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PREFACE

Tuis book is not a political pamphlet written for
the occasion, but a result of long years of study devoted
to the explanation of the Russian present by the Rus-
sian past. The present crisis in Russia necessarily
commands attention, and everything discussed in this
work converges to the one aim of explaining this crisis,
But the conditions which have brought on the crisis are
so deeply rooted in the past, and are so closely inter-
woven with every aspect of Russian life, whether of
religion or of politics, of doctrines or of institutions, of
social forms or of the composition of society, that an
explanation of the present situation, to be at all ade-
quate, must necessarily be a general picture of Russia
and a general description of the conditions under which
its civilization has developed. The crisis will pass, but
the conditions of civilization remain; and my ambition
has been to explain, not the momentary and transient,
but the permanent and lasting, elements in the political,
social, and religious life of Russia. )

The contents of the book are essentially the same
as those of my lectures on “Russian Civilization”
delivered during the summer of 1903 at the University
of Chicago, on the Charles R. Crane Foundation. The
first four chapters were put into type more than a
‘year ago; the two following have since then been
entirely recast, on a much larger scale; and chap. vii
is a new addition, reproducing the contents of my
lectures on “The Russian Crisis” delivered at the
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Lowell Institute in Boston, in December, 1904, during
my second visit to this country. In the last pages of
that chapter the events occurring in Russia during the
months of December, 1904, and January, 1905, have
been considered. But it gives me satisfaction to state
that I have had nothing to add to my conclusion, which
is published just as it was written in 1903, with the
addition only of a few lines mentioning the subject of
chap. vii. The reader may find it advisable, before
perusing the book, to make himself acquainted with
this conclusion, as it contains a summary, and points
out the main thread, of the argument.

I thought out and wrote this book in English,
though I am fully aware how imperfect is my command
of this beautiful language. Still, I think that this was
a better method than to have had it translated from a
Russian text. The most salient blunders have been
removed by my English and American friends, and I
avail myself of this opportunity to express my appre-
ciation of the kind assistance rendered me by Miss
E. M. Hughes, of England; Mr. Nott Flint and Dr.
‘W. Muss-Arnolt, of the University of Chicago; Pro-
fessor Leo Wiener, of Harvard University; and the
reader of the University Press, On the other hand, I
alone am answerable for such imperfections of style
as may still remind the reader that the writer is a
foreigner.

My system of writing Russian names will be found
to differ somewhat from the usual method. For
instance, I write Keeyev, where an English writer is
accustomed to find the spelling Kiev; Novoya Vraimya
instead of Novoe Vremia; etc. In order to explain
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this difference, I must say that the only existing
“scientific” system of transliterating Russian names
is founded on the German pronunciation, with the
addition of some diacritical signs. I have thought
that an English reader is justly entitled to his own
transliteration, founded on the English pronunciation;
and as I have found it impracticable to employ any
diacritical marks, it remained for me to adopt a merely
phonetic method. I do not assert that I have been
entirely consistent in this, and sometimes I have pre-
ferred to retain the usual spelling of a name which I
supposed to be universally known; but I wish that
my hint might be taken up by somebody more experi-
enced than I in the orthography of foreign names.

I hope my personal attitude toward the questions I
have discussed in this hook will be clearly understood
by every unbiased reader. I am not a “violent agita-
tor,” as one of the Chicago “yellow ” papers was good
enough to call me— without ever having heard me, I
presume. But neither am I what a gentleman con-
nected with the organization of the St. Louis Exposi-
tion expected me to be when he wished me to give
some suggestions as to the arrangement of the Russian
exhibit — suggestions that would please the Russian
government. I told this gentleman that I was not the
person to consult on such a subject; and I took the
liberty of adding that many other Russians would like-
wise be perplexed to answer his question, for the reason
that there exist two Russias, one quite different from
the other, and what pleases one is quite sure to dis-
please the other; so that trying to please both at once
would be a hopeless task. Since that time, however,
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people in America have become better aware of this
important distinction; and I flatter myself with having
contributed a little to this result, if I may judge from
the interest taken in my discussions by the very appre-
ciative audiences which I had the pleasure of addressing
in Chicago and Boston.

Thus I am tempted once more to empha31ze this
distinction. Were I to label these two Russias, I
should designate the one as the Russia of Leo Tolstoy,
the great writer; and the other as that of Plehve, the
late minister of the interior. The former is the Russia
of our “intellectuals” and of the people; the latter is
official Russia. One is the Russia of the future, as
dreamed of by members of the liberal professions; the -
other is an anachronism, deeply rooted in the past, and
defended in the present by an omnipotent bureaucracy.
The one spells liberty; the other, despotism.

Exeeption may be taken to my drawing such a line
" of demarkation betwen the two Russias, on the ground
that it is too contradictory and admits of no possible
third. T shall not deny the element of truth in this
objection, but I hope that the soundness of my dis-
tinction will become manifest after some further
explanation,

, To be sure, Plehve, whose name is everywhere

recognized as synonymous with despotism, represents
only an aggravated form of what official Russia gen-
erally is; and now that he is gone, he is even dis-
avowed by the very people whose cause he championed
and in ‘whose defense he lost his life. In so far it
would seem unfair to call the whole of official Russia
by his name. Attempts, however, have already been
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made by some of our political writers—and .l deem_
them not unsuccessful —to prove not only that the
policy of Plehve was logically connected with the posi-
tion of official Russia, but that, under existing condi-
tions, it was the only possible policy for the autocracy.
This policy, these authors argue, was nothing but the
logical outcome of a desire to continue the defense
of a position which was virtually lost and avowedly
untenable. I admit that Plehve was only a reductio
ad absurdum of autocracy-——autocracy gone mad;
but this only because autocracy itself is reduced ad
absurdum by the very trend of life. If it is to survive
at all, there is really no other means of keeping it alive
than the policy of Plehve. If this, the “only possible,”
policy has proved impossible, the fault is not with
Plehve. His failure is the most instructive object-
lesson ever held up to autocracy; the only conclusion
to be drawn from it is that not the man, but the system,
should be condemned. Unhappily, the lesson does not
appear to have been heeded, and as a result we are now
witnessing an attempt at welding autocracy and liberal-
ism. The successors of Plehve will soon realize the
futility of this endeavor.  But the country at large is
tired of object-lessons and no longer needs them. The
people ask for political reforms which imply a nega-
tion of autocracy. So long as autocracy does not sur-
render, one may feel justified in regarding the cause
and methods of Plehve as identical with those of offi-
cial Russia, or with those of autocracy. And for this
reason we emphasize our distinction: autocracy and
liberalism are incompatible and contradictory, not only
according to my definition, but in life itself.
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My designation of the other Russia as that of Leo
Tolstoy likewise needs explanation. This, too, may
seem, and with more reason, an exaggeration, a going
to the opposite extreme. In Tolstoy’s teachings, the
idea of liberty is abstract and absolute; it is worked out
and shaped into a system of Christian- anarchism.
Now, as a matter of fact, the Russian *intellectuals”
do not care much about the Christian element in it,
and no anarchism exists in Russia. We shall show
that what in Russia is really opposed to officialdom and
autocracy is either liberalism or collectivism. Never-
theless, Tolstoy’s name stands for Russian opposition,
and will continue so to stand as long as it remains a
synonym for liberty in general —liberty as the abso-
lute negation of the existing order of things.

I shall not be expected to discuss Russian affairs
from the point of view of Plehveism. It is the cause of
the other, the “greater Russia,” that I have made
mine. But, T am asked, is it seasonable, is it patriotic,
to speak of two Russias at a time when they should
forget their differences and unitedly face the common
enemy?. The question may seem a delicate one. It
has of late been much debated in Russia, and has been
very differently answered. Many who were friends
became enemies when, in pleading for this or that
solution, they discovered themselves to be at variance.
Permit me to state, though not in my own words, the
typical answer given in Russia. Recently, in a circle
of intimate friends, I overheard what I think may be
called such an answer. Curiously enough, it was a
military man, a young officer, who gave expression to
the general feeling. “Unpatriotic?” he exclaimed,
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replying to the above question. “But are we per-
mitted to be patriotic? What is it to be patriotic but
to love one’s country, to khow it, and to be free to act
for its best interests? Now, are we permitted to know
all about Russia? Are we permitted to act for Russia?
No, we are not. The censorship keeps us from know-
ing the truth; and never was the lack of real knowl-
edge of current events felt more sorely than now, dur-
ing this wretched war. And what about the possibility
of doing something for Russia? Is not every spon-
taneous action doomed? Is not every public initiative
cut short? Is there any room left for conscious
patriotism? Has not even the humble attempt of the
self-governing assemblies to unite in helping the sick
and wounded been denounced as criminal, and for-
bidden by Plehve? What wonder, then, if the outward
manifestations of our patriotism are not like those of
other nations? How can it be otherwise, as long as
real patriots are treated as traitors, while traitors are
proclaimed patriots?”

So spoke the officer. The sympathies of a foreign
public may, indeed, have been chilled by what was
considered a conspicuous lack of patriotism in my
countrymen; for example, by a certain, seemingly
utterly unpatriotic, letter of Tolstoy’s on the war.
But, in justice to us, it must be borne in mind that of
necessity our love of country sometimes assumes unex-
pected forms, and that its apparent absence in reality
represents with us the very highest expression of true
patriotic feeling. We may be thought a queer sort of
people, but we cleave to our own ideas of patriotism;
and we have no hesitancy in deciding which of the two
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is the traitor and which the patriot, Plehve or Tolstoy,
if we are obliged to choose between them. We do not
call it patriotic to paralyze the living forces of the
nation by a police régime, and to name such a destruc-
tive policy a work of pacification. We do not call it
patriotic to wage war for new markets while we can-
not yet control our own, and to destroy the fountain-
head which makes the domestic market prosper —the
purchasing .power of the agricultural producer. We
even go so far as not to care a whit about making other
people believe what we do not believe ourselves. If
such “make-believe” goes for “prestige,” then we are
greatly averse to sacrificing truth to the preservation
of prestige. Perhaps this sort of political recklessness
s, at bottom, based on a certain self-confidence among
our people. We think, indeed, that the prestige of
Plehve’s Russia is once for all ruined, beyond the
possibility of restoration. But we think, too, that the
prestige of Tolstoy’s Russia is greater than ever, and
that we do not lose anything—nay, that we gain
enormously —if by the eclipse of the former sort of
prestige the cause of reform is the winner,

Everybody knows a certain beautiful fairy-tale of
Andersen’s. Some wise men came to a country and
promised to make for its king a state robe of a gor-
geous material, but such as only wise men would be
able to see. The king was delighted, and the wise men
set to work. The robe was soon ready, and a solemn
procession on a feast-day was chosen as the occasion
for trying on the new dress. The state councilors
could see nothing, but as they were anxious not to be
taken for fools, they expressed admiration for the
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dress of the king, and went with him in the procession.
The terrified throng likewise saw no garment; but
they were afraid to speak. And so the procession went
on in silence, until some little unsophisticated boy, too
young to be terrified or to be afraid of making a fool
of himself, suddenly cried out, amid the general silence:
“But the king is naked!” 'The crowd howled and
groaned; the cowardice and rascality of the councilors
became manifest to everybody; and the king was
ashamed and furious. :

Thus it is with Russia. Serious men for years and
years have worn a state robe whose beauty was clear
only to a few conjuring wiseacres; and millions of
men, groaning under the burden of its cost, have
mournfully kept silence watching the solemn proces-
sion, until an untoward event has come, like the
child in Andersen’s tale, to tell the whole world that
the wisdom is counterfeit and the wearers of the robe
are “naked.” This event is the war.

Well, the only advice we can give to these people
is: Put on new clothes, and do it as soon as possible!

Pavr MiLvouxkov.

CHICAGO,
Abraham Lincoln’s birthday, x903.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

RUSSIA AND THE UNITED STATES: A COMPARISON

IN accepting the kind invitation of the University
of Chicago asking me to speak on Russian civilization,
I was perfectly aware that the task was not an easy
one. It is difficult, especially for a stranger, to attempt
to present to you, in the short time allowed, the very
complex and peculiar process of the historical develop-
ment of a nation; and when that nation is one whose
tastes, feelings, and habits seem to be so different
from your own, the difficulty is enhanced. Moreover,
it will not be possible for me to produce adequate
evidence in support of all I have to say; and yet I
cannot assume that the data are known to you. What
I have to do, under these circumstances, is to try a
shorter way than that of collecting material evidence
and plunging you into the arid details of Russian his-
tory. I shall start with those conditions in Russia
which are more generally known to you; and for
these conditions I shall try to find a historical explana-
tion, Great as the difference is between your country
and my own, there may be found many points of
contact and similarity in the general lines of social
development and in the general aims which a civilized
nation always strives to attain. But similar as the
aims and the general drift of civilization may be, the
conditions under which progress is achieved in various
countries are widely different. It will be the chief

‘ 3
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object of our study to point out what these conditions
have been in Russia. '

As you know, Russia is just now struggling for
political and religious freedom. You may have asked
yourselves whether this necessary condition of every
higher civilizaton is likely to be fulfilled in Russia.
Is the state of agitation in which we now find Russia
an outward sign of her moving forward to a higher
plane of existence? Or is this not rather a momentary
outburst of a slavish population, suddenly thrown from
fear to despair by hard times, and likely to relapse
soon into its former state of abject servility and
prostration? And if, as in the previous supposition,
these troubles represent a necessary stage of Russian
social and political evolution, why has this stage made
its appearance so comparatively late? What have been
the checks and obstacles which Russia has met on its
path? What chances are there for the final success
of the struggle for civilization?

