander.201 It
is true that great and rapid advances were made as regards experiments,
but once again thought did not begin to function in accord with this
external experience. A retarded self-awareness was the first conse-
quence of the “nihilist” displacement.

Not only was society split, but the creative minority lost the
sympathy of their environment. Consciousness also became divided—
creative impulses were driven out by the social-utilitarian censorship
at the same time as doctrinal primers were being hastily drawn up.
In general, culture proved to be “unjustified” in the eyes of its very
participants and architects. Hence all the feelings of remorse and
unjust wealth. “The entire history of our intellectual development
is painted with a bright moral-utilitarian color,” S. L. Frank justly
remarked. “The Russian intelligent knows of no absolute values, no
criteria, no orientation in life other than the moral differentiation of
human actions, be they fine or harmful, good or evil.” This is precisely
the source of that characteristic Russian maximalism—an exaggerated
sense of freedom and independence unrestrained or limited from
within by that instinct for reality that had already been lost.

“Relativism” gave birth to the intolerance of the doctrinaire,
guarding his arbitrary determinations, and this “nihilistic moralism”
easily blends with pietist habits inherited from previous generations.
Common to both is an indifference to culture and reality, an excessive
withdrawal into oneself and an exaggerated interest in ‘“experience.”
This is all psychologism with no outlet. To the very end of the century
the sharp flavor of psychologism could clearly be detected in Russia’s
cultural creativity. “Metaphysics” seemed much too cold and unfeeling.
“Ethics” or morality replaced it—the question of what ought to be
replaced the question of what is, and therein lay a certain utopian
flavor.

Theological interests too often followed the same trend. Too
often attempts were made to dissolve dogmas themselves into “mor-
als” or to transpose them from Greek “metaphysical” language into
the language of Russian ethics. Here the “intelligentsia” and the “as-
cetics” converged. Ascetical psychologism won acceptance under the
dual influence of Kant and Rischtl, with the philosophical inspiration
of Lotz forming the background. 202 It may be true that these remarks
are more applicable to a later period, but it was all an offshoot of
these same “sixties.” Overcoming psychologism proved to be a very



Philosophical Awakening 61

difficult task, for in reality it was a question of straightening out the
intellectual conscience.

X

HISTORY AND THE HOLY LIFE

In the nineteenth century the entire history of the Russian
intelligentsia unfolded under the influence of a religious crisis. Pisarev
is perhaps more characteristic than others in this connection. Impres-
sionistic to the point of illness, he went through the harshest of ascetic
ordeals in his youth, a genuine ascetic rupture. The most decisive and
overwhelming impression for him during those years was provided
by Gogol’s Selected Passages from Correspondence with Friends.
Thus there already stood before him the typical question: “How can
I live a holy life?”” The Correspondence resolved the problem in the
spirit of the most extreme maximalism, by which it is necessary to
wholly and indivisibly surrender oneself to “one thing.” Vain words
and useless discussions quickly yield inescapable pangs of conscience.

On this psychological ground the youthful “society of thinking
men” assembled. Led by Treskin, who played such a critical role
in Pisarev’s entire spiritual development,203

in Pisarev’s entire spiritual development,203 the circle met for “pious
discussion and mutual moral support,” which more readily evokes
the Alexandrian mystics and freemasons than the Moscow circles
of lovers of wisdom. Quite curiously, the stifling of sexual passion
and attraction in all humanity numbered among their primary objec-
tives—a portion of mankind might better perish and become extinct
than live in sin. Hope remained, however, hope for a miracle. Men will
suddenly become immortal “in reward for such human selflessness™...
“or will be born in some miraculous manner unknown to the sin of
the flesh.” Pisarev’s “nihilism” was fully prepared precisely by this
dreamy moralistic exertion and rupture. Just before he joined The
Contemporary he proposed to translate hymn XI of The Messiah for
the religious journal The Pilgrim [Strannik].204

Ruptured religious feeling was also the cause of Dobroliubov’s
crisis, which occurred precisely through aroused religious experiences
in his youth.205 His was a crisis of faith in providence, a faith jolted
and destroyed by the sudden and unexpected death of his parents.
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This “injustice” convinced him, in his own words, “of the non-exis-
tence of those phantoms that the eastern imagination has created for

itself.” Also characteristic is Lesevich’s religious crisis, produced under

the influence of Feuerbach, but it unfolded more through the “logic
of the heart” than through the logic of the mind.206 Qut of “pride”
he deserted a passionate faith for a passionate atheism and struggle
against God, refusing to acknowledge anything higher than man.
Again, it was a rupture or rift in religious feeling.

