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Like their 19th century intellectual ancestors, contemporary slavophils
stress that the course of Russian history has been different from that of
other countries. Its contradictions and perversities have not arisen be-
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felt uneasily that it knew nothing of the “people” for whose liberation
it was fighting. Slavophils, however, have always believed that the
“people” possesses the spiritual power of true Russian Orthodoxy, and
that once this potential force is activated Russia will be transformed.

The word muzhik (peasant) is used by slavophils as a term of approval
to describe anyone who cares about “Holy Russia”. Those who look for
ideological and artistic inspiration or for social and political models out-
side Russia, and in particular those who seek to imitate the West, are
condemned as bespochvenny (“not grounded in the Russian soil”). L.
Ibragimov, attacking some articles by non-slavophil dissidents, challenges
their contention that a progressive Intelligentsia is the only force which
can regenerate Russian life. “The authors of these anti-Russian articles”,
he writes, “are apparently preaching only to the Intelligentsia, and simply
do not address the church-going ‘people’ or call to their simple brothers
who have gone astray.” A spiritual renaissance is taking place amongst
the Russian “people” he claims: “Can people behave like this if they are
devoid of mystical freedom? ... Orthodox Russia lives!"?

Slavophils believe that “rootlessness” is the cause of moral decay in
the Soviet Union. An anonymous priest writes to Veche :

It dismays me to see all the people who cannot stop drinking, to watch
us sinking under waves of depravity, family ties being destroyed, and
more and more people losing direction in their lives, wasting their exis-
tence without faith in anything, turning into hooligans and crim-
inals.®

Fr. Dmitri Dudko comments: “we see around us drunkenness, immor-
ality, the decay of the family . . . P. Derzhavin claims that moral
decay is rife because the traditional Russian way of life has been
violently disrupted: “Unsuccessful economic reconstruction and un-
limited State intervention have undermined the healthy national founda-
tions of the life of our people .. ."®

Nationalism

Adulation of the “people” is closely linked with the theme of Russian
nationalism. Even moderate slavophils find the theme attractive. In a
letter to Vestnik RSKhD, Osipov, by no means an extremist, writes:

Christ and His teachings are in the final analysis more important for
me than nationalism. But I know the soul of the contemporary Rus-
sian : the national principle is at the moment more clear and alive for
him than the religious principle. Hence patriotism, national self-
consciousness and self-respect provide at the moment the only reliable
bridge to moral, cultural and biological salvation.*

Osipov is perhaps proposing a dangerous policy. Subordination of the
religious principle to the national principle has produced such documents
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as Slovo Natsii, a nationalist tract in which racialist and totalitarian
themes predominate.”

Antisemitism often accompanies Russian chauvinism and antisemitic
themes are to be found in slavophil writings. Liberal slavophils are wor-
ried by this, for to them Christian love and tolerance are an integral part
of their philosophy of life. M. S. Agursky, himself a Jew but not unsym-
pathetic to the liberal slavophil cause, criticizes the (often unintentional)
antisemitic element within Orthodox Russian nationalism. He writes :

The Russian nationalist movement patently exaggerates the part which
“the Jews have played in provoking distrust of this movement when it
~ ascribes almost exclusively to them any attacks on the Russian State or
" the Russian nation. Sadly, we gain the impression that the Jews are a
kind of lightning conductor for the Russian nationalist movement.
They receive the anger destined for other targets.’®

Distrust of Western Democracy

Slavophils frequently blame the Jews for importing Western ideologies
(such as Marxism) which in their view have perverted the true course of
Russian social and political development. Jews they call “rootless cos-
mopolitans” and also apply this term to anyone who admires the West
and seeks to emulate its achievements. So far there has been little dia-
logue between slavophils and westernizers, who believe that Russia should
adopt Western democracy. Academician Sakharov, generally taken by
slavophils to be the leader of the westernizers, is usually vilified as one
who “does not love Russia”. In an interview with Western reporters in
1972, Osipov expressed his cordial sympathy with the aims of Sakharov’s
Democratic Movement. However, only formal acknowledgement is usual-
ly paid by most slavophils to the ideals of democracy and human rights.
Osipov himself wrote a few months after the above-mentioned interview:
“I believe that the question of human rights in the USSR is less important
at this present historical moment than the problem of the perishing of
the Russian nation.””

Slavophils are deeply suspicious of appeals to “nghts" whether these
be the rights of a class or of individuals in society. They prefer to stress
the importance of “duty”. They condemn the assertion of the “individ-
ual” against “society”, because their ideal is sobornost, or “diversity in
unity” within society.® They attack the Western concept of freedom,
which has led to crime, immorality and self-seekmg In a letter to the
editors, a reader of Veche writes:

The essence of the Russian world-view . . . is contained in the prin-
ciple of freedom — not in the sense of anarchic self-will but in the sense
of one’s harmonious reconciliation with the interests of the commun-
ity, of the whole people. . . . It was in its search for such harmony, in
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The Soviet E'State and Neo-Slavop}uls

