Appendix

As an appendix to the article by Philip Walters (pp. 20-26) we print
some documents written by neo-slavophils.—Ed.

A Slavophil Reflects

These are paragraphs from an anony-
mous article called “Thoughts-Projec-
tors”. It appeared in Veche, the Chris-
tian slavophil samizdat periodical edited
by Vladimir Osipov. Ten numbers of
Veche appeared between 1971 and 1974,
and provided a forum for all shades of
slavophil opinion. This article comes
from Veche No. 2, published on 19 May
1971. The “thoughts-projectors” of the
author are unconnected reflections on
nationalism in general and on Russian
nationalism in particular. He points out
that true nationalism needs to be rooted
in religion and based on brotherly love.

(1) Why is it that when the establish-
ment of Israel is being hailed through-
out the world — and we too say that the
Jews must have their own State, because
exile is hard for them (if an exile has
not lost his goodness in foreign lands,
he longs for his fatherland) — why then
are our love for Russia and our Russian
ideas maliciously labelled chauvinist
and treated with intolerance?

(2) We wish harm to nobody. We
learn to love the whole of humanity
only by loving our own kin. We be-
lieve that those who do not love their
own kin do not love humanity.

(3) [. . .] A healthy being can exist
only on his native soil: then he can
choose alien things as he has need of
them. But if he is brought up on alien

food, he loses his way and turns into a
man without kith or kin — “neither fish
nor fowl, neither God’s candle nor the
Devil’s pitchfork”, as popular wisdom
has it. Such a man is an unformed in-
dividual.

(4) [. . .] The man who has nothing he
can call his own readily concocts all
kinds of insane plans.

(6) [. . .] Not only Russian history, but
all history consists of crimes, but the
difference lies in the fact that Russian
history has its repentant thief. . .

(17) Every individual and every nation
must develop with its own peculiar
qualities. Normally these qualities can
grow only on a religious soil. Only base
instincts and equivocal people grow on
soil which is not religious. Hence on a
national soil, Fascism and other abnor-
mal phenomena arise. Such phenomena,
however, have their basic origin not in
national feelings, but rather in the per-
sonal conceptions of one despot.

(18) Cosmopolitanism is spiritual slav-
ery. The Universal Man is a figment of
the imagination. There is only one Uni-
versal Man — God, Christ. Man as Univer-
sal Man is an idol, which sets itself up
in the place of God.

(19) On a cosmopolitan soil grows the
Antichrist, who promises freedom to all
and brings them slavery. Cosmopolitan-
ism prepares the way for the Antichrist.
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Osipov Supports., olzhenitsyn

This article (AS 1760) entitled “On the
Goals and Methods of Legal Opposition”,
was written in May 1974 by Osipov and
is a response to an article by Roy Med-
vedev (AS 1680), in which the latter at-
tacked Solzhenitsyn’s “Letter to the
Soviet Leaders”. Osipov maintains that
the only reliable path forward for Rus-
sia is not through drastic external recon-
struction (democratization) but through
inner “evolutionary” change as proposed
by Solzhenitsyn. A change in the con-
Lent. mther than the form of society is
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Solzhenitsyn inasmuch as they start by
recognizing the authoritarian founda-
tions of the present regime. Medvedev
says: “The realization of even the most
extreme demands of the present Demo-
cratic Movement (for example, the set-
ting up of social and political organiza-
tions and of organs of the press which
would be independent of the CPSU)t
would not lead to the downfall of Marx-
ism or induce the CPSU to renounce its
leading role.”* There is no doubt that
,the ¢ n;mumst Medvedp\y, the sacial-
" democrat Krasnov, the I ‘eral Sakharov

lection of samizdat documents- producedl" "and thé “cotiservative™ ‘Sdizhenitsyh are

by Radio Liberty.)