Chernyshevskii’s religious crisis proceeded along a different
path. His was a crisis of viewpoint, not of convictions or beliefs; it
was less a rupture than an evaporation of rational views, of something
malleable and withered. The diary entries in which he speaks of
his religious waverings are very bland—he neither believes nor resolves
not to believe. Sentimental humanism with a religious tinge served
as an intermediate step for him. In this regard there was no sharp
difference between Feuerbach and French utopianism, for in actuality
the image of Christ remained as a symbol of brotherly love and human
nobility in the exegesis of Feuerbach. “Love is the central idea of
Christianity” — this was the main thing for Chernyshevskii, and he
had no need to believe in anything else. He simply passed via Feuer-
bach to a different “catechism.”

By 1848 Chernyshevskii was awaiting a new messiah, a religious-
social renewal of the world.

It was sad, so very sad for me to part with Jesus Christ,
who by his personality, goodness, and love of mankind is
so good, so kind to the soul,, and who pours peace into my
soul whenever I think of him.

Humanitarian sentimentalism was generally quite characteristic for him.
For the sake of his conscience he decisively and curtly rejected the
basic “dogma” of Darwinism—the struggle for survival—as immoral
(as regards man, in any case). He upheld Lamarck’s theory that creative
adaption explains organic development.207 Chernyshevskii, Kropotkin,
and Mikhailovskii all somewhat unexpectedly concur with Danilevskii
on this point.208

Religious denial, however, is not the same thing as indifference.
It is more a sign of a constrained restlessness. This turbulent explosion
of enthusiasm for religious utopianism—this exodus or “going to the
people” (“to Thebes, or at least to the mountains of Phrygia,” in G. P.
Fedotov’s comparison)209 —certainly did not just suddenly happen
in the beginning of the 1870s. “This was the genuine drama of a
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growing and upright soul, these were the birth pangs of great thoughts
and anxious queries of the heart,” relates one of the participants in
this chiliastic campaign. O. V. Aptekman recalls:

Many times I observed how young men setting out to” the
people read the Gospels and wept bitterly over them. Why
did they search the Scriptures?. . . Which of the strings of
their souls were so touched by the “Good News?”” The Cross
and the Phrygian hat!. . . But this happened, it did happen!
They almost all had copies of the Gospels.210

At the time of his “going to the people” the author of this memoir
was himself baptized, ‘“for the love of Christ” (as he himself says).
The religiosity of that period was and remained close to the actual
“Good News”; its sincerity of feeling and the reality of its religious
need were unquestionable. As G. P. Fedotov remarks, “this was a long
repressed howl, constrained by the powerful pressure of religious
energy. . . before us is a madness of religious hunger unappeased for
whole centuries.” It is important to note that this was precisely a
religious quest. Only “by the creation of a new religion” could the
paroxysm of enthusiasm be fortified and converted “into a firm and
indestructible feeling.” The days of the naive materialism of the sixties
were already over.

The 1870s saw a return to history, which was experienced
in a religious way.

From various quarters I began to hear this sort of opinion:
the world is falling into evil and falsehood; science is not
enough to save it, philosophy is powerless, and only reli-
gion—a religion of the heart—can give mankind happiness.
(Aptekman)

This frequently meant a very strange religion, a “religion of brother-
hood,” a “religious populism,” the curious quasi faith of Shatov, some-
times also a positive “religion of humanity” and even “spiritualism”
(i. e., spiritism).211 Bervi-Flerovskii’s Alphabet of the Social Sciences
[Azbuka sotsial’nykh nauk, 1871], one of the most characteristic
and popular books of the age, was written precisely in the style of a
catechism.212 “I strove to create a religion of brotherhood!” This
religious flame and thirst was powerful, even if it was only “religiosity
without spirituality” (in Bogucharskii’s apt phrase).213 It was not
simply an aimless illusion and enchantment or merely a whirl of notions
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or ebullient emotions. A genuine and sincere thirst did, in any case,
exist, even if it was often quenched by the surrogate and the self-
suggested rather than by real food and drink.