The answer I shall give to these questions will not
be discouraging, so far as the future of Russia is
concerned. Though in its past and present only too
many diseases will be found to exist, I am sure that
one would find none of these diseases incurable. And
such as one observed would be seen to be nothing
but ailments of growth. For growth has always been
present in Russian history, however adverse may have
been at times the conditions for a normal development
of the Russian nation

Rapid growth is one of the most important
features in common between your country and mine.
Russia and the United States are both rapidly pro-
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gressing; neither has as yet attained the highest point
of its possible development; botk are very far from
any signs of decay.

The similarity thus pointed out is far from being
only an outward one. We may trace it deeper into
the inward structure of the history of both nations.
Rapid growth is the immediate result of recent settle-
ment. If we study the conditions of settlement, both -
in Russia and in America, we shall soon discover how
close the similarity is between the countries. At the
same time we shall be enabled to cast a glance at
such differences as have made one country achieve an
amazing progress, while the other has been held back
in its development for whole centuries. Let us then
take the process of settlement in Russia and in America
as the subject of our introductory study. And this
study, though it will not furnish adequate answers to
the questions formulated, will yet indicate to us the
direction in which these answers should be sought.

Both Russia and the United States have been col-
onized, not at a prehistoric stage of their existence,
but in recent historic times. Hence the settlement
and the exploitation of the natural resources of the
country form the very warp of their historical texture.
Most of the important features of their economical,
social, and political development must be referred to
this process of colonization.

For our present purposes, the whole process of
Russian settlement may be divided into two consecu-
tive stages: from the earliest times till the middle of
the sixteenth century, and from that time down to the
present day. It is in its second stage that the process
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of settlement may be compared with that of America.

Only the northern half of Russia was populated
before the sixteenth century. It is poorly endowed
by nature and scantily settled, and therefore may be
compared with Canada.! The whole of the better and
richer half of Russia—southward from the Oka River
—has been colonized only since the middle of the six-
~ teenth century. Before that time this “granary of
Europe” presented the aspect of a limitless prairie,
laid waste for centuries by the continual raids of Turk-
ish and Tartar tribes. Central Asia sent forth, like
a series of tidal waves, these tribes of nomads, almost
without interruption, during a long period of ten
centuries—from the fourth to the thirteenth.” No won-
der that they completely swept away the aborigines
of the prairie, who had supplied Athens with grain
in the olden days.

As late as the sixteenth century, life in the prairie
was again made, if not entirely safe, at least possible
for the settler. The Muscovite government provided
the settlers with some military defense, though of a
very inefficient nature, and thev rushed in a flood to
the virgin prairie land2 They sought new places
where the resources of nature were to be had in

"*One may see on the map blank places in northern Russia,

which correspond to regions entirely unsettled even at the present
time.

*The plan of this colonization is represented on the map by four
consecutive strips which begin at the line of the military defense
constructed by the government of Moscow in the middle of the six-
teenth century, and proceed by centuries. The yellow strip corre-
sponds to the settlement from the middle of the sixteenth century
to the middle of the seventeenth century; the green, to that from
the middle of the seventeenth to the middle of the eighteenth

\



White parts of the map show uninhabited regions.
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abundance; and at the same time hoped to free them-
selves from the Muscovite rule—a rule they were feel-
ing heavily just then on account of the increased
taxes and the severer military service, made necessary
for the defense of the southern frontier.?

The old stock of the trans-Okan population thus
served to settle the prairie land, as the British and
the New Englanders served to colonize the territories
of North America. Of course, the general drift of
immigration was differently directed. In Russia the
newcomers, instead of being bound for the west, went
to the south and the southeast, following the courses
of the Russian rivers. The Don was their Mississippi,
the Urals their Rocky Mountains. Siberia, the last
section to be colonized, may be compared with Oregon
and California; and it exhibits breaks in the continuity
of seftlement similar to those in Nevada or Utah.

The Russian colonists met with the same kind
of difficulties in their settlement as the Americans.
Woods had to be cleared; the virgin prairie land had
to be broken; the necessities of life had to be provided.
Thus the immigrants of both countries were for cen-
turies completely absorbed in the process of utilizing
the natural resources of the newly occupied land,
taking possession of the riches of its rivers, of its
woods, and of its luxuriant vegetation, profiting by
the almost inexhaustible fertility of the soil, and at

century; the orange, to the settlement of the second half of the
eighteenth century; the purple, to the settlement of the nineteenth
century. The black shows places which are (and for many centuries
have been) occupied by the aborigines. .

* See chap. vi, p. 357, where social reasons for this shifting of the
population from the ancient center are shown.
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last—in Russia in recent times—by the mineral wealth.

During this slow and continuous process of hard
manual labor, social life in Russia assumed a shape
which is not dissimilar to that in the United States.
The colonists, tilling their own holdings with their
own hands, formed a population that was to a high
degree simple, agricultural, and democratic. To be
sure, this large social foundation of rural democracy
was to a great extent covered and disguised by the
growth of the landed aristocracy in Russia and by
the development of the commercial classes in the
United States. But neither of these classes was
powerful enough to eclipse the democratic spirit and
the agricultural character of both nations. Moreover,
in Russia the upper layer of the landed aristocracy
was finally destroyed, as we shall see later (chap. v).
Of course, a certain sense of class dignity, a kind of
fastidiousness, such as causes the continental nobility
of Europe to keep clear of every contact with the
lower strata of society, is not wholly absent in the
upper layers of Russian society. But in Russia as
well as in your country this feeling is a comparatively
recent foreign importation, There, as well as here,
it serves as a kind of substitute for historical and
legal distinctions between different social stations.
Lacking such distinctions, the boundary lines between
the different classes are very indefinite, and the inter-
course between the lower and the upper classes is
actually free. As a matter of fact, both are perpetu-
ally interchanging their elements. That is why social
conventionalities and the outward marks of refined
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culture are so eagerly preserved from final destruc-
tion in one country, and so eagerly built anew in the
other. Here as well as there, this is the only means
of defense against what is called by sociologists “social
capillarity.”

Thus—we say it again—the social structure, both
in Russia and in the United States, is very democratic.

But here the comparison ends. The settlers who
went from England to the American shore, or from .
New England to the American West, were entirely
different from those who drifted from the old Mus-
covite center to the southern “black soil” prairies
of Russia; and different also were the things-they
achieved. Ours were not the free men of Massachu-
setts, bringing with them into their new settlements
their old habits of religious freedom and moral self-
assertion, planting on new soil their ancient autonomic
organization of townships, and so preparing them-
selves for the requirements of democratic rule. Such
among the Russian settlers as wanted freedom and
activity dashed through uninhabited land and prairies
to the remotest borders of the country, where the state
officials were quite unable to follow them. On the
southern confines of the Muscovite Tsardom they lived
the lives of outlaws. They worked out a military
organization of their own—something between a
pirate crew and a horde of nomads, banded together
for economic purposes. The bulk of them lived by
fishing and hunting. And they sent forth their restless
youths to raid still farther southward, eastward, or
westward, along the shores of the Caspian or the
Black Sea, into territories inhabited by the “infidels,”
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the “Bussurmans” (Mussulmans), whom they thought
it no sin to rob and plunder.

The colonists of a more peaceful disposition did
not go so far. They remained in the interior of the
country, as close as possible to the strips of land that
had been settled last, and the government followed
at their heels. The state officials pressed them into
compulsory organizations, instead of allowing them
to found townships and to initiate a self-government
at their will. Men sent out by the central authorities
directed every step of the colonization. They deter-
mined the points at which the colonists were to meet
to do frontier service and defend the settlement; they
ordered these points to be inclosed by town walls—and
thus about one-half the Russian cities were built; at
the same time they distributed the parcels of land
among the settlers in the districts. After this the

tilling of land became obligatory for the new settlers,
in order that the central government should not be
obliged to send grain for their maintenance from the
earlier settlements. Thus the inhabitants were com-
pelled to leave the easier pursuits of hunting and fish-
ing for that of agriculture, or to combine them. Of
course they reluctantly complied with the orders of
the Tsar; but so far as possible they shirked their
agricultural work. They tilled their fertile soil super-
ficially and carelessly, and were fully satisfied with their
scanty returns.

Thus, the consequences of a like process of settle-
ment in Russia proved to be widely different from
those in the United States. Of course, the conditions
of environment may partly account for the difference.
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There was one particular condition at work in Russia
which fettered the free play of private action and
individual enterprise. This was the danger from with-
out, which made the building of a powerful central
state organization absolutely necessary. The raids of
Tartars from the shores of the Black Sea, with Turkey
at their back, were infinitely more dangerous for Rus-
sia than the “Indian wars” have been here. The
nomad organization of the Tartar invaders admitted
of incomparably more concentration of power than
the tribal states of the Indians could possibly muster.
Hence, the Tartar incursions were much better organ-
ized and conducted; and a more centralized military
defense had to be brought into action in order to hold
them in check. That is why the defenders had to be
put under the stricter rule of a central government.
Had American settlers been compelled to colonize
Russian prairies under these conditions, they too
would probably, to a certain degree, have been checked
in their unlimited individual development.

But Russian settlers were not Americans, And
this is the second reason for the difference in the
results of their settlement. The Americans came to
their new lands with a ready stock of energy, accumu-
lated at a previous period of their history. This con-
dition was entirely lacking in Russia. Therefore it is
that quite an opposite use was made by the Russian
and by the American settlers of supplies of nature
equally abundant. The Russian colonists, we saw,
were glad to get what nature gave them, with little
labor and with still less capital. Man’s work, far
from adding anything new to the ready store of
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nature’s resources, resulted in squandering these
resources, and thus impoverished the country, instead
of enriching it. The woods were cut away, and
thereby the soil exposed to droughts and to the free
action of the winds, and this, too, in the most fertile
part of Russia. Large quantities of arable land were
carelessly left to be swept away by the spring torrents,
and so were turned into sandy ravines. At the same
time the demand for land largely increased, because
of the growth of the population, and whole tracts
of land could no longer be left to lie fallow for years,
or even for one year, as had necessarily been done
under the former systems of tillage without manure.
And yet no better system was ready at hand to sup-
plant them. The wealth of nature having been spent,
Russia has stopped at a point which cannot be passed
unless more artificial ways and means of cultivation
are resorted to, and unless greater personal energy
and initiative are applied. And in these qualities we
are deficient.

We can now sum up the difference between the
results of the Russian and of the American settlement.
In America the exploitation of the untouched stores
of the natural resources resulted in a greater exercise
of the settlers’ individual activity. In Russia the same
abundance of supplies served only as a temporary sub-
stitute for energy and individual effort. Thus the
riches of nature served there only to perpetuate the
inactive and socially undeveloped type of man during
a long period of four centuries. Therefore, the type
of the settlers, and not the outward conditions of the
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settlement, appears to be mainly responsible for the
difference in the results of colonization in Russia and
in America. And this brings us to a more detailed
consideration of the question as to what the Russian
national type really was.

Everybody knows what was the social type of the
men who came from east of the Alleghanies to the
West. They had at their back centuries of social
struggle and co-operation. Their mental habits had
long been formed; their moral character had been
hammered into a definite shape by their past; their .
traditions, political and religious, had had time to
crystallize. Thus they were enabled to set out along
new paths of development which were to be unique
in the world.

What now was the social type of the people who
came from north of the Oka River? The question
needs consideration, because there is no answer to
which everybody would agree. To state at once my
own conclusion on this subject, I should point to a
certain amorphousness, a certain plasticity in Russian
manners and character, as a chief feature in the Rus-
sian national type. This I consider to be its only
inheritance from the past, negative though it be. I
am quite sure that nearly everything, either good or
bad, that has ever been told about the Russian national
character by both foreign and native observers can be
referred to this feature.

Let us take as an illustration the description of
Russian character by one of the most recent and most
exhaustive of English observers, who fairly represents
the whole class. I mean Mr. Lanin (pseudonym), the
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author of the book on Russian Characteristics. As is
the rule with the sketches drawn by strangers, the
picture Mr. Lanin gives of us is indeed not a flattering
one. Still, except for the fact that Mr. Lanin’s
authorities are not always either trustworthy or well
chosen, and that the instances he quotes are sometimes
exceptional rather than characteristic,* the general
impression he gives is, we must admit, not far from
true. The average Russian, Mr. Lanin argues, is
likely to be very unsteady in his purposes, conse-
quently unreliable in keeping his word, apt to cher-
ish rather lax views of the right of property, and
very lenient in matters of sexual morality. He does
not appreciate the value of time. He is much given
to lying and cheating, and this not only for his own
profit, but sometimes simply for the sake of politeness.
Of course, polite manners are everywhere based on
“conventional lies.” But in Russia lying is not only
conventional; it is sometimes a matter of sincerity
and conviction. They lie there, Mr. Lanin observes,
in a genuine way, in a peculiarly “childlike and easy
manner,” unconscious of doing ill and, accordingly,
free from any hypocrisy. Indeed, Mr. Lanin observes
(p. 173) that, in general, “curious combinations of
religion and rascality, friendship and treachery, with-
out the usual cement of hypocrisy,” form one of the

‘Mr. Lanin compiles very much of his evidence from newspapers,
relating the occurrences of everyday life with more or less imagina-
tive amplifications. Now, I think Mr. Bryce was perfectly right
when he observed about the American press—and such also was my
own impression in the Balkan states—that the newspapers tend

always to exaggerate a nation’s weaknesses in order to make fun
of them.
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most “ conspicuous features of the Russian character.”

The observation is a fine one and has a meaning
which it is necessary, for our present purpose, to
make clear. The cement of hypocrisy is not in the
Russian mind, for the same reason that it is absent
from the mind of a child. Hypocrisy becomes neces-
sary only when a certain standard of social conduct
becomes obligatory, or when it is enforced upon indi-
vidual members of society by a fear of responsibility
for transgressions. Then only is it that vice is to
take the shape of virtue and to pay her a tribute
which is called hypocrisy. Now this tribute is not paid
in Russia; hypocrisy is not much practiced.