-
Solzhenitsyn’s “retrogressive’ lettér ‘with
1ts slav0ph1115m and patnarchahsm will

R
ln

. TIt
15 'senbeldss 8 quarrel aBout ny kina ‘of
“partié¢iilar gl or'*‘aboit® techfncally
worked-out methods. We do nét knéw
:what: tomorrow will bring jand, are.not
iin centrol .of today; we.are in a:position
only to make a,moral -assessment;;of
j‘The goal ;must not be

fp’f possible methods

Bkl

Soviet * Leaders’” " 'may’ be ‘bbjéctivély
tdegeribed: asta: morally’responﬂble and
realistically-practicdlprogramme for: all
slegal .opposition. iSaklarov's goal .is de-
“mocracy: on.the-iWestern - model. But
‘hieghas. nd.ifaith < that:this'.aim. 'will. be
reahzed ~in the-near future.!Although
-they: declarerthat.: they. aré’. opposed -to
.autheritafianism, Roy: Medvedev:iand :A.
‘Krasnov: are Aessenmally ‘ati one: w1th

SN HEIRTR SN I TS

~Soviet: Utiio
trust [61 exce

A‘fter ~expressmg\ hzs dis-
e fdith 'in-“science®:or

_‘051po” D1sagrees

united in important respects. Medvedev
descnbes their common goal, in my
ite: accurately “The most rea-
11.,t1c course remains that of slow and
-gradual evolutionary change . . .!"**..

- ~:\We-must. cohvincei'the admmistr.ation
-of 'the -fact-that-thé presence.of* a loyal
ropposition.is-not harmful :but beneficial
ifor: thie:Soviet: State.- Everything:' which
screws ritselfi up to..the :limit, breaks
]::His!\[i.e. “"Solzhenitsyn’s—Ed:] ‘pro-
~posals arérealistic, .;constructive, : :and
‘cdri be accepted::bythe.government;.be-
sc¢ause they-iare .the iproposals~of. a man
whe:is profoundly . telerant -of. all: who
.think:differéntly. Solzhenitsym is:a Chris-
itian. and-champions.a: Christian'ideology
ifor -the Russian-people; and-he believes
that-freedom.of conscience and fréedom
of the individual must not be infringed.

Eor hun”freedom is,_just:as sacred, as
demands o, prlvﬂeges
Al ln:OIOgyIi Pherr g i

ommunist - uParty of ~the« =Sov1e11
Umon n, I : i

Lo ared

oL 1":

Fiue i L

reason s 1 ¢
‘slavopbll opmlon that rat1onal” dertio-
cracy isunnééessary and 1rre1evant ‘for
-'the Russian*‘people:'What. is required is
a dictatorship; but @ dictato'rship awak-

"'ened to an awareness of lits respons1b1h-

.ties towards its.subjects::t 7.t ol



A:New:Creed 'for Russians?
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industry for the sake of propaganda
culture, and much, much more [. . .]
Sakharov criticizes Solzhenitsyn for
“bowing down” before authoritarianism.
But Solzhenitsyn, alas, is only recogniz-
ing an objective historical fact: a differ-

ent, non-authoritarian path for Russia
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(“whether:Wwe wantit or: not'") ‘would
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in a moment, at a wave of the conduc-
tor's baton. Until that moment it had
been obvious what such people were:
they hated their native land openly and
were not ashamed. After the baton was
waved, these nihilists of the fatherland
were required to become patriots — and
they did so [...]

What is a nation? Faith, blood, lan-
guage and the land. Religion, and even
a certain complex of rites, are a part —
indeed, the most important part — of the
spirit of a nation. An individual person
can get by without religion. But with-
out religion, an individual nation can-
not survive as a nation [. . .] A people
disintegrates literally before one’s eyes
when faith in God disintegrates [. . .]

The third attitude to the homeland
is one of love [. . .] A man has a mother,
a wife, brothers, relatives, friends:
people both close to him and more dis-
tant who think like he does. This is part
of a nation. Concrete, living people,
whom it is possible to love. For love is
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always concrete. How can you love a
native of a distant land if you have
never seen him face to face? [. ..] The
only way in which love for mankind
will be born is through one’s own na-
tion [. . .] Every tribe has its own des-
tiny [. . .] Let others worry about their
own. [. . .] Renounce cheap fashionable
scepticism, unprincipled cosmopolitan-
ism, corrupting progress. If you follow
the fashionable road you could lose
everything, even yourself. There is no
goal at the end of it, apart from the col-
lapse of mankind. It is a crime to strut
onwards in the same old way. Back!
Turn back! Return to the place where
things started going wrong, and then
you must get your breath back, put
everything in order and set off again
along a different road [. . .]

Only the homeland, the homeland
alone is capable of transforming its
People. No rights or freedoms will of
themselves change anything [. . .]

Slavophil Journal’s Preface

After Veche was closed down, Osipov
joined V. S. Rodionov in founding a new
samizdat periodical, Zemlya (Land),
which was to cover the same ground as
Veche but placed even greater empha-
sis on the religious theme in Russian
life. Once again, the journal asserted its
loydlty to the Soviet regime. The fol-
lowing excerpt comes from the preface
to the first number of Zemlya (AS 1909),
published on 1 August 1974. The excerpt
lists three themes which the editors con-
sidered should guide the policy of the
new journal.