One must particularly recall the enthusiasm that radical circles
displayed for the Schism.214 They tried to discover the social bases
of religious movements. However, were the socialist movements not
guided by a religious instinct, if only a blind one? “The martyrs for the
two-fingered sign of the cross were answered two hundred years later
by the martyrs for socialism,” in the words of Fedotov. A. K. Malikov,
the founder of the “God-men” [bogocheloveki] sect and a pre-Tolstoi
proponent of non-resistance, preached a very characteristic doc-
trine.215 At one time he possessed great influence over young radicals
(for example, the so-called “Chaikovtsy” circle)216 and persuaded
many to follow him to the United States to build a religious commune.
Apparently it was Malikov who first led Tolstoi to non-resistance.
But where we find arguments from common sense in Tolstoi, in Ma-
likov one can hear only the voice of an agitated heart. He preached
a certain humanistic religion, almost an apotheosis of man. “We are
all God-men.” This particular doctrine may have been a subject of
discussion since Pierre Leroux217 and Feuerbach, but Malikov’s direct
play of emotion, or the exaltation of an aroused conscience, made it all
the more important. The American commune, of course, failed. Ma-
likov subsequently returned to the Church and discovered in its fulness
the resolution to his anxious searchings. i

The “seventies” revealed the apocalyptical strain in the history
of Russian feeling. The comparison between the “going to the people”
movement and the Crusades has some foundation.218 Psychologically,
the tradition of utopian socialism was once again enlivened and re-
newed in those years. A subconscious and misplaced thirst for so-
bornost’—even to the point of a monastic pathos—is easily discerned
in the attraction to the ideal of the phalanstery or commune. This
was a very characteristic symptom or indication of a troubled heart.

Fedor Dostoevskii laid bare and demonstrated the religious
character of the contemporary Russian crisis. Personal experience
and artistic penetration were intimately linked in his creative work.219
He was able to express the secret of his age, and diagnose the still
unnamed religious anguish. Dostoevskii defined the goal of his “huge”
projected novel Atheism as “to relate only that which we Russians
have all experienced in the last ten years of our religious development.”
He endeavored to comprehend contemporary Russian experience in
its totality. Everything happening arround him excited him. But this
was not merely idle curiosity. Dostoevskii saw and contemplated
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how the ultimate fate of man comes to pass or is determined in the
interweaving of everyday trifles and ordinary events. He studied the
human personality not in its “empirical character” or in the interplay
of visible causes and effects, but exactly in the “mind-perception”
or in its Chthonian depths, where the mysterious currents of primordial
life flow together and diverge. Dostoevskii studied man in his problem-
atics, or, in other words, in the freedom he was granted to decide,
choose, accept, reject, or even use to imprison himself or sell himself
into slavery. And it is important here to emphasize that freedom
actually becomes ““objective” only through “problematics.”

Dostoevskii did not just write about himself in his novels, nor
did he “‘objectivize” only his own spiritual experience in his artistic
images, in his “heroes.” He had no single hero, but many of them.
And each has not only a face, but a voice as well. Quite early the
mysterious antinomy of human freedom was revealed to him. Man’s
entire meaning and joy in life lies precisely in his freedom, in his will
to freedom, or in his “self-will.” Even humility and repentance are
possible only through “self-will,” through self-rejection. Yet this
self-will is too often transformed into self-destruction. Herein lies
Dostoevskii’s most intimate theme.