We shall soon see what inference may be drawn
from this observation. Let us now complete Mr.
Lanin’s description by speaking of some positive traits
of Russian character, observed by the same author.
The link between the positive and the negative charac-
ter he finds to be very close. “The Russian is so
hearty,” he says, “so good humored, so intensely
human, that dishonesty seems in his hands only dis-
torted virtue.” I cannot abstain from quoting here a
charming little story which Mr. Lanin tells us in sup-
port of his assertion.

At Saratoff on the Volga the steamer “Alexander II.” was
about to start. It was crowded with passengers. All the first-
and second-class tickets were sold, and in the third class there
was no room for an apple to fall; the passengers, so to say, sat
upon each other. After the first whistle, the assistant captain,
hurrying through the crowds of third-class passengers, was sud-
denly stopped by a peasant, who had just lodged a complaint that
his money was stolen.
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“Your honor, the money has been found,” he said.

“Found where?” .

“Sewed up in that soldier's mantle. I went over there to
search for it, and sure there were forty-one roubles and a twenty-
kopeck piece,” said the peasant, brandishing a chamois leather
purse as if it were a war trophy. '

“Where is that soldier?”

“There he is, asleep.”

“Well, he must be handed over to the police.”

“Handed over to the police? Why to the police? Christ be
with him! Don’t touch him; let him sleep on,” he repeated,
naively, good-naturedly adding: “Sure, the money is found; it's
all there. What more do we want?”

And so the matter ended.

Thus an intimate connection between what are con-
sidered to be Russian vices and Russian virtues is
duly testified to by a foreign observer, subject to no
suspicion of partiality. This close connection leads us
to suppose that Russian virtues and Russian vices
may be traced to a common origin. But before we
proceed to trace this origin any further, we have yet
to consider whether the Russian view of national
character agrees with that of foreign observers. Of
course, we must expect to find Russian writers exalt-
ing Russian virtues and omitting to mention or even
to take notice of Russian faults. We may take as an
extreme example of such Russian authors as are given
most to exaggerated ideas concerning national virtues
the renowned novelist Dostoyevsky. Russian virtues
are, according to Dostoyevsky, simply Christian vir-
tues. The Russian is full of love, humility, meekness
toward his neighbors; he is given to renunciation
and self-sacrifice. In short, the Russian is “all-human,”
a phrase by which Dostoyevsky wishes to make us
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‘understand that the Russian mind is universally sym-
pathetic and universally receptive; and that this “uni-
versal receptiveness” is the very essence of the Russian
“national character. To quote his own words:

You will agree with us that in the Russian character there
is one trait widely different from anything in the European,
namely, that it is in a high degree endowed with a capacity for
synthesis—with the talent for a universal reconciliation, with
an all-humanness® There is nothing in it like the European
angularity -~ no impermeability, no stiffness. It easily accom-
modates itself to everybody and adapts itself to every kind of
life. It sympathizes with everything that is human, without any
distinction of mnationality, blood, or soil. It finds out and
immediately admits to be reasonable whatever may contain but
a grain of all-human interest. It is possessed by a sort of instinct
of all-humanness. This national character by instinct discovers
features ‘of humanity even in the most exclusive peculiarities of
other nations. It at once conciliates and harmonizes them by
dint of its own generalization, finds a place for them in its own
scheme of reasoning, and thus often discovers a point of con-
vergence and of reconciliation between the entirely opposed and
conflicting ideas of any two different European nations, while
these nations of themselves would find no methods of reconciling
their ideas and thus, may be, would never be able to harmonize
them. At the same time you may observe in a Russian an
unlimited capability for the soundest self-criticism, soberest judg-
ment of himself, a complete absence of self-assertion, which is
sometimes prejudicial to the liberty of action.

These last words of Dostoyevsky are particularly
interesting to us. For he admits that the absence of
any positive motive for action—an absence originating
in the lack of any definite individuality—may go so far
in the Russian character as to preclude the possibility
of any action altogether.. The observation is very

®Dostoyevsky's term is here translated literally, for even in the
Russian it is an artificial one.
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sound, indeed, and its accuracy is above all suspicion.
The type is well known in Russian fiction. But with
this observation by Dostoyevsky we unexpectedly come
back to the same conclusion that was postulated by us
beforehand. We have now to accept as the chief fea-
ture of the Russian character a complete absence of
anything limiting, anything “stiff” and “angular” in
the Russian mind. But is not the “all-humanness” of
Dostoyevsky—while it is endowed with such traits—
just the same thing as the “amorphousness” and “plas-
ticity” of our own definition given by us at the very
beginning of this reasoning? It is so, indeed. The
plasticity and indefiniteness of the Russian type, and,
as a necessary consequence, its wonderful adaptability
to new conditions and surroundings; such are the

qualities that make the Russian mind so “universally

receptive,” and accordingly “all-human.” It does not
impress itself on things, but is impressed by their
“angularity” and “stiffness;” and thus it is rather
passive than active, rather receptive than creative.
Thus the bad and the good traits of the Russian
type really take their rise in this one fundamental
quality—its flexibility, its accessibility to every new
impression. A backbone is missing both in Russian
virtues and Russian vices, We have already quoted
Mr. Lanin’s observation that in the Russian character
the “cement of hyprocrisy” is lacking; by which we
meant that in Russia hypocrisy has no medium of
social ‘conventionalities to nestle in. Now we may
proceed to a further generalization. It is not only
the social conventionalities that are undeveloped, but
the “social mind” in general. The psychological web
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of social forms, symbols, principles, and habits—in
short, of everything shaped by social intercourse—is
very thin and flimsy. A body of social tradition
generally determines social conduct and works out
formulas which act as stimulus or coercion. Russia
has not enough of this tradition. Hence we must infer
that our history has not given us sufficient social edu-
cation. Indeed, we may find proofs of this on any
page of Russian history. »

An example will show what I mean. Foreign
travelers in ancient Russia were much struck by the
conduct of the Russian people during a conflagration.
No mutual aid was given, and no common plan of
action was organized. Instead of fighting the fire, the
people sat before their houses, holding the images of
saints, and patiently waiting till the turn would come
for their dwelling to burn. The only active conduct
displayed was that of some neighbors lurking about,
waiting for the opportunity to rob any inadvertent
persons who might attempt to put out the fire instead
of looking after their private property. This is only a
telling instance of the general state of social isolation
we have pointed out.

To take some of the permanent results of this social
isolation, let us mention that in Russia the very first
means of any social intercourse, the language, has been
constantly changing and wavering. It remained un-
settled until as late as the beginning of the nineteenth
century. We mean here not so much the spoken lan-
guage of the common people as the language of intel-
lectual intercourse,.the written language of literature.
Intellectual intercourse was so extremely scanty that



20 . ~ RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

no continuous reaction of the literature on life was
possible, and no reciprocal influence among authors
and their readers could possibly exist. Each author
stood comparatively alone, working for himself, and,
left entirely to his individual resources, was not likely
to alleviate by his work the labor of the following
generations. Therefore no settled language in litera-
ture and no civilizing tradition were possible. The
Russian writers of the eighteenth century are read and
understood in Russia with the same difficulty that an
Englishman would experience in reading his Chaucer,
or a Frenchman his Montaigne. Thus a continuous
thread of civilizing literary tradition in Russia cannot
be traced farther back than about one, or one and a
half, centuries. This may help you to understand the
deficiencies in our social memory, and so to explain the
lack of proper tradition in the Russian social mind.

And so, whatever branch of social life we touch,
we shall find everywhere the same fundamental feature
in the Russian historical process: the lack of con-
tinuity and the insufficient development of any binding
social tradition. More than once in our subsequent
exposition we shall have occasion to point out that in
the economic intercourse the idea of* property, in the
legal the idea of law, in the moral the idea of an
ethical sanction, have been but lately developed in the
common consciousness, and until the present have
remained incomplete,

To avoid a possible misunderstanding, a reserva-
tion must here be made. When I characterized the
Russian national type, I necessarily had recourse to
terms (“amorphousness,” “plasticity,” etc.) whose
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meaning is not narrow enough to be applicable to this
type alone. “Good-natured and morally lenient”—
so I might have summed up ‘a part of my observations
on the Russian psychological type; but you will
remember that these were the very words used by Mr.
Bryce to define the American type. You may have
observed now and then, while I have been speaking,
that this or that feature referred to, in order to specify
the difference between Europe and Russia, might also
have been used to point out a similar difference between
England and America. Of course, this does not make
the comparison untrue; but it makes you remember
that such comparisons are necessarily relative.
Anybody coming to Russia from western Europe
could not fail to notice such deficiencies in the Russian
character as I have referred to. But when I happened,
some years ago, to come back to Russia after two years’
stay in Bulgaria, my country appeared to me to be a
land of higher culture, and all Mr. Lanin says about
us I was tempted to apply to the newly born society of
the Balkan peninsula—I mean all his negative charac-
teristics. I should think a citizen of some middle state
of America would waver like that in his appreciation
of his own surroundings, according to whether he
came home from New England or from California.
From what has been said hitherto one might pos-
sibly infer that the development of Russia from its
primitive state has been very slow. The contrary
assertion would be nearer the truth. Far from being
stagnant, Russian development has proceeded very
rapidly, and thus Russia, having started far behind the
other countries, is now overtaking the lands of more
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ancient culture. First, the material growth of Russia
has been enormous; in fact, this growth is second
only to that of the United States. While at the time
of Peter the Great (1724) the whole population of
Russia was only thirteen millions, there are now five
times as many in the same area (sixty-five millions);
and the inhabitants are ten times as numerous (one
hundred and thirty millions), if we consider the whole
country, together with the territories colonized and
conquered since than. Two centuries ago the Russian
people formed about one-ninth of the whole population
of Europe; today they make up one-third of the Euro-
peans, that is, they are proportionally three times as
numerous as formerly. The average density of the
population (in European Russia) has grown during the
same period from the very insignificant cipher of 9.6
per square mile to 50.5. The state budget has risen
from some twelve millions of dollars to more than one
thousand millions; 4. e, nearly a hundred times as
much. The population of the cities since 1724 has
increased from 328,000 to 16,289,000 . e., to nearly
fifty times as many. This may give you an idea of the
growth of the economic life in Russia during these last
two centuries.

The social, the intellectual, and the moral growth
of Russia is far from being so obvious; nevertheless
it has been actually going on very rapidly. There are
at hand no statistics with which to male a comparison;
and it would not be right to judge the rate of the
progress by the modest results attained. To do Russia
justice, and simply be able to understand her history,
we must not forget what was the starting-point of her
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development. Russia had no chance of building the
edifice of her culture on such an elevation as was given
to the United States by its English tradition. . She
had to begin to build on the low level of barbarism,
and thus was obliged first to work through centuries of
an almost unconscious process of growth, before the
mere possibility of a civilized existence had dawned
for her. Hence it was impossible for Russia to pre-
serve the unity of her political and social tradition
through the course of her historical growth. The
starting-point was too different from the aims she is
striving after now. To give you a definite view of
this development, rapid and still incomplete as it is, I
shall draw for you three pictures, representing the
state of civilizing ideas at the end of each of the last
three centuries. By comparing these we shall be more
easily able to appreciate the measure of the change in
Russia. ' ,

Let us look first at Moscow, as early as the year
1689, i. e., just before the reign of Peter the Great.
At that time Moscow was the ancient and only capital;
nay, in the boundless woods, marshes, and prairies of
Russia, it was the only Russian city at all worthy of
the name. And yet it was nothing more than an enor-
mous court-yard around the manor-house of the Tsar.
The city was inhabited by the officials of the Tsar’s
palace and by the officers of the Tsar’s army. There
was no room for any abstract ideas or feelings, in the
midst of this world of illiterate churls, where only
every tenth man could say his Lord’s Prayer, not to
mention the Apostles’ Creed and the Ten Command-
ments. An A-B-C book or a primer for reading was
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to be found there at the rate of one copy per 2,400
inhabitants; the gospel was never read and, when
recited at the mass, was heard without being under-
stood; there was no elementary and no regular second-
ary school, even for the clergymen, and of course no
higher school at all. Ideas, if any were to be found
there, were of a foreign importation—a very rare
and most severely prohibited merchandise, kept for the
private use of a few persons of higher station, striving
after self-culture; for the most part these ideas were
preserved in foreign books and carefully put up in
the book-cases of a dozen foreign merchants and higher
officers. Some sparks there were of a deeper and truer
piety, kindled in the depths of the Volga forests; they
glimmered dimly through the thick covering of child-
ish faith and half-pagan ceremonial. Many and many
a year was still needed before these sparks could be
fanned into a continuous and steady flame.

Meantime another fire was kindled. In one of the
market-places of the capital of the Tsars, on the fourth
of February, 1689, a German mystic, Quirinus Kuhl-
mann (a friend of Jane Leade, the founder of the
Philadelphian Society), was burned at the stake. His
crime was that he had come to Moscow in order to
deliver a most important prophecy. The end of the
world was coming, he said; the Roman faith was to
be extinguished, the old apostolic creed was to triumph
in the whole world, and Christ alone was to rule,
instead of the motley crowd of princes and kings. All
men would be equal thenceforward; private property
would be turned to common use, and nothing any
longer would be called one’s own. Righteousness was
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to be enthroned, sin and lawlessness were to vanish.
The poor dreamer had hoped to make the Russian
Tsar his pupil and a forerunner of the coming king-
dom of God upon earth. But, of course, he found no
ear among the Russian authorities and no people to
listen to his turbid gospel of religious and social free-
dom; he was instead carried to torture, finishing his
life at the stake. This happened, it is true, just at the
time of the Salem witchcraft (1692); but it was also
the epoch when the foundations of religious freedom
and tolerance were laid in Great Britain and New
England.