Neo-slavophils present.a spectrum.of. ideas about, the; political nature of
the ideal State. The spectrum falls broadly into three sections: a “demo-
cratic”*liberal * group, a'centrist group, and ‘4 rlghtlst gx‘oup21 Solzénit-
syn-belongs ‘to ‘the:first group,'Osr' ov *aiid Shlmanov are ce'ntnstsi, 'the
authors-of’ Slovo Natsii typify-t tists. 'The 'nghtlsts"'call ‘for'a ito-
cracy and’ nationalism bo¥det$ at' tiies on' neo—na21sm The centnst and
liberals, ! on “the* other“hand Want a-type’ G autbcracy or' monarchy
which is- limited::But they do not m‘ ke cléar what form“such’ hm tat1on
should ‘take. This is not surprising perhaps, s1n etall slavophﬂs are’ Wary
‘of: ‘placing reliatice onf polltlcal 'Structures” n constltutlonsA 'They
prefer *social and polmcal relatlonshlps to be: g tided by ‘the ‘tommand-
et of ‘Chiristian love” Solzhemtsyn“ffor ex; miple; ‘{5 equw‘ocal- -he
wants"a system’ ‘of laws'as & chieck o ’autocranc arbitrariness, but ﬁi’mly
derties ‘that & Western-style ‘déim6cratic ‘system & practu:able for’ Ru551a
‘atthe presentifime = h Wil i Ot ot s st vl
%80 neo! slavophlls are’ frequently tolerant” of ‘tHe- Sov1et poI1t1cal stic-
ture. ‘A Uadmonal Ruissian Orthodox bélief i *that’ al power stems from

~ § loyalty t6’ the ‘Soviet re-
that‘fproble 1§’ of ‘nationdl identity
must ° and ‘can “be” solved Within ' “any* ‘state structure Theu'Sowé't
social “and- political stnictilre Badéd- 6n natlonalfprmaples and'"‘oh
alreal ‘observatice “of “the ! Soviét" Constitution, "Suits s completely"'*‘5
Another centrist, Shimanov, sees potentlal‘ for' the 'futire in - ‘a' poll-
tical .structure -of ..the.type which;ithe- communists have,established,
‘but.. reformed; :of - course;-in, a ‘Christian-directign. .In:.his: view.. the
Soviet: regime;:does.-not need;:to alter:its.-structure, but must adopt
the Christian ideology-of; love ;; “‘If-we encourage:the imminent transfor-
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-mation -of:the Communist-Party into-'the ‘Orthodox Party ‘of the Scmet
Union’ we shall really achieve the ‘Ideal State’.”* = a
Neo s]avophrls find themselves in, ) d11emma over t‘

cal stavophils, Who' Wrote At A timg" When it’ seemed ‘at least poss1bl that
the Russian autocracy..could, be, modified in, a Christian, dlrecuon fhe
relative: ‘optlmlsm of the early 19th century ‘had. faded by the late +19th

1

ils: 'found ‘hems v_'es elther

-fronts slavophils today while re]ectlng :Westemlzmg pohtlcal reform-
ism, they either pass1ve1y accept the outward forms of the Sov1etl pohtlcal
'structure .Or else exphc1t1y ‘approve of it ,as potentlallyl the 1dea1 system.
Meanwhlle «theynbeheve in‘at splrltually ‘quite different: autocracy- a
Russmn autocracy will® only b uly Russian if’ it” 1s Chnsnan ThlS
Ineans that true slavophlhsm and., theliso‘vl!‘ ‘eglme are ultlmately in-
compatlble Init the ‘words {of . one slavophll ““The highesti criteriori-is

splntual reahty Outs1de th" "context of thls reahty the peopleﬁ :the tation
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The Bolshev1k Revolutlon for slavophllsr stemrned' from: Russia's sifi i
‘Was'a fall from'grace; Rissians had’ mlsunderst’ood thelr sp1r1tua1 calhng
and whereas; they. were potentially, a nation of; salnts they had ‘become
possessed by «devils.® The neo-slavophrls‘therefore call Russias o -repen-
‘tance, ‘Bolshievism is a spmtual 51ckn‘ s which mhust’ be fought Wlth spln-
‘tual Weapons "Mikhail" Agursky cr _nlz'es", akharov for, assummg “that
a simple pronouncement of democracy will usher in an era of. prosperrty
and freedom for Russm”.“ No [ programme of moral reform: and ,sp1r1-
tual rébirth i first necessary if pohtlcal change 1s 1o, be lastmg Such a
iprogramme - must.of-‘coursé procéed: gradually. It may-pose asless obvibus
threat to the Soviet regime than do overtly pohtlcal prograinmes Never-
theless. it.involyes, a repudiation, of the Sov1et system at,t Jnost funda-
mental level. R
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1The mam slavophlls were; 1. V' Kll‘GCVSky' (1806-56) A S Khomyakov (1804- 60)
Yu F!. Samarini (1819-76) and the.brothers. K.. S; .-Aksakoy. 1(18n7-60),and1 SiAksakov
/(1823-86).. The . ideas of these, men were. developed. in- various wadys: by F. M.;Dos-
toevsky (1821-81), N. Ya Danilevsky: (1822-85) K, N., Leontev : (1831:81) and 'V .S.
.Solovevi (1853:19q0). .Ini:the early- 2oth; eentury. slavophll' themes appeared in'the
writings of many thinkers including S. N. Bulgakov (1871-1944) .and.\N..A. Berd-
yaev (1874-1948), who were both involved in a religious renaissance which derived
much of its inspiration from Solovev. This religious renaissance is now inspiring
contemporary slavophils in the Soviet Union,
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