Dostoevskii not only depicted the tragic clash when different
freedoms or self-wills cross each other—when freedom becomes coer-
cion and tyranny for others—but he also demonstrated something
more terrible: the self-destructiveness of freedom. In his persistent
efforts at self-definition and self-affirmation man is cut off from
tradition and from his environment. Dostoevskii reveals the spiritual
danger of being “without soil” [bez-pochvennosti]. Singularity and
individualization threaten a break with reality. The “wanderer” can
only dream; he cannot escape from the world of illusions that, by a
fatal image, his willful imagination has magically converted into a living
world. The dreamer becomes an “underground man,” and his per-
sonality painfully begins to decompose. Freedom in isolation becomes
captivity; the dreamer becomes the prisoner of his dreams. Dostoevskii
saw and depicted the mystical collapse of a selfcontained boldness
that develops into audacity or even mystical insolence. He shows
how an empty freedom hurls itself into slavery either to passions or
to ideas. He who makes an attempt on another’s freedom_is himself
ruined. Therein lies the secret of Raskolnikov, the “secret of Napole-
on.”220

Yet Dostoevskii not only showed in images this dialectical idea-
force as the ultimate and intimate theme of contemporary Russian life.
He became the interpreter of the fate of that “accidental family,”
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the radical intelligentsia of the 1860s, the “nihilists” of that time.
Dostoevskii wished to reveal the mysterious fate of this quarreling
and warring “family,” instead of just the surface of its everyday life.
Possession by a dream is even more dangerous than social misanthropy.
And were not the Russian radicals and nihilists precisely possessed?

Freedom is just only through love, but love is possible only in
freedom—through love for the freedom of one’s neighbor. Unfree love
inevitably grows into passion, becomes coercion for the loved one,
and is fatal for the person who imagines that he is loving. In this is
the key to Dostoevskii’s synthesis. With frightening penetration he
portrays the dialectical antinomy of unfree love. “The Grand Inquisi-
tor” actually represents above all a sacrifice of love, an unfree love of
one’s neighbor that neither respects nor reverses any man’s freedom,
even that of the least among men. A love that exists in unfreedom and
through unfreedom can only exhaust the enflamed heart and consume
the imagined loved one: it murders them with deceit and spite. Is
this antinomy not one of the focuses of the tragedy in The Devils?

The romantic solution to this antinomy did not satisfy Dostoev-
skii. Organic wholeness cannot be discovered through a return to nature
or to the earth, no matter how attractive such a return might be. It
is impossible simply because the world is engulfed in crisis—the organic
age has been shattered. The question is how to escape from a decayed
and collapsed way of life. Dostoevskii depicts precisely the problem-
atics of this collapse. His final synthesis amounted to testimony for
the Church. Vladimir Solov’ev accurately defined Dostoevskii’s funda-
mental idea of the Church as a social ideal. Freedom is fully realized
only through love and brotherhood, which is the secret of sobornost’,
the mystery of the Church as brotherhood and love in Christ. This
was an inner response to all of the prevailing humanistic quests for
brotherhood and to the contemporary thirst for brotherly love.. Dos-
toevskii diagnosed and concluded that only in the Church and in Christ
do people truly become brothers; only in Christ is the danger of every
harm, coercion, and possession removed. In him alone does man
cease to be dangerous to his neighbor. Dreaminess is extinguished
and illusions dissipated only in the Church.

In his creative work Dostoevskii took his point of departure
from the problematics of an earlier French socialism. Fourier221
and George Sand,222 more than others, disclosed to him the fatal
problematics of social life, and above all the barrenness and danger
of liberty and equality without fraternity. This was in actuality the
basic thesis of all “utopian” socialism, which the “post-revolutionary”
generation polemically pitted against the Jacobin revolution, and all
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“Genevan ideas” in general. It was not only a social, but a moral-
metaphysical diagnosis. Utopianism, it is true, aspired to become a
“religion,” a “religion of humanity,” but with an “evangelical” ideal
nonetheless. In his period of social-utopian enthusiasm Dostoevskii
remained and considered himself to be a Christian. His sharp break
with Belinskii occurred primarily because the latter had “reviled Christ
to him.” As Komarovich aptly remarked, “the Christian socialist
Dostoevskii departed from the positivist Belinskii.”223