A century has passed, We are again in the Rus-
sian capital, in the year 1780—the era of the French
Revolution. This time, however, the capital is a new
one. It bears a foreign name: it is a Peter’s burgh.
It was built all at once at the imperious beck of a
revolutionary ruler; and it has still remained foreign
to the country, in spite of a noisy existence of half a
century. As late as the epoch of Catherine II. it still
remained, as Diderot found it, “a city of palaces,”
for it contained very few burgher dwelling-houses.

Nevertheless not only in Petersburg, but throughout
" Russia, we are now far removed from that auto-da-fé
which took place in Moscow only a century before
(1689). It was in the name of religion that the
“magic incantations” of the unhappy prophet of the
millennium were condemned in Moscow. Now, a
century later, nobody in Petersburg cared about the
official religion. Magicians were no longer burned
for the sake of religion. In the time of Catherine
they were rather received with open arms by the
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higher socxety, if only, instead of preaching com-
munism, they were willing to teach the people how to
change baser metals into gold. But while Petersburg
society had entirely lost its religion and had not fixed
upon a new ideal to strive for, the unofficial —the
spiritual—religion was making rapid progress among
the lower classes. In the civilized upper crust the
“pre-revolutionary” ideas of religious and political
freedom were spreading at great speed. But this
upper crust was, as yet, very thin indeed, and its mem-
bers were quite powerless to apply new ideals to real
life. That is why the empress, jealous as she was of
her power, condescended to connive at the spread of
these new ideas: they did no harm, and they were so
attractive, so human! Thus, Catherine II. professed
that she was not afraid of her people’s getting enlight-
enment; nay, she even contrived to spread a net of
secondary schools all over the country.

But, just as the French Revolution broke out,
everything was suddenly changed. Catherine searched
for victims of her anger and suspicion among the
adherents of the new ideas; she tried to break up the
thin crust of the newly formed public opinion. 'One
of the best representatives of this public opinion was
Radeeshchev. He had been sent by the empress her-
self to Germany, where he had learned the lesson of
European civilization more deeply than any Russian
before him. Then he came back to tell Russia, just
on the eve of the Revolution, what he had learned.
He was cut short at his first utterance of the great
word of freedom. His book, 4 Journey from Peters-
burg to Moscow, which has since become renowned,
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was condemned by the empress herself to be burned
as revolutionary and dangerous. The author was
first sentenced to death, and the sentence was changed
to exile in Siberia. This was the first triumph of
Russian public opinion, for this treatment recognized
it as a force capable of influencing actual life. Still,
its further fate was quite uncertain. Would it recover
from the heavy blow it had received? Would it get
new adherents and wider influence? Or might it not
die in the moment of its birth? These questions
remained unanswered. '

.Meanwhile the dawn of political freedom was
shining brightly all over Europe, and your own vener-
able monument of political art was just raised in
Philadelphia. Russia had been following the march of
the world’s civilization with rapid strides, but the road
stretched far ahead.

Let us return, however, to Petersburg as it was
a century later. Words had meanwhile become
deeds. The best dreams of poor Radeeshchev had been
carried into execution. Russia had got rid of her
slavery at the very time (1861) when the great war
against slavery began in the United States. The
hearts of the best men throbbed with joy at what had
been achieved, and with hope for what remained to
be done. People expected that the building of social
equality would soon be crowned by political freedom
and individual liberty, freedom of belief, liberty of
the press and of opinion, the rights of man and of
citizen, a reign of law and justice, independent courts,
real self-government. Public opinion seemed to glory
in its final victory, to have taken its proper place in
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political life. Vain hope. A few years passed, and
the golden dream was once more completely dispelled.
A struggle began, the most merciless and violent that
Russia has ever seen, between authority and opinion.

~ And how did the struggle end? In suspicious and
narrow treatment of every living force of the nation
on the side of the government; in bitter disappoint-
ment and rigid opposition on the side of public opinion.
Presently every scheme of further reform was gradu-
ally eliminated from the field of action, and their
promoters were exterminated. This extermination of
the intermediate shades of public opinion resulted in
a terrible shock between the old and the new, between
a dying tradition and a buoyant ideal of the future.
They met face to face, the old and the new, and the
shock was indeed terrible, because there was nothing
left between to soften the blow; no engine at hand
peacefully to convert the latent heat into useful action,
the potential energy into actual work.

Thus, as we have seen, a mad millennial dream
of foreign invention, the enthusiastic anticipation of
a student of European civilization, and a real political
struggle for a definite and practical platform—such are
the three steps which Russia has achieved during the
last three centuries of her history, on her way from bar-
barism to civilization. We must concede that a nation
that was achieving this had not been standing still. On
the contrary, the movement went on so rapidly that
Russia of necessity soon got out of touch with her old
tradition, and a question has arisen as to the desirability
of this departure. While drifting from her ancient
moorings, the defenders of the old order asked: Was
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not Russia running the risk of losing her very nation-
ality in her mad race for improvement? Would it not
have been more prudent to remain “at home” than to
start on this long and dangerous journey of imitation
- through Europe? The objection was, surely, sense-
less; the Russian nation is itself “European,” and
the process of its remolding originated, as much as
elsewhere in Europe, in internal evolutionary causes
and not in the fanciful pleasure of “borrowing” new
fashions, or in a mere craving for change for change's
sake, Change was necessary, and there is nothing to
our discredit in having it. “To live is to change,” as
Cardinal Newman says, “and to be perfect is to have
changed often.”

Still, objections are not to be silenced by this kind
of reasoning. Russia was certainly to be civilized, the
defenders of the old tradition argued; but she did not
need to be civilized after the European pattern, as there
were enough civilizing elements in her own tradition,
True or false, this argument has become the crutch of
every reactionary measure in Russia. Thus, our next
task will be to examine more closely what elements
of a peculiar civilization are inherent in the national-
istic feelings and theories and in the Russian historical
tradition. |



CHAPTER 1II

THE NATIONALISTIC IDEA

It is with intention that I entitle this chapter, not
the “national,” but the “nationalistic” idea. By this
term I mean to designate a particular kind of national
theory—that which declares certain national peculi-
arities to be unalterable and exalts them as a founda-
tion of national life for all future time. Civilization
makes nations, as it makes individuals, look alike;
while, on the other hand, the more backward a nation
is in culture, the more likely it is to be peculiar, and the
more scope is left to such politicians as assert the pres-
ervation of those peculiar features to be its only means
of political salvation. This is especially the case in a
country like Russia, where a new culture has over-
lapped the old, the two continuing to exist in a per-
petual contradiction of each other. Owing to this
situation in Russia, nationalistic aspirations and
theories have been built up in great number in order
to defend the old from the new, and they have played
such a large part in political life that the *“nationalistic
idea” deserves a separate chapter.

Of course, the nationalistic idea in itself lacks any
scientific foundation. The peculiarities of a national
life cannot be considered “unalterable,” for the reason
that in the eye of modern science nothing is unalterable.
What made the old theories hold the nation to be’
unalterable was the fact that they confused the idea

30
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of the nation with that of the race, which seemed to
be unalterable indeed. Race and nation, in fact, still
form, in the nationalistic view, one notion. But, in
the first place, in the view of modern anthropology,
not even the race is regarded as unchangeable; and,
in the second place, the race, the anthropological type,
has nothing in common with the nation. A nation
may include many racial types, and one racial type
may be scattered through many national groups. Of
course, a national type implies a certain physical uni-
formity; and this uniformity may be brought about
by mere natural forces, such as, e. g., 2 common descent
or the long action of uniform natural surroundings.
But natural forces of this kind are not essential in
producing a uniform national type; the best proof
of it is that the same forces may act as well in a
quite opposite direction, by differentiating the national
type, instead of making it uniform and homogeneous.
In its very substance, national uniformity is some-
times produced, not because, but in spite of, natural
causes; it is thus not a product either of unity of
race, or of unity of geographical surroundings; but
it is of a psychological and sociological origin.
National uniformity is the result of a long course of
unconscious and half-conscious imitation among the
members of a given social aggregate. This kind of
social imitation is propagated in space by conquest
or by peaceful intercourse; it is perpetuated in time
by birth and tradition, i. ., by the natural growth and
the conscious education of new generations. Accord-
ingly, a national type, as a sociological product, is not
a group of characteristics that would stick inalienably
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to a man or a social group. The traits may be arti-
ficially dissociated. They may be taught and untaught
by custom and tradition, as in the United States with
the immigrant population.! The national type may
even be learned or unlearned by purpose and politics,
as is often the case with mixed populations and with
small ethnic groups, living on the boundaries of many
large European states.

As a rule, however, the uniformity of a national
type is not the result of a systematic policy or of a
conscious volition. It is rather constituted and ac-
quired in dim periods of national life, when social
consciousness is just beginning to dawn. This is
generally the period when national territory is framed
into a political unit, under the leadership of a central
military power. In Russia this process of national
unification was going on at the end of the fifteenth
century. The leading part fell to the share of the
Duke of Moscow. John III. was the powerful ruler
who laid heavy hands on his prey and brought to an
end the existence of many smaller dukedoms or more
weakly organized territories, surrounding his central
seat of power.?

But this period, when the national type is beginning
to form itself within a military state, is far from being
the time of the full blossoming of national feeling

* A study of the process of assimilation of foreign elements by
the old American stock will give one day a clearer insight into the
laws of the formation of nationalities. Eurcpean science has a right

to expect this contribution to sociology from American students

of this branch of knowledge already so much enriched by American
scholars.

? See map of the “ Making of the Russian State,”



1o
2

20 15

THE MAKING
of the
RUSSIAN STATE

| Exmpl,

crop

Wwhite Sg
Q

45

‘
e

al buke

\—ra
\

The Muscovite Dukedom be-
fore John TII (1462).

The acquisitions of John 111
and Basilius ITI (1462-1333).

E The acquisitions of John [V

and Theodore (1533-1593).

% The acquisitions of Michael

(1613-1645).

The acquisitions of Alexis
(1642-1676) .

5\‘.

The acquisitions of Peter the
Great (168g-1725).

The acquisitions of Anna
Ivanovna (1730-1740).

The acquisitions of Elizabeth
(1741-1761).

The acquisitions of Catherine
II (1762-1796).

The acquisitions of Paul
(1796-1801).

‘The acquisitions of Alexander
I (1801-1825),

The acquisitions of Nicholas
[)1825-1553).

The acquisitions of Alexander
11 (1855-1881).



THE NATIONALISTIC IDEA 33

and nationalistic theories in the unified nation. The
national feeling as yet lacks full consciousness. The
nationalistic theory is late in catching up with the
historical events of national unification. Both feeling
-and theory come later, as a consequence and a vindica-
tion of the accomplished facts..

National consciousness generally begins at the time
when the politically unified nation as a whole is brought
into closer relations with some neighboring national
units. Then a comparison between the two nations
is frequently drawn. The results of such a com-
parison are twofold. First a sort of self-sufficiency
and self-conceit is felt. National arrogance thus ap-
pears to be the first utterance of the nationalistic idea.
This feeling is particularly emphasized if a struggle
for national existence is carried on, no matter whether
the issue of this struggle is disastrous or successful.
But then—perhaps simultaneously—the second result
of the comparison appears: self-criticism and self-
negation. The inferior nation looks up to the su-
perior, supposing that there is between the two a
difference in culture.

Between Russia and other European countries the
contrast was not so great at the moment of their first
meeting, some centuries ago, as it is perhaps now
between Japan and the Europe of today. Therefore
the contrast between nationalism and foreign culture
could not be fought out in Russia in such a rapid and
resolute way, and the victory over old traditions could
not be so soon and completely won, as would be the
case today. Instead of that there followed a long
process of compromise and assimilation, which in Rus-
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sia is even yet not completed. The consecutive stages
of compromise may be traced by study of the subse-
quent history of the nationalistic idea. The changes
Russian nationalism has undergone closely correspond
to the positions it alternately assumed and surrendered
in its struggle with higher civilization.

In the very soul of the nation there thus appears
a clash between the awakened consciousness of national
selfhood and the dawning consciousness of belonging
to humanity in general. National self-consciousness
clings to particular features of national existence, such
as dress, dwelling, social habits, political institutions,
and old forms of the popular creed. But in the long
run these features cannot be preserved. By and by
they disappear from actual life and take the shape of a
dim remembrance of a past never to be recalled. And
while historical peculiarities are vanishing, a notion
grows up that nationalism does not consist in keeping
to dead tradition, but in realizing the living “spirit” of
the nation. Then a right to free action, to free play
for inherent forces of the national spirit, is claimed in
the name of the nation. But as soon as this view is
assumed by nationalism its end is near. For living
“spirit” is not to be bound by a dead tradition. It
remains only to understand that the national “spirit”
is not a metaphysical “substantia,” or a simple element
of chemistry, but an evolving and complex product of
historical development. With this explanation nation-
alism is ferreted out of its last lurking-place, and it
not only djes out, it turns to its opposite. It thus kills
itself by the very process of its development.

Indeed, pari passu with the growing appreciation
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of cosmopolitan elements of culture grows the per-
ception that some of them necessarily exist already in
the national spirit itself. The nationalistic idea thus
becomes messianic; that is, it begins to claim for itself
a place in the universal development of mankind.
In this stage of development the nationalistic idea has
already become cosmopolitan. Or else, in order to
avoid this logical result, nationalism must recoil from
its own conclusions and stick more steadfastly than
ever to some institutions and habits peculiar to the
past history of the nation; must become, in short,
reactionary. But in that case its influence on actual
life is paralyzed. Turn which way it will, it arrives
at the same end—self-annihilation. Thus, we may
distinguish three stages in the development of the
nationalistic idea. Nationalism is first instinctive;
then it turns out to be self-assertive and arrogant; and
finally it becomes subject to criticism and a comparison
with some higher culture. At that third stage the
nationalistic idea is differentiated into two opposite
types: the one, cosmopolitan and messianic; the other,
particular and reactionary. Both bring the national-
istic idea to the same upshot-—inner dissolution.