[. . .] (1) Nationalism is inconceivable if
divorced from religion. Any form of
pagan or atheist nationalism is of the
Devil. For Russians, such nationalism is
a new abyss and would mean final ruin.
People without charity, generosity of
spirit and love of God and Man are not
Russians.

(2) The chief task for Russian national-
ism today is to regenerate the moral life

of our people and our national culture,

(3) The absence of free speech and of
guarantees of the rights of man is hin-
dering the fulfilment of our national
tasks.

We shall be guided along our road, as
before, by the slavophils and Dostoev-
sky. We are concentrating our direct
efforts on the working out of a national
Russian ideology. Raising serious objec-
tions to contemporary civilization, we
are fighting for a return not only to our
NATIVE LAND, but also to our
MOTHER EARTH. Without a resurgence
of social and moral strength amongst
the peasantry, the salvation of the Rus-
sian nation is inconceivable. While
specifying loyalty to the existing sys-
tem and readiness to support the State
in the face of outside aggression, we re-
serve the right to appeal to the LAND.
Times change, powers come and go, but
the PEOPLE is eternal, as is the truth it
carries. No good seed cast to the earth
will perish.
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Russian Nationalist’s Diary

These excerpts from a diary by some-
one who signs himself “N.V.” ap-
peared in Veche No. 4, which was pub-
lished on 31 January 1972. They express
opinions on Russian nationalism which
are more chauvinist and less tolerant
than those held by Osipov. The author
asserts that it is necessary for Christian-
ity to inspire national sentiments. Yet he
has some uncompromising views on
national isolationism.

(2) Destroy the partitions which divide
people from each other, and everyone
will descend to the level of savages. . . .
An attempt to pull everything down, to
deprive man of his natural inner boun-
daries is essentially nihilism, a covert
denial of the world as created by God.

(z) Cosmopolitans, aesthetes, immor-
alists, emancipators and purveyors of
smoking perpetual motion machines
patented abroad — these are the scourge
of the modern world, the multiple vari-
eties of parasite who cling on all sides to
the tree of our Russian life. They all pro-
claim freedom, but forget about their
duties to their neighbours, to their
People, to their State. But freedom un-
derstood as a denial of duty is freedom
only in appearance: in reality it is the
lowest form of servility before one’s pas-
sions; it is slavery to the lower world
[..Jd

(6) We must appreciate the value of
being close to our own nation, and not
associate unnecessarily with foreigners:
national organisms must be closed and
inaccessible to each other — this is the
sign of a nation’s health. But this does

not mean that patriotism completely
excludes intercourse with other nations.
It merely means that such intercourse
must have a strictly localized and neces-
sary character, and of course excludes
situations where one nation sits on the
shoulders of another, and vice versa.
The only justification for international
relations is not sovereignty and conceit,
but help - spiritual and madterial — in
Christ.

(7) Nationalism can be zoological,
which we have once and for all rejected,
having accepted Christ, or it can be
deeply humanitarian — “patriotism” —
recognizing as a principle the equal
rights of all nations[. . .]

(8) Mixed marriages destroy the na-
tional structure of mankind, are one of
the scourges of mankind [. . .]

(12) Foreigners fear Russian patriotism,
but despise Russians for lacking such
patriotism [. . .]

(16) The Russian patriotic movement,
which is being born in the hearts of in-
dividuals, must become a mass move-
ment in the next few years and decades:
it must be capable of saving Russia from
moral and spiritual disintegration, those
terrible symptoms of the imminent de-
generation of a nation, of its complete
paralysis and death. To hope for this
movement means to believe in a miracle
and to hope for a miracle. But without
this kind of belief on earth there has
never yet been, and never will be, any
great event. For it is just by faith in
miracles and faith in God’s help that all
history has progressed [. . .]

CORRECTION

The article “Monasticism in the Soviet Union” (RCL Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 28-34) refers
on p. 31, 1. 33, to a convent at Zhirovitsy. This is situated in Belorussia and not in
the RSFSR as stated. There is therefore no convent in the RSFSR. Footnote 8 (p. 34)
should read: “From an account given to a visitor, translated by the latter. Russian
account published in Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate No. 7, 1967, pp. 18-21".—

Ed.