Soon afterwards his dreamy and bookish experience was supple-
mented by the cruel and real experience of The House of the Dead.
There Dostoevskii not only learned about the power evil holds over
man, but more importantly that “in prison there is still one torment
almost more powerful than all others: a compulsory communal life.”
This was a refutation of humanistic optimism. The extreme torment
here lies in the fact that one is forced to live together communally,
“to be in agreement with one another no matter what.”” The horror of
compulsory intercourse with people is Dostoevskii’s most important
personal conclusion from his experience in The House of the Dead.
And is the prison camp not merely a limited instance of a planned
society? Even if it functions according to the best regulations, does
not every highly organized society become exactly like a prison? Is
it not inevitable that under such conditions “convulsive intolerance”
and dreams will develop? “This is a despairing, convulsive manifestation
of the personality, a purely instinctive melancholy.” The transition
from Notes from the House of the Dead to Notes from the Under-
ground was fully natural.

Dostoevskii now broke with socialist utopianism. Apparently
Notes from the Underground was written as a reply to What is to
be done?.224 Dostoevskii saw in Chernyshevskii the dark, subterranean
underside of the socialist utopia, in which he divined a new slavery. It
became all the more clear for him that one cannot possibly be liberated
from slavery in the name of external freedom. Such freedom is empty
and pointless, and thus becomes subject to a new compulsion or posses-
sion. Possession by an idea or the power of a vision is one of the central
themes in Dostoevskii’s creative work. Sympathy or pity alone is not
yet enough for brotherhood. It is impossible to love man simply as
man—to do so would mean to love man in his arbitrarily given condi-
tion, not in his freedom. But to love man in his ideal image is still
more dangerous. There is always the risk of “slandering” the living
man by his imaginary ideal, stifling him with a dream, and fettering
him with an invented and artificially conceived idea. Every man can
stifle and fetter himself with a dream.
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From humanistic dreams of brotherhood Dostoevskii moved on
to an “organic” theory of society. He rethought the Slavophile and
romantic themes (here undoubtedly is the influence of Apollon
Grigor’ev. Yet this is not the fact of greatest importance in Dostoev-
skii’s propagation of the “cult of the soil” [pochvennichestvo] as an
ideology.225 The themes of the “soil” and the “dream” are fundamen-
tal, but precisely in his artistic creativity. For Dostoevskii the question
of the soil does not serve as a plan for daily life [byt’]. “Soil-lessness”
worries him on a deeper level. Before him stood the frightening specter
of the spiritual renegade—the fatal image of one who is a wanderer
more than a pilgrim. Here again is the typical theme of a romantic
metaphysics alarmed by the collapse of organic ties, by the alienation
and break of the self-willed personality with his environment, with
tradition, with God. And the “cult of the soil” is precisely a return to
primordial wholeness, to the ideal and task of a whole life. For Dosto-
evskii, as for many others, it was a project for a still unrecognized
sobornost’. Division is present in all forms of life, especially in human
existence. The isolation of man represents Dostoevskii’s chief anx-
iety.226 All of the socialist motifs—the vision of revealing or creating
an “organic” epoch, escape from the authority of “abstract” princi-
ples,” man’s return to wholeness, to the whole life—sound anew here.
The similarity between Dostoevskii and Vladimir Solov’ev is much
deeper than can be seen in a comparison of individual theses or views.
However, one should not exaggerate their anutual influence. Their
closeness lies in the unity of personal themes.

Dostoevskii was quick to understand that wholeness of the ex-
perience of life alone is very, very insufficient. A recovery of emo-
tional wholeness is not enough—there must also be a return to faith.
Dostoevskii’s major novels are devoted precisely to this idea. He
was too sensitive an observer of the human soul to remain at the
level of organic optimism. Organic brotherhood, even when organized
from within on the basis of some “choral principle,” could hardly be
too greatly distinguished from an “ant-hill.” But it is true that Dos-
toevskii never surmounted the organic temptation. He remained a
utopian, he continued to believe in a historical resolution of the
contradictions of life, he hoped and prophesized that the “state”
would be transformed into the Church, and in doing so he remained a
dreamer. His dream survived even his later genuine insights, and clashed
with them.