I have now only to substitute more Russian names
and data in order to fill up this general outline—which
may refer as well to any backward country—with its
proper contents. .

I shall not here dwell long on the first two
stages of nationalism in Russian history. The national-
istic idea as an instinctive feeling was characteristic
of Russian ancient history; and in the same state of
instinctive feeling it remains until now in all but the
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upper layers of Russian society. Thus, large stores of
crude national feeling are kept untouched against the
future. And this is the reason why Europe has always
been afraid of a possible ascendency of the “spirit- of
conquest” in Russia. But this instinctive feeling is
perhaps much more dangerous to Russia itself, because
it is always liable to deprive her of her self-control, as
was the case in our last war with Turkey (1877-78).
Or else it may be exploited for such shameful deeds
as we recently witnessed in Kishineff. ’

There follows then the second stage.in the develop—
ment of nationalism; I mean such first attempts at
consciousness in national feelings and theory as were
made during the age of national unification. But these
attempts are very closely connected with what is con-
sidered to be Russian political and religious tradition;
and therefore it will be better to make you acquainted
with them in the two chapters next following, where
Russian tradition is to be discussed. You will see there
that it was the stage of a serene self-complacency and
unperturbed self-reliance.

For our present purpose it will be more interesting
to dwell on the following—the third stage, when this
serenity of national feeling began to give place to a
vivid apprehension of confusion and trouble. This
came to pass when the contact with foreign culture
became so continuous as to be considered dangerous:
This condition was first realized in Moscow about the
middle of the seventeenth century.

Of course, foreign people lived in Moscow long
before that time; they came there as soon as the
political unification began, at the end of the fifteenth
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century. But these foreigners were few and remained
as yet unnoticed by the great bulk of the native popula-
tion. Hence they were permitted to live where and
how they pleased. From.the beginning of the seven-
teenth century, however, the strangers came in crowds
to Moscow. They entered Russia as commissioned
officers, wholesale merchants or trade agents, petty
craftsmen, or skilled artisans in the Tsar’s personal
service,. Their number doubled in Moscow within the
first half of the seventeenth century, increasing from
about five hundred to one thousand—a great many for
the Moscow of that time; they bought houses in the
city and estates in the province; they conversed freely
with Russian people, wore Russian clothes, engaged
Russian servants, and spoke the Russian language.
Then the Muscovite clergy became alarmed. The
patriarch requested the Tsar to enjoin the strangers
from endangering further the Russian national habits
and creed. This request was granted: the foreigners
were ordered (1652-53) to sell their houses and estates,
and thenceforward to inhabit a single quarter in the
Moscow suburbs, since called the “ German” quarter.
But this was, as they 'soon found, “drowning fish
in water.” While residing among the Russians the
foreigners always ran the risk of being insulted by
urchins or plundered by ruffians; or else, in the long
run, of wholly losing their nationality by becoming
Russianized. Now, in the “German quarter ” they
lived at their ease and thus were able to preserve
their national habits. The new quarter, entirely in-
habited by foreigners, stood there close to the walls
of the ancient city of the Tsar, a visible model for
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imitation. Russian people were thus prevented from
gradually intermingling with strangers, with the only
result that at a later period they were subjected to
the undisputed influence of European civilization. The
Tsar Alexis in 1652 drove the strangers to a suburb
outside his capital; Alexis’'s son, Peter the Great,
came, forty years later, to the suburb made “German;”
he lived there the European life to the full, and never
came back to his father’s home.

Thus, before the seventeenth century came to a
close, the danger for the old nationalism was rapidly
increasing. Russia had to choose between the old and
the new, between the *“Greeks,” who gave Russia their
church, and the “Germans,” who were going to give
Russia their culture. It was a compatriot, a Slav
though not a Russian, the learned and far-seeing
Croatian, Georges Kreeshanich, who first (about 1670)
pondered the issues of the choice. No Russian of that
time had been able to formulate so clearly and so pre-
cisely what were the chief points of the conflict of
the two civilizations that met at Moscow; and he
paid for his superior knowledge and his clairvoyance
by exile to Siberia. It was from Siberia that he sent to
the Tsar his book on Politics, in which he formulates
for the first time a systematic view of what may be
called a nationalistic policy. Says Kreeshanich:

The Germans wish to poison us with their novelties; but
then, the Greeks inconsiderately condemn whatever is new;
and they force upon us under the false name of antiquity their
foolish inventions. The Germans sow heresies; but the Greeks
also confound the true faith with schism [Kreeshanich was a
Roman Catholic]. The Germans propose to teach us true science,
but they mix it with the arts of the devil; on the other hand,
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the Greeks count as heresy every bit of knowledge, and advise us
to remain in complete ignorance. The Germans vainly hope to
be saved by preaching the gospel; the Greeks leave off preach- _
ing and like better to forbear all discussion. The former permit
every laxity in life, and thus lead us by the broad way of perdi-
tion; the latter point to a way still narrower than that of
salvation, by summoning us to pharisaic superstition and bigotry.
The Germans denounce as barbarous, tyrannical, and inhuman
whatever is Turkish in political matters; the Greeks declare
the same things to be admirable and praiseworthy. The Germans
do not acknowledge the due rank of the Russian state; the
Greeks exalt it in a way that is senseless, vain, fictitious, and
impossible.® '

This renowned patriot advised the Russians to
choose the middle course between these two extremes,
according to the “dictates of reason.” Thus he hoped
to escape the danger of the Russian nationality’s de-
struction, whether by the Greeks or by the Germans, .
a destruction which, as he well knew, had come to
some smaller southern and western Slavonic groups.
But then there were three things that Kreeshanich
was not aware of. First, there was at the time he
wrote no national consciousness and, accordingly, no
possibility of any reasonable choice. In the second
place, there was no danger of the Russian nationality
being destroyed, even if the borrowing of foreign
culture should go on as inadvertently and blindly as
possible. And last, though not least, he did not see
that there was really no choice, that there was only
one way to civilization, if civilization it was to be:
that of the West, not of the East; that of the “Ger-
mans,” not of the “Greeks.” Thus only a quarter of
a century after Kreeshanich wrote, Russia was to be

¥ See chap. iv, pp. 160-64.



40 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

made outwardly and manifestly European. Peter the
Great had come.

Let us see now what became of the nationalistic
feeling and theory after Russia had been Europeanized
by Peter. Such nationalistic tradition as had formed
in the two preceding centuries, the sixteenth and
seventeenth, by its very essence could not surrender.
Indeed, as we shall see later (chap. iii), it turned into
a stubborn opposition to the new culture, and, when
easily subdued in the higher classes, dragged out a_
stealthy existence in the lower strata, where it persists
even to the present time. '

But .among the higher classes—the only ones that
were as yet Europeanized—nationalism took an en-
tirely new shape. It did not remain in the state of
instinctive feeling, uncompromising and inflexible,
such as made the masses and the genuine Muscovite
opponents of the new culture prefer death to surrender.
On the other hand, the higher society that acquiesced
in Peter’s reform was not as yet guided in its con-
duct by a conscious theory. It got rid of the in-
stinctive feeling, but had not yet arrived at a theoretical
foundation for any new view of things. That is
why it accepted the new order of things without
resistance, but also without sincere conviction in its
favor. It simply adopted the new social customs and
the new style of living because such was the order
of the Tsar; but it did not really embrace the ideas
of western civilization. With it the imitation of for-
eign culture was limited at first to its outward aspects.

Even at this stage, however—the stage of a more
or less unconscious adaptation of the new culture—
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the relation to it was different in individual members
of tHe higher society. Now that the way of imitation
had been decidedly taken, everybody followed it; but
some people went on grumbling and stubbornly insist-
ing that there was nothing at all to imitate. While
enjoying the pleasures and advantages of the new
culture, they contemplated a reaction, and looked back-
ward to their fictitious national paradise of ancient ,
Russia. Others, however, rejected with the same
fervor whatever was Russian, and prided themselves
on being the first to imitate. Thus two new social
types appeared, not unknown at this stage of national
development in every country; let us call them
“xenomaniacs” and “xenophobists” —the friends and
the enemies of the imported culture. Both were far
from leaning upon any conscious theory, as we have
already said; both were the immediate products of
life, not of theoretical training. A wounded national
vanity was their chief motive in both extremes of
imitation and rejection of the foreign culture. Both
types were also soon caricatured in literature and
ridiculed by witticisms of Russian satirical writers,
the literary imitators of Steele and Addison. And,
indeed; those types were grotesque enough. Let us
take, by way of illustration, a description of them
drawn from life by a foreign traveler, soon after their
first appearance and long before they had had time to
be represented by Russian literature. I translate the
following from a book by Peter Haven, a Hollander,
who traveled in Russia during the years 1736-39.

* This s a portrait of a Russian lady, profiting freely
by the new fashions and manners of life. In the
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second half of the century she will appear in Russian
satire as a “coquette,” an élégante, with her ‘male
counterparts, the “dandy,” the petit-maitre. It isnota
literary sketch, but an illustration from life of the
young Princess Koorakin:

She has a whole court round her. She drives six-in-hand,
with two post-boys and four footmen. She has two dozen
chamber-maids and as many men-servants. She eats luxuriously
and at no fixed time, sleeps until noon, and dresses like an opera-
singer. Though she speaks nothing but Russian, she mixes up
so many French and Italian words with Russian endings that
it is far easier for a foreigner to understand her than for a
native. In her talking she generally extols French fashions and
liberty of social manners. She laughs at pious women, who
lament the world’s vanity, sxmply because they themselves have
no chance of marrying. Her own love stories are apt to prove

that in Moscow you may play no worse amorous dramas than in
London or Paris.

Let us look next at a worthy old-fashioned couf)le,
Prince and Princess Cherkasski:

The prince asked me whether I understood Russian. “Yes, a
little,” T said. The prince then retorted that he could not allow
anybody to speak with him otherwise than in Russian while in
his country, because when traveling he had always been obliged
to speak the language of the country he was in. “I should like
to know,” he went on, “why the Russian language should not be
put on the same level with French or German? I answered
that perhaps the reason was that the sciences were not yet
flourishing in Russia; therefore the language was not much
in use 'and little studied. Again, another reason might be that
the Russian state only recently had begun to be’ held in esteem
by foreigners; with the power of the state would also grow the
appreciation of the language. The prince was appeased by this;
but then the princess asked me whether I was a German. I said
I was not. Then she took off her hat, made in the English
fashion and wanted me to say whether I really thought that
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things like that ought to be ordered from abroad I said this
fault was fully redeemed by the good quality of the hat and the
impossibility of gefting it otherwise. “Well, now,” the princess
rejoined, “my slave has made it for me here in Moscow; thus,
you see, we don’t want German goods, any more than we want
-the Germans themselves, to come here into Russia.

Such were the first types of newly cultured people
that made their appearance in the higher society of
Russia in consequence of Peter the Great’s reforms.
You have observed, perhaps, that of the two types
thus sketched by Haven the more grotesque is that of
the dashing lady, Princess Koorakin. In fact, the
new imitators of European culture offered much more
material for satire than its old-fashioned detractors.
The reason was that the influence of European culture
remained quite superficial. The real need for this
culture was felt by the state only, which borrowed
from abroad plans of military, naval, and administra-
tive institutions. Beyond these mere technicalities, the
only use made of foreign culture at first was for the
amenities of life.

But very soon the new standard of life brought
in from abroad began to serve another more practical
end. As the higher classes alone imitated Europe, the
new culture became a mark of social distinction.
French dress, French wines, French meals, and, last
but not least, the French language served to dis-
tinguish the Russian nobility from the bulk of the
people. All that was not noble was “vile;” thus
ancient Russian clothes and habits and creed became
so many attributes of the “vile people,” of peasants,
merchants, and clergy. Thus the higher classes—the
nobility and the gentry—for the first time in Russian
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history were entirely and outwardly dissociated from
the lower strata. Later on (see p. 339) we shall see
that just then slavery had attained its full development
in Russia. Thus European culture had become a
property of the privileged landed aristocracy. Thence-
forward there were to exist in Russia two cultures, two
systems of tradition, almost two different languages.
The “vile” multitude provided supplies for the “noble”
few who lived in opulence and luxury. The common
people had to live the life of toil and suffering in order
that their “landlords” might live in a world of fiction.
Thus the civilized type of ‘the higher society became
such as was known abroad until the epoch of the
emancipation of the serfs. Broad ways of living,
liberal hospitality, literary refinement, together with
entire incapacity for actual work and the lack of any
real interest in life—these were supposed sometimes
to be the features of the Russian national type. But
they were only features of the Russian “noble” during
the period of slavery. This was the type of the Rus-
sian bahrin (landlord). .
This necessary digression may help you to under-
stand the further history of nationalism in Russia.
Both types of xenomaniacs and xenophobists were
thriving amidst the privileged nobles; but there was
something unreal, something fictitious and conven-
tional, about them. Whether they extolled either
merry old Russia or the advantages of civilization—
all that was mere idle talk. The real partisans of the
old traditions, the “Old-believers,” as well as the real
admirers of Europe, were hardly to be sought in their
midst. The former were to be found only in the lower
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classes; the latter, nowhere but among the very few
really educated people.

The real discussion of principles concerning nation-
alism or European culture went on only among these
-last, the cultivated few—in Petersburg, in the imme-
diate neighborhood of the throne, and in close con-
nection with the higher schools opened by the succes-
sors of Peter the Great.* A few Petersburg journal-
ists began by ridiculing both the xenomaniacs and
xenophobists. Sincere adherents of European culture
though they were, they exposed to derision particularly
the civilized type, the xenomaniacs, just for the reasons
that we have seen, 4. e., that these were representatives
of the privileged class, using new culture only as a
mark of social distinction. -Thus the democratic jour-
nalists of St. Petersburg went even so far as to sigh
for the homely and patriarchal virtues of the good old
time, that were vanishing forever with the new culture
of the privileged few. ‘

But the most prominent of these journalists, the
renowned Novekov, very soon remarked that the
empress Catherine II. was trying to turn these mourn-
ings to her own advantage, and then he desisted at
once from lamenting the imaginary virtues of the Rus-
sian past. We know (see p. 26) that Catherine found
new ideas dangerous to the existing order of things,
and thus gradually ranged herself with the defenders
of the ancient tradition. Looking about for some
theoretical support of her reactionary aspirations, she
thought of utilizing Russian satire for the derision of
new ideas. She expressly wanted Novekov tc exalt

¢ See chap. v, p. 274. ’
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old national virtues and to ridicule their detractors.
But far from having obtained what she wanted, she
only made a few liberal publicists of Petersburg aware
that they were running the risk of being used as a cat’s-
paw for her own political views. Then for the first
time the boundary line was drawn between the de-
fenders of the backward and of the forward movement
in Russia. The government was with the former; the
liberals were gathering around the banner of opposi-
tion, From that moment the nationalistic theory re-
ceived a governmental and reactionary meaning, which
it has preserved up to the present time.

Curiously enough, now that the practical necessity
of a nationalistic theory was felt- by the government,
the elements required for it were found to be entirely
lacking. The old traditions of Russia before Peter the
Great had been entirely forgotten, and the historic
study of them had not yet begun. On the other hand,
the higher class had definitely adopted European cul-
ture and clung to it, because of its convenience. The
predominant theory of European literature at that time
was not in the least propitious to the building of a
nationalistic theory. In the enlightened age of ration-
alism the idea of “nation” was drowned in the larger
idea of “mankind.” Men were thought to be equal by
“natural right” all over the world, The subjugated
nations were to be free, .not for the sake of their
separate and particular existence, but in order to fra-
ternize with the whole of mankind in one cosmopolitan
 type of universal democracy. There was no room for
exalting national peculiarities, especially in a land like
Russia, which so entirely lacked tradition.
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Thus, when Catherine 1I. was forming her national-
istic theory, she was obliged to start from an axiom
as contradictory as possible to the very essence of
nationalism. She had to accept as proved the proposi-
tion that “men are the same always and everywhere.”
The idea was not bad when Russia was to be defended
against her foreign detractors. But the use Catherine
made of it was quite wrong. She affirmed, in her
criticism of a French writer on Russia, the abbé
Chappe d’Auteroche, that Russia stood on the same
level with Europe; that Russia was as good in every-
thing—or as bad, as the case may be—as western
Europe. In literary skirmishes with her own subjects
she went a step farther in building a nationalistic
theory: whatever was bad in Russia she declared to
come of foreign origin, from Scythians and Sar-
matians of old, and from the French at present. What-
ever was good was to be considered as old Russian.

All this did not go beyond mere playing with
abstract and historical ideas. At last a writer came
who helped Catherine to a better insight into the real
Russian peculiarities. This was Bolteen, the historian.
He started from an assumption quite contrary to that
which Catherine had made. Russians were to be
thought, not as like and equal to Europeans, but as dif-
ferent and peculiar. The reason of this difference was
to be sought in the outward conditions of historical
growth, especially in the climate, where Montesquieu
and Bodin had already found it. Undeveloped as this
theory was, it was the first really important step
toward the construction of a nationalistic theory for
Russia. But there was still wanting an important ele-
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ment to make this theory really nationalistic. Such
peculiarities as Bolteen found in Russian history were
only relative, not absolute. There was nothing in
either to prove the superiority of the Russian nation
over the other nations.  On the contrary, the Russian
nation would have to be put on the same level with
others, if history was to be explained by the general
laws of nature.

Thus, the eighteenth century in Russia saw a
great development of national feeling, and of curious
national types; but it did not witness the building of a
nationalistic theory; the times were not ripe for that.

Nationalistic theory was essentially the work of
the nineteenth century. With it appeared the romantic
idea of nationality. \

The French Revolution had just proved a failure.
The Napoleonic wars and conquests had spread over
all Europe a rapidly growing discontent with French
fashions and with French ways of living and thinking.
This discontent prepared public opinion in France and
other countries of Europe for a sudden return from
French rationalism to the old national tradition. A
new intellectual movement set in, known as romanti-
cism. It entirely changed the views of theorists and
politicians concerning the question of nationality. Ac-
cording to the previous, the rationalistic, idea a nation
was looked at as a sum of individual units, entirely
equal one to another and bound together by a formal
or tacit act of “social compact.” This idea was now
condemned and rejected as too abstract, too formal, and
too mechanical. The concrete and living nationality
was reinstalled in its rights by romanticism; and it was
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looked at as an organic whole, as a unit acting on a
kind of collective impulse. Rationalism had once op-
posed reason to Providence; the will of individual man
to the will of God in the making of history. It had
hoped to reconstruct the whole fabric of society with
the help of law made by reason. On the other hand, the
first principle of romanticism in politics was that human
law is powerless against the law of nature, and thus
no intentional reconstruction of the social order is
- ever possible. The law of social phenomena cannot be
changed by individual will or reason. Thus far roman-
ticism agreed that there was a law in history; and it
was obliged to admit that this law was independent
even of God’s momentary will. This idea born of To-
mantic thought made a very important contribution to
sociology. According to this fundamental conception,
history was not to be understood in a rationalistic way
as a_series of accidents, resulting from the personal
will and exertion of man; but neither was it to be
explained in a supernatural way as a series of miracles,
produced by God’s intermittent attempts to force his
own will upon the natural drift of events. Between a
world of chance and a world of miracles, romanticism
interposed an intermediate notion, that of a world of
natural law, preformed by God and realized by man’s
unconscious volition. The romanticists were the first
to make this sort of unconscious volition a subject of
study and trace it to its sociological origin. The réle
of individual actor was thus to be explained by an
inherent law of society.

A nation is, according to the romantic idea, society
acting unconsciously as a living aggregate of like-



50 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

minded and like-intentioned beings. Such a nation,
being subject to God’s will and superior to individual
volition, is a tool in God’s hands to lead humanity
toward its final destination. The universal history of
mankind is made up of a succession of many pre-
destined nations, each playing its part on the way of
mankind to that supreme end known to none but God.
Every nation has its own particular “idea” which it is
predestined to realize on this royal road of history;
and this peculiar “idea” forms the very essence of the
nation—its inmost “spirit” and its inborn soul, pre-
formed since the beginning of time in the Eternal
‘ Council. This “spirit” is the -very core of the nation,
the source of its living force, of its will, of its “free-
dom.” Of course, it is to be thought unchanging and
unchangeable; on its durability the very existence of
a nation depends.

Such was the theory created by a group of thinkers,
politicians, and philosophers in France and Germany
on the verge of two centuries. The political meaning

.of the theory was, however, different in the two
countries. In France the theory took on a reactionary
meaning, owing to the violent opposition to the French
Revolution. There were two nobles, both men of
political action, who formulated in that country the
romantic theory in question, De Maistre and De
Bonald. In Germany the popular opposition was
directed rather against French rule and French
fashions than against the revolutionary ideas of France.
The revival of national feeling here went hand in
hand with the movement for political freedom. Thus
it was understood in Germany that God’s plan in
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history was that of the “education of the nation for
freedom,” and while French politicians were tending
to restore the ancient national institutions by means
of their romantic theory, the Germans preferred to
-sound the depths of the living “soul” and “spirit” of
the nation. This national theory was promulgated
mainly by Fichte, in his renowned Speeches to the
German People in 1808. Then appeared Hegel's
Philosophy of History, in which a particular place was
assigned to every “historical” nation, worthy of repre-
senting some “idea” in the solemn march of universal
history; and, as was natural, the German people took
the lead. |

This was the theory that was adopted by the
Russian nationalists of the nineteenth century. Thus,
by a curious irony of history, the first and only nation-
alistic theory ever developed in Russia lay on the
foundations of western European philosophic thought;
and we must add that this theory was very old in
western Europe when it was first heralded by Rus-
sian nationalists. Russia, indeed, was slow in adopt-
ing the romantic theory. Very little of it was known
until the reign of Nicholas I, 4. e., the second quar-
ter of the nineteenth century. In the first quarter
of the nineteenth century Russia’s national feeling;
it is true, burst into flame, in consequence first, of the
Napoleonic wars, and, then, of the national revolutions
of the second decennium in Europe. But very soon a
reaction against French fashion turned in Russia into
a rough chauvinism, deprived of any theory. The old
Russian virtues were exalted, just as the Teutonic
virtues were in Germany; only there came no Fichte,
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and there was no talking about the free utterance of
the national spirit. There was, to be sure, a political
movement, which had set in some years later in Rus-
sia—at the period of Congresses, 1818-22—but it
was liberal, not romantic; and so its theory is to be
traced to Benjamin Constant, the French statesman,
rather than to the German philosophers, Fichte and
Hegel. This movement, resulting in the December
insurrection of 1825, has no place in this chapter; we
shall, however, return to it when we come to trace
the history of Russian liberalism (see p. 254-59).

A genuine romantic movement was, however,
started in Russia immediately after this insurrection of
the so-called “Decembrists” only-in a quite different
environment : not in Petersburg, but in Moscow; and
not among the officers of the guards and the army, but
among the students of the university. This movement
soon became known as Slavophilism. After two dec-
ades of preliminary development, it culminated in an
organized theory of Russian nationalism. - :

The university movement in Moscow had nothing
in common with revolution and politics. It was
closely connected with German metaphysics and par-
ticularly with Hegel’s philosophy of history. Slavo-
philism began to build up its theory just at the point
where Hegel stopped. The Slavophils took for
granted everything Hegel had said about the universal
development of nations; but they completed his phi-
losophy of history with a chapter of their own. If
Hegel were right, Germans were to be at the head
of humanity, and there was no place left for Slavs.
Now, Slavs were not to be thought outside the world
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of law; they too must have a universal “idea” to be
realized in history. Of course, no “universal” idea
had as yet appeared in their past; but this only proved
to the Slavophils that the ascendency of the Slavs was
- to be in the future. They thought they would bide
their time, and then, forming a fresh nation, unworn
by life’s humiliating experience, they would forge
ahead of the Germans and of all the rest of the “rotten
West,” as they called it.

What, then was the “universal idea” that Russia,
and Slavs in general, were to exhibit for the benefit
of mankind? The answer to this question is the very
essence of Slavophilism.

The civilization of the West, they found, was rich,
and luxuriant; but at the same time it was one-sided
and incomplete. Rationalism was its original sin;
rationalism divorced reason and feeling, and therefore
the western civilization failed. Whatever branch of
the life in western Europe we look at, everywhere we
are likely to find the same phenomenon of discord
and inner contradiction unappeased by feeling. In the
state, it is the struggle between subjects and authority;
in religion, that between Scripture and tradition; in
philosophy, between reason and experience; in social
life, between the upper and the lower classes; in social
conduct, between law and morals. Russia, on the other
hand, was always striving to unite and reconcile the
conflicting elements of life. And that is why the
Slavophils reasoned that her civilization is bound to
become wholesome and complete.

It is generally known what part feeling played in
the romantic theory. Feeling was opposed. to reason;
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it was thought to be the only way to that superior
truth which science can never discover for us. The
weapon of science is logic; and logic is not able. to
grasp the essence of phenomena, to introduce us to the
inner meaning of things. Logic is only formal; life
and every living trait slips through its loosely woven
net. These traits of concrete things are retained in
our minds only by feeling; feeling supplies us with
sounds and color — with all the motley of actual life.
Art, therefore, which speaks to us in pictures and
"appeals to our feeling, is a higher type of knowledge
than science. And for the same reason religion is the
highest of all possible types of knowledge: it gives
.us communication with the very origin of the living
actuality of things.

Now, the Slavophils go on arguing, it is only in
the East that religion has gone the way of feeling.
Western religion has chosen the way of reason and
logic, and so has run astray, becoming the victim of its
own infatuation and lack of humility. The eastern
church alone knows what is the right way for human
progress, and toward eternal salvation.

Religion makes up the essence of civilization.
Hence the western civilization has erred in the erring
of its religion. Roman Catholicism was western civili-
zation’s first step in the error of forsaking the collective
feeling of the church for individual judgment in reli-
gious matters. The second step in rationalism was the
Reformation; and it was the necessary consequence
of the first: just a step farther toward individualism.
The third and last step in the succession of this logical
necessity was revolution and atheism. None of these
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was possible in the eastern world, it being the world
of traditional religion—the religion of love and hu-
mility.

Thus the essence of the eastern civilization is Chris-
tian self-absorption in love. Now, is this feature to be
found in Russian history? The Slavophils, to be sure,
found plenty of it. The community of Christian love
—was it not identical with the Russian village com-
mune that was supposed to form a peculiar feature of
the Russian social life? Was there to be found in
the inner life and order of the Slavic commune any-
thing like western formal law? Was there a differ-
ence between rich and poor, an idea of private landed
property? Was not the origin of that village com-
munity hidden in the remote past, so that it fitly repre-
sented the unalterableness of the “spirit of the nation” ?
Thus the key to the explanation of Russian culture
was found. Christian love and landed peasant com-
munity —these were the particular “ideas” to be intro-
duced by Russia into the universal history of man-
kind® Everything that did not agree with these
“ideas” in Russian history itself was to be explained
as foreign, and eliminated. Foreign, in the first place,

" was the state, with all its worldly sins which did not
befit the community of Christian love. The “com-
monalty” of people, the “land” —this was the genuine
national element in Russia. The government origi-
nated in a military association of the prince’s followers,
(the gesith); thus it had come from abroad and had
remained foreign to the “commonalty of the land.”