Dostoevskii awaited “harmony,” but yet he foresaw something
else. History was revealed to him as an uninterrupted apocalypse,
in which the question of Christ was resolved. The tower of Babel was
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again being rebuilt in history. Dostoevskii saw once again how Christ
encounters Apollo; the truth of the God-man encounters the dream
of the man-god. God struggles with the devil, and the field of battle is
the hearts of men. Quite characteristically, history interested him more
than anything else, even in his youth. He always had a premonition
of a certain impending catastrophe, he persistently detected in history
human anxiety, alarm, and, in particular, the anguish of unbelief.

Dostoevskii dreamed about “Russian socialism,” but he envi-
sioned the “Russian monk.” The monk neither thought about nor
wished to build “world harmony.” Certainly neither Saint Tikhon,
the starets Zosima, nor Makar Ivanovich was a historical builder.227
And thus Dostoevskii’s dream and vision did not coincide. He provided
no final synthesis. Yet one feeling always remained firm and clear in
him: “The Word became flesh.” Truth is revealed in this life, hence
this triumphant hossanah . Dostoevskii believed out of love, not fear,
which separates him from both Gogol and Konstantin Leont’ev, who
were constrained in their religious experiences by the same fear, almost
a despair, that there is no escape.

Dostoevskii does not enter the history of Russian philosophy
because he contributed a philosophical system, but because he widely
expanded and deepened metaphysical experience itself. He relied
more on demonstrations than on proofs. Of particular importance is
the fact that he carried all searchings for living truth to the reality of
the Church. The reality of sobornost’ becomes especially evident in
his dialectic of living images (which were more than mere ideas).
With exceptional power he revealed the ultimate depth of the reli-
gious theme and problematics in every aspect of human life. And Dos-
toevskii’s revelation was particularly timely in the agitated conditions
of Russia in the 1870s.

Konstantin Leont’ev trenchantly attacked Dostoevskii, on the
occasion of his “Pushkin speech,”228 for preaching a new and “rosy”
Christianity.

All these hopes for earthly love and peace on earth can
be found in the odes of Béranger,229even more so in George
Sand, and in many others as well. Not only the name of God,
but even the name of Christ, is often recalled in the West in
this connection.

Elsewhere Leont’ev refers to Cabet, Fourier, George Sand once again,
the Quakers, and the socialists.230 Vladimir Solov’ev could hardly
succeed in defending Dostoevskii’s memory from Leont’ev’s denunci-
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ations by reinterpreting the “‘universal harmony” of the Pushkin speech
in the spirit of a catastrophic apocalypticism. Leont’ev found no
difficulty in parrying such an apology. Dostoevskii’s phrase carried
no such direct meaning, and it could hardly be taken in such a sense.

In his religious development Dostoevskii actually proceeded’
from the same impressions and terms of which Leont’ev spoke. But.
he did not disavow this “humanism,” because in spite of its ambiguity
and insufficiency he divined in it the possibility of its becoming genu-
inely Christian, and strove to bring humanism in accord with the
teachings of the Church. Where Leont’ev found complete contradiction,
Dostoevskii saw only a lack of development. To Dostoevskii’s *“fab-
ricated” Christianity Leont’ev opposed contemporary monastic
life or organization, particularly that of Mount Athos. He insisted
that at Optina the Karamazov brothers do not confess according to
the “correct Orthodox writings” and that the starets Zosima does not
answer to the spirit of contemporary monasticism. Rozanov very
accurately observed in this connection that “if this did not correspond
to Russian monasticism of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
then perhaps, or even certainly, it corresponded to the monasticism
of the fourth through ninth centuries.” In any case, Dostoevskii is
actually closer than Leont’ev to Chrysostom, and precisely in his
social motifs. Rozanov adds:

All of Russia read his Brothers Karamazov and believed
in the portrayal of the starets Zosima. In the eyes of all
Russia, even of its unbelievers, the “Russian monk” [Dos
toevskii’s term] appeared as a native and thoroughly en-
chanting image.