See further applications of this theory for radical purposes,
on p. 366.



56 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

This was the reason why the upper classes were so
easily conquered by foreign civilization after the reform
of Peter the Great began. They were foreign by
origin; their high treason before the nation was, as it
were, hereditary. And yet the Russian state was not
so bad as the western European, because there was a
great difference between Russia and western Europe
as to the way in which the state was built. Russian
princes and barons (“thegns’) had not conquered the
Russian natives, as was the case with the building up
of the medizval states in western Europe. Slavophils
laid much stress upon the old Scandinavian legend
with which Russian history opens. According to this
legend, the first rulers were voluntarily called by Rus-
sian and Finnish tribes from the Northmen in order
to preserve “peace” in the “land.” Thus the state
authorities came from outside and remained foreign
to the genuine life of the nation. They liberated the
“land” from the material duty of keeping “external
right” and order; the nation was free to go its own
way of “internal righteousness,” No conflict what-
ever was thenceforward possible between the state
and the nation; the nation—the “land”—retained its
“right of opinion,” but never aspired to share in the *
“power” of the state. The “right of opinion” was
embodied, according to the Slavophils, in the Old Rus-
sian States General; the “power” of the state was
embodied in autocracy, which, however, never inter-
fered with people’s “opinion,” up to the unhappy mo-
ment when this original compact was broken by Peter
the Great.

Thus, both the Russian state and religion were
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utterly idealized in the theory of the Slavophils. In
this idealized shape they resembled the actual ones as
little as the would-be “Russian” attire, worn by some
Slavophils and mistaken by their own peasants for
Tartar or Persian, resembled the ancient Russian dress.

In such spiritualized form Russian traditional
“ideas” were destined to play their part in the last and
most perfect stage of universal history. Russia was
to say the “last word” in the development of man-
kind. Thus, Russian nationalism became essianic,
just as its Polish counterpart was at this very time,
about half a century ago.

I am not here to confront the Slavophil theory with
the real facts of Russian history and the actualities of
Russian politics. We have only to follow the further,
purely theoretical, development of Slavophilism in
order to see how soon the different elements out of
which the theory was formed became antiquated..

First, the metaphysical, the Hegelian, elements of
the scheme were forsaken. The “fundamental idea”
of the whole plan was the notion of a single thread
of universal history, consisting in a series of select and
privileged nations that came each in its turn to the
fore. This idea completely lost its value in the next
generation. Under the growing influence of natural
sciences, an opposite idea was generally accepted.
Every phenomenon had now to be explained by its own
motive forces, not by final causes lying outside of it.
Hence every nation was expected to live its own
national life, not that of mankind. Thus the very idea
of a universal history of nations was thrown aside.
When later it was resumed by sociology, it was entirely
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purified of its teleological meaning. Then a practical
consideration presented itself. A theory that approved
of certain national qualities only so far as they suited
the general development of mankind was surely not
nationalistic enough. Such qualities were found to be
rather too cosmopolitan, And if the most important
of these qualities for a Russian was to be an orthodox
member of the eastern church, the further question
arose: Was the Greek church exclusively Russian?
And, moreover, did Russian people possess this quality
at least in such a measure as would be sufficient to
enable them to play the missionary part which was
theirs in the drama of universal history? Thus in the
second half of the nineteenth century a new current of
nationalistic thought appeared. It was now the im-
pending task to find out something more peculiar,
more fitting to characterize the Russian nation in par-
ticular, even though it should be not at-all universal
and messianic. This particularizing tendency fully
prevailed, when national feeling was roused by im-
portant events of history: by European coalition
against Russia during the Crimean War (1853-56),
and by the Polish rebellion (1863), enjoying the moral
support of western public opinion.

The new nationalistic current found its outlet in
Danilevsky’s book on Russia and Europe, which started
from the idea of their irreconcilable opposition. Fac-
ing the supposed fact of this opposition, the book in-
cluded an entirely new reconstruction of the Slavophil
theory; and it has remained until now the generally
acknowledged gospel of the nationalistic creed in Rus-
sia. Let us see what changes the old theory has under-
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gone. According to Danilevsky’s theory, Europe can-
not help hating Russia. The reason is that their “na-
tional types” are as different and as incapable of being
reduced to one as zodlogical species. You see by this
- that Danilevsky takes his arguments from natural his-
tory; it was not in vain that he was living and writing
(1860-70) when natural sciences were in their ascend-
ancy in Russia. But Danilevsky has not yielded to the
general drift of science. He is anti-Darwinian, and he
does not acknowledge the common descent of species;
he prefers to think that the zoGlogical species were all
preformed by God’s will and thus unchangeable. The
same he affirms to be the case with national types.
Thus the national types are exclusive and absolutely
particular; no transmission of culture is possible from
one to another. Fish cannot be made to breathe with
Jlungs; and just so Russia cannot have European insti-
tutions. Accordingly, Russia has to live only on what
the Slavic “type of culture” has had in itself, since
the beginning of its existence. Hence the only his-
torical mission Russia has to accomplish is to make
free the Slavs of Turkey and to unify all Slavs under
its sway, choosing Constantinople for the center of
this federation of Slavs.

Now, “who says A, must say B,” as the German
saying goes. Danilevsky stopped too soon in drawing
consequences from his premises. His followers went
farther. Danilevsky had opposed the Slavic type to
the European. With the same right the Russian type
could be opposed to the Slavic. Experience proved
just then that Slavs did not wish to be related to the
same “type of culture” as the Russian people. The
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liberated Slaviclnations of the Balkans were irrevo-
cably driven away by the European whirlwind of cul-
ture. The Poles wanted to be liberated from, not by,
Russia. Under these circumstances the puerility of
Danilevsky’s scheme of a Slavic federation under Rus-
sian leadership became completely manifest.

There came then Mr. Leontiev, a Russian consul
in the near East, who declared that Slavs were entirely
lost to Russian culture in consequence of European
contagion. But then, were Russian people themselves
quite free from the same contagion of “liberty and
equality” ? Those who opposed the Russian people to
the emancipated Slavs were bound to oppose, among
the Russian people themselves, those social layers that
were still preserving the old national type of culture to

~such as had been torn off from the old stock by Euro-
pean civilization. There existed a literary group in
Moscow — Apollon Grigoryev, Tertius Filippov, and
others—who professed that the genuine type of Rus-
sian culture was to be found only among Great Rus-
sians (to the exclusion of the Little Russians and
White Russians—two other branches of the Russian
speech) ; and in the midst of the Great Russians they
found their favorite type only among the inhabitants
of Moscow; and even in Moscow the type was thriv-
ing nowhere but in the old merchants’ quarter on the
other side of the Moskva River, where the best Rus-
sian songs and the oddest Russian customs were still
preserved free from European “progress.” The
friends had regular gatherings in a Moscow tavern,
“Britannia,” in order to sing the songs and to discuss
- the admirable old habits. Now, this looked very much
like Mr. Pickwick’s researches.
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And yet this was not all. The Moscovite Pick-
wickians found very little of their genuine Russian
type, but it was much more than Leontiev could find.
Indeed, he found no elements of culture in the “Rus-
sian type.” The church and the state he declared to be
Byzantine, not Russian. Genuine culture in the com-
mon folk he found to be nil. And last, the very idea
of nationality he discovered to be of revolutionary and
European origin! He concluded from all this that
“Russian originality did not consist in a creation of
the new, but in the preservation of the old.” Accord-
ingly, he gave the good advice to concentrate all the
state wisdom on one thing: namely, to “freeze out”
every new force, every element of progress, which
should bud under the surface of Russian Byzantinism.
Only this heroic cure could prevent decay. The best
model of such a treatment Mr. Leontiev found to be
the Turkish rule of the Christian rayah. This same
policy was to be used by the Russian autocracy, in
order that the barbarism of the Russian people might
be preserved in its entire “originality” from every
contact with any civilizing influence except that of
“Byzantine principles” in church and state.

Such was the last word of the nationalistic theory,
and such it ought to be, if the theory was to be con-
sistent and sincere in drawing conclusions from its
original assertions. We must add that such also was
the real sense of the actual policy of the Russian gov-
ernment during the last thirty years. Take, as an illus-
tration, the writings of Mr. Pobedonostsev, the man
of reaction in Russia of the present day. You will find
there nothing but Mr. Leontiev’s program of policy.
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Nothing is to be created anew; nothing that is original
and positive is even to be expected to come from the
“soul” of the nation. The only aim is to preserve as
long as possible the Byzantine state and the Byzantine
church, the autocracy and the orthodoxy. Political
freedom in the whole civilized world Mr. Pobedonost-
sev proclaims a failure. Freedom of thought and
opinion he thinks a humbug, a sham employed by the
rich and cunning. Freedom of belief he declares sheer
nonsense. And all these he finds to be in flagrant
opposition to national ideals, which, however, nobody
knows how to read aright.

This series of exclusively negative assertions were
perhaps better as a reactionary program than as a
national theory. For a living nation, believing in its
future, it was simply an insult. It was to be expected
that even among the nationalistic party somebody
would arise who would try to find a way of escape from
the deadlock of reactionary nationalism. There came
now Mr. Solovyov, the theologian and philosopher of
a mystic stamp. He reminded his party that national-
ism is not necessarily reactionary. He tried to recall
to their memory the fact that cosmopolitan elements
alone were to help the Russian people to their historical
predestination, according to the prevailing idea in the
original Slavophil doctrine. Cosmopolitan elements
in a national type—this was to be its religion. Now,
Russian religion ought not to be thought of as fatally
lacking cosmopolitan elements. True Christianity, Mr.
Solovyov asserted, was identical with human progress,
not opposed to it. There exist no contradictions be-
tween modern ideas and Christianity. Thus Russia
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was to share in the general progress of mankind with-
out disclaiming its religion, but only by embracing
in it a deeper and larger sense. The Russian religion
was narrow-minded, because the rights of the church
- were appropriated by the state; such was the Byzan-
tine form of religion, borrowed by Russia. But Rus-
sia had only to disown this, and to unite with the only
really universal form of Christian faith, the Roman
Catholic church. This universal creed was to be car-
ried through with the aid of the most powerful ruler
on the earth. Thus the medieval idea of an only
church, attended by an only empire, was to be resus-
citated and realized. Pope and Tsar allied, with the
prophet of their union between them; such was Solov-
yov’s apocalyptical vision. You see that even here the
share of the Tsar and of the Russian people was ma-
terial power alone; the moral strength of the alliance
was to be the pope’s. Thus even in Solovyov’s cosmo-
politan theory of nationalism the only part of Russia
was that of self-resignation.

With this, every possibility of a nationalistic issue
had been tried and found wanting. Solovyov’s bold
entanglement of ideas served only to complete and to
close the series of possible nationalistic schemes,

While studying thus the development of the nation-
alistic idea, we have gained some insight into what
has been supposed to be Russian historical tradition.-
It consisted, we found, in a peculiar “spirit of the
nation,” embodied in certain religious and political
institutions. Now, as far as regards the national
“spirit,” we have nothing to add to what has been
said about the Russian psychological type in our first
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lecture. But a larger treatment is needed in so far
as the peculiar forms of the Russian church and state
are brought into consideration.. What was really the
religious and political tradition bequeathed by ancient
Russia to modern Russia? What were the civilizing
elements of that tradition? Were there any such ele-
ments at all? Was this tradition continuous and in-
herited by many, or was it rather artificially revived
and shared only by few? These questions, by the help
of historical evidence, we shall now try to answer.



CHAPTER 1III
THE RELIGIOUS TRADITION

Tuose of you who have read the Lectures on the
History of the Eastern Church, by Dean Stanley of
Westininster, may remember his splendid pages on the
general characteristics of the eastern church. The
author was influenced in some measure by the Rus-
sian Slavophils, particularly by Homyakov. And the
Slavophils, in their turn, were influenced by the Ger-
man historians of religion. Thus the view Dean Stan-
ley takes of the subject is by no means personal; it is
rather characteristic of many generations of scholars
and general readers. As he rightly observes:

The distinction which has been most frequently remarked
[between the eastern and the western churches] is the speculative
tendency of the'oriental and the practical tendency of the western,
“The East,” says Dean Milman, “enacted creeds, the West dis-
cipline” The first decree of the Eastern Council determined
the relations of the Godhead. The first decree of the Pope of
Rome interdicted the marriage of the clergy. All the first
founders of theology were easterns. Latin Christianity con-
templated with almost equal indifference Nestorianism and all
its prolific race, Eutychianism, Monophysitism, Monothelitism.
Probably no Latin Christian ever felt himself agitated even in
the least degree by any one of the seventy opinions on the
union of the two natures which are said to perplex the church of
Abyssinia. This fundamental contrast . naturally widens into
other cognate differences. The western theology is essentially
logical in form and is based on law. The eastern is rhetorical in
form and based on philosophy. The Latin divine succeeded the
Roman advocate. The oriental divine succeeded the Grecian
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sophist. 'i‘he subtleties of Roman law as applied to the rela-
tions of God and man are almost unknown to the FEast.

” ll

“TForensic justification,” “merit,” “demerit,” “satisfaction,” “im-
puted righteousness,” “decrees,” represent ideas which in the
Eastern theology have no predominant influence—hardly any
words to render them.

And, on the other hand,

The Latin language was inadequate to express minute shades
of meaning for which the Greek is admirably fitted. The
Athanasian creed by the evident strain of its sentences reveals
the ineffectual labor of the Latin phrases, “persona” and “sub-
stantia,” to represent the correlative but hardly corresponding
words by which the Greeks, with a natural facility, expressed
“the hypostatic union.”

All these fine observations we may agree with.
But we must be aware that the subtleties of philosophy
and the subtleties of law which mark the difference
between the eastern and the western theology have no
connection whatever with the Russian church. In Rus-
sia the Orthodox church was incapable of any subtle-
ties and possessed no theology of her own. Thus, such
characteristics of the eastern church as we have just
quoted from Dean Stanley’s book ought not to be mis-
taken for the characteristics of the church of Russia.
The age of refined theological heresies, engrafted on
ancient philosophical systems, had long passed by be-
fore the oriental doctrine was spread among the north-
ern barbarians. To take a, share in working out the
teachings of religion was for them chronologically im-
possible. The doctrine of faith was handed over to
Russia in the form definitely given by the Seven Ecu-
menical Councils. No further development was to be
tolerated. Thus, when Russians first embraced Chris-
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tianity, the doctrine had already become stationary.
And for this reason the oriental doctrine preserved
many an archaic feature of primitive Christianity;
such, for instance, as the undeveloped and unspiritual-
- ized form of the sacraments, the close relation between
clergy and laity, the principle of electing the former by
the latter, the divine service in the vernacular, the
unsystematized theology and uncentralized hierarchy.
To perpetuate all these traits of stagnation north of the
Euxine proved easier than it would have been to trans-
plant to Russia the taste for refined dogmatical con-
troversies. The Russian church is not speculative
like the oriental churches of the first centuries after
Christ. But it is oriental in its other aspects, being
old-fashioned in ritual and stationary in dogma.

This, however, is not sufficient to give an adequate
idea of the Russian form of eastern orthodoxy. Rus-
sia was not only unable to develop any further the
religious idea which she had received, but she was not
even able to preserve it in its oriental shape unchanged.
She necessarily adapted very easily and involuntarily
the oriental dogma to her former pagan creed. She
attained this result by dint of simplifying the. eastern
Christianity and reducing it to a state of complete
materialization. Simplified and materialized, the ori-
ental creed has become a particular and national type
of Russian orthodoxy.

Of course, this would not be done all at once. Cen-
turies passed before even this most imperfect kind of
religion was worked out. The bulk of the common
people remained entirely pagan and wholly unac-
quainted with even the rites of the Christian faith, not
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' to speak of the sense—nay, even of the letter—of their
new creed. When a foreign traveler asked a Russian
peasant, as late as the seventeenth century, why people
should not know either the Lord’s Prayer or the Ave
Maria, he was answered that this was a superior knowl-
edge, which did not at all suit the simple peasants, but
only Tsars and the patriarch, and in general the lords
and the clergy who had no work to do. Thus people
did not know the Christian doctrine at all, and they
acknowledged the Christian clergy only as a substitute
for the pagan one. The parson had to perform the.
same duty as the pagan priest; like a shaman, or popu-
lar wizard, he was asked to expel the evil spirits from
houses and from fields, by magic rites and solemn
incantations. And the clergy acquiesced in this; the
village priests of today still do so in times of droughts
and disease, just as the bishop of the first popular
monastery in Keeyev, Theodosius of Pechersk, had
done in the eleventh century.

The old pagan gods had now turned to demons;
the Christian gods, the saints, were there to take their
place. A popular writer of the beginning of the
eighteenth century, Pososhkov, complained that com-
mon people bowed before the image of God only from
the waist; while before St. Nicholas, the beloved
saint, they bowed down to the floor. Before the im-
age of St. Nicholas there were always plenty of tapers
lit in his honor or proffered as an offering; while be-
fore the Lord our Savior there were none. Every
saint was supposed to cure a particular disease and
to be able to insure a special sort of benefit. But this
was not yet sufficient. Everybody had his own particu-
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lar family saint. Instead of listening to the divine
service when in church, everybody preferred to wor-
ship his own particular god. People brought their
family images with them to church, set them up-
right in any place they chose, and bowed and prayed
to them, not attending to the general prayers. If they
chanced to be deprived temporarily of the Holy Com-
munion, their particular image (“icon”) was sent
.away with them from the church. Generally they did
not realize that a Deity existed somewhere beyond and
independent of their fetich. But even if they were
directed by their spiritual leaders to heaven as the seat
of a higher Deity, they did not need much mental exer-
tion to grasp this new idea; the popular theologians
themselves thought God and the saints abode materi-
ally in heaven, just as they saw them represented on
their icons. The angels had wings, and their hair was
bound by narrow bands that floated in the wind; and
they were supposed to hold the little mirrors that they
held in their hands on the images. The Holy Trinity,
acording to popular theology, “sat in a row in heaven,
upon separate thrones, just like a father with his sons:
God, the Father, in the middle, the Son on his right,
the Holy Spirit on the left; and Christ sat there also,
as a fourth person, on a special throne before God, the
Father.” Then the question would arise in more
speculative minds: How could these Gods leave their
place to visit this world and still remain in heaven?
Popular theologians foresaw and wisely resolved this
embarrassing problem. The Holy Spirit went down
only to pour out his gifts upon the apostles; having
done this, he returned—or perhaps he did not move
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at all, and only sent the grace down. Well now, but
how could Christ be born on the earth from a virgin?
Why, Christ certainly came into his mother through
the ear! N

Such was the sort of theology that Russian people
had got after many centuries of Christian existence.
These were, however, the opinions of the enlightened;
the bulk of the nation was not even as far advanced as
this. In Mr, Wallace’s Russie you may find an anec-
dote about a peasant who was asked by a priest to
name the three persons of the Trinity, and who imme-
diately answered: “Why, of course, they are the
Savior, the mother of God, and Saint Nlcholas, the
miracle-worker.”

Religion being considered, not as an inner state of
the soul, but as a formal contract for salvation between
man and God, the whole scheme of salvation was
worked out accordingly. “Do ut des”—*I give to you
—in order that you should give to me”—such was the
meaning of the contract, which left no place to the
action of “grace” and reduced the “works” to their
outward expression alone. Prayer was not an inner
concentration of thought and feeling on religion; it
consisted in crossing and bowing, in kneeling and in
lighting tapers before the holy image, in order that
the saint might grant whatever was asked of him, no
matter whether it was good crops or success in a
scheme of robbery. Popular theologians tried to intro-
duce some amendments here also, but they could not
soar too high above the average thought and feeling.
They ventured to give advice as to the best magic
formula for prayer; they recommended as best the
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short, “Jesus Christ, have mercy on us”—the medizval
Kyrie eleison. They knew no other means for con-
centration of religious thoughts on prayer than the
continual repetition of this formula. Not relying on
- any inner religious motive, they enforced their precepts
by- frightening the people with familiar notions of
heathen times. The demons and the evil spirits were
lurking about—the air was full of them; if prayer
were intertupted by secular thoughts, this opened a
“chink” into the very soul, and demons entered it
immediately. -Was the prayer inattentively said, the
demon intercepted it and dispersed it in the air, so that
God, or his saint, could not listen to it. It was only
when properly delivered that the prayer dashed through
the air up to the very throne.

In this kind of religion personal salvation was
everything; social action, nothing. Of course, works
of charity were to be practiced; but there remained
in fact little real charity in these works. “The old
Russian benefactor,” a Moscow professor says, “did
not so much intend to raise by his good work the
standard of the general social welfare as to attain in a
higher degree to his own moral perfection. Hence
pauperism was not dealt with in ancient Russia as
an economical evil, as a plague of the social order, but
rather as a practical institution for moral education.”
In short, charity did not exist because there were poor
and downtrodden people; but the poor and down-
trodden people existed in order that charity might be
practiced. It was a part of the divine order of things;
therefore pauperism was not to be destroyed or even
alleviated, but simply to be used for the soul’s salvation.
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It was a kind of Eternal Life Insurance Company.
What sort of benevolent feelings this “institution”
contrived to produce may be seen from the Christian
advice of the popular theologian, Pososhkov, quoted
before: . '

When drinking exquisite liquors, recall to your mind such
paupers as do not possess even pure water, but are obliged to
* drink muddy water and to draw it from a swamp, mixed with
flies and worms. When partaking of greasy and sweet meals
[this was the kind of gastronomy Russian people relished]
recollect the poor, who do not get even pure bread, but rotten
bread baked with chaff. And then consider how God has
replenished you and supplied you with such abundance, while
other people, who are quite like you, suffer. And having
brought to remembrance these sufferings, render thanks to God
because of such an abundance as yours.

To sum up the spirit of- practical work in this
religion, we have only to refer again to the words of
the same Pososhkov:

Take care that you surpass the scribes and Pharisees by your
virtues, in order that you may enter into the realm of heaven.
Therefore you must, after having given to God the tenth of your
substance, add to it something—about 5 per cent. of it. The
Pllari§ee fasted twice a week; but besides this you must fast
the whole four fasts of the year, established by the holy fathers.
Thus you will be superior to the Pharisees.

But enough of these quotations. Russian religion,
as we see now, had ceased to be entirely heathen, with-
out becoming entirely Christian. By degrees it became
the national religion of Saint Russia, as foreign
travelers learned to know it as early as the seventeenth
century. It was the religion of a continuous ringing
of bells, innumerable bowings and crossings before
icons, long fasts, and interminable divine services,
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which brought consternation even to the Christians
of the eastern ritual who happened to come to Moscow
in order to get the ordinary tsarish alms for oriental
monasteries and bishops.

But in their turn Russian people, as they became
aware of the difference between their own national reli-
gion and that of the eastern divines, began to won-
der which was the genuine and original one. And
they came to the expected conclusion: they exalted
their national religion, and repudiated the oriental.
The consequences of this distinction and comparative
evaluation of the oriental and the national Russian
churches were so important that we must dwell on
them longer.

Russia received her Christianity, as is well known,
from the Greeks of Constantinople. But there existed
an antagonism between the Russians and the Greeks;
and it was perhaps as old as the time of the conversion
of Russia. "All bishops in Russia were Greeks or
orientals until the epoch of the Tartar conquest in
the thirteenth century. Many of the simple priests
were also at first easterners. Through them the Rus-
sian church kept in close relation with her Byzantine
metropolis. She was under the direct rule of the
Constantinopolitan patriarch and under the control of
the Byzantine emperor. The oriental divines were as a
rule not much interested in taking spiritual care of
their flock. In ancient Russia they were what they
are even now in remote corners of Turkey, where
they still go on collecting their tithes from the Slavic
population, who hate them for their avidity and ar-
rogance. The difference in culture, then, was equally
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great between the sheep and the shepherds. A Greek
bishop, and even an ordinary priest, considered him-
self the bearer of a higher and more refined culture
among the barbarians, the “sheep-skins”—a culture
which they were not able to understand, still less to
adopt. As a rule, these eastern divines did not know,
and rarely tried to learn, the language of the natives.
In their turn the people did not trust them, and longed
to get divines of their own kith and kin. As long as
the patriarch of Constantinople could hinder this, he
did so. But then hard times came for Constantinople,
too. The same Asiatic wave which brought Tartars to
southern Russia brought their kinsmen, the Turks,
to Asia Minor; Constantinople was frightened at the
approaching danger at the same time as the Russian
Keeyev. The fourth crusade was organized for Con-
stantinople’s defense; and with the arrival of the
crusaders (1204-61) began the troubled period, which
ended only with the final conquest of Constantinople
by the Turks, two centuries later (1453). The Greeks
had to look for allies to the west, not to the east; and
these were to be bought by promises of a religious
union. During this time the Russian church was left
to herself; she was just then working out her national
type of religion. Profiting by the distress of Con-
stantinople, Russia presently appropriated the long-
contested right of the ordination of bishops, and tried
to get rid of the right which still remained to the
patriarch—of confirming the elections made by the
council of the Russian bishops. At this moment Con-
stantinople fell under Mahomet II.’s arms.

The news of the fall produced a very deep impres-
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sion in Russia. Surely it was God’s punishment: Con-
stantinople had just accepted the union with the Roman
Catholic church (1439, in Florence). “Thencefor-
ward,” as the Great Prince of Muscovy wrote to the
Byzantine emperor, “we began to be on our guard
concerning our Orthodoxy, and our immortal souls,
and to remember the hour of death and our respon-
sibility before the Judge of secret thoughts, at the last
judgment.” The responsibility was great, indeed, in
the eyes of the Muscovite people: they had to assume
the legacy of the fallen empire, and see to the con-
tinuity of the church and apostolical succession to the
end of time, since there was no other independent
Orthodox church in the whole world. The theory
that Moscow was the third Rome originated in these
days, in order to formulate the new idea of the uni-
versal mission of the Russian national church. A
learned monk, Philotheus, wrote to John III,, the Mus-
covite prince:

The church of ancient Rome was destroyed in consequence
of the heresy of Apollinarius, and the Constantinopolitan thurch
of the second Rome was cut to pieces by the axes of Hagar’s
posterity. But this Holy Apostolic church of the third Rome
—to wit, of thy autocratic power—shines more brightly than the
sun in the whole universe. look here now and listen, Oh thou
pious Tsar: Christian realms have all converged into thine, the
only one; two Romes have fallen; the third stands upright, and
there is no fourth to come; thou art the only Tsar of the

Christians in the entire world; thy Christian sway shall never
yield to anybody.

Now, were Russian spiritual resources equal to this
new task? Was the Russian church worthy of her
universal mission? The very character of the mission
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gave the answer. There was nothing to create; just
because they strove for new things, two Romes had
perished. Russia had only to preserve her spiritual
wealth untouched unto the