Dostoevskii prompted in many an attraction for the monastery. And
under his influence contemporary monasticism itself showed a progress
“in the direction of love and expectation.”

We now know that the starets Zosima was not drawn from
nature; in this instance Dostoevskii did not proceed from the examples
at Optina. This was an “ideal” or an “idealized” portrait, patterned
largely after Tikhon Zadonskii, whose writing’s inspired Zosima’s
“Instruction” [Pouchenie]. “The prototype was taken from several
sermons by Tikhon Zadonskii,” Dostoevskii himself says about the
chapter entitled “On the Holy Scriptures in the Life of Father Zo-
sima.”231 Through his power of artistic penetration Dostoevskii
surmised and discerned a seraphic current in Russian piety, and pro-
phetically elaborated on that faintly visible line.
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Rozanov’s comments did not seem to mollify Leont’ev in the
least, but only served to arouse him once more. Leont’ev was all in
a terror. He was strangely convinced that happiness causes people to
become forgetful and neglect God, and he therefore did not wish
anyone to be happy. He failed to realize or understand that one can be
overjoyed about the Lord; he did not know that “love drives out
fear,” and he did not want love to drive it out.

It is quite wrong to consider Konstantin Leont’ev a represen-
tative and exponent of the authentic and fundamental tradition of
the Orthodox Church, or even of eastern asceticism. He merely wore
a thin coat of asceticism. Again, how aptly Rozanov was able to define
it: “A zealous encounter between Hellenic esthetics and monastic
sermons about a rigid beyond-the-grave ideal.”” For Leont’ev asceticism
amounted to the words of exorcism with which he drove out his
fear. And western or Latin motifs are more readily detected in his
esthetics (he has been aptly compared with Leon Bloy).232 It is very
characteristic that he was ready and willing to agree with Vladimir
Solov’ev’s Theocracy, and he strongly desired to openly declare himself
Solov’ev’s disciple.233 He was attracted to Catholicism. However,
Solov’ev’s famous essay “On the Collapse of the Medieval Worldview”
genuinely outraged Leont’ev as a reconciliation with “democratic
progress.” Leont’ev had a religious theme of life, but certainly not a
religious worldview, and he did not wish to have one. His only concern
was that his pagan naturalism not be imputed to him or classified as
a fault or sin. In a strange way this pretentious “Byzantinist” possessed
a wholly Protestant problematic of salvation, almost entirely incorpo-
rated into the idea of “responsibility,” or rather “non-responsibility.”
How can it be possible to escape punishment or retribution for sin?

Leont’ev neither believed nor wished to believe in the transfig-
uration of the world. He loved this untransfigured world, with its
debaucheries of primitive passions and elements, and he did not wish
to part with its ambiguous, pagan, and impure beauty. And yet he
recoiled in horror from the idea of a religious art. One must revere
God on high....Glory to God in the highest, and on earth, peace....
Again, Rozanov observed: “In defiance of the song of Bethlehem
Leont’ev, by then a monk, declared: the world is unnecessary.” He
had only one criterion for judging the world: esthetics, which for him
coincides with fathoming the power of life. He searched in life for
the powerful, the diverse, the lustrous—every “plurality in unity.” In
the name of this magnificence he frequently protests against what is
good, and even against what is moral. “Christianity does not deny the
deceitful and cunning elegance of evil; it only teaches us to struggle
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against it, to recant, and to help us it sends an angel of prayer and
renunciation.” This is so characteristic of Leont’ev. He rejects evil
because the Church demands it, but he also refuses to pass judgment
on evil and even tries to infer that refusal without judgment is
more difficult and therefore more praiseworthy. “Even if the heart
is dry and the mind indifferent, a forced prayer is greater than one that
is light, joyous, charitable, and burning.”” Most characteristic are the
senseless (by his own estimation) aphorisms that he formulated in a
letter to Rozanov not long before his death. He openly admits and
demonstrates the discrepancies in both of his standards—the esthetic
and the Christian. ' ’

The power of life is outwardly attested “in visible diversity
and with palpable intensity,” while “the more or less successful daily
preaching of Christianity must inescapably and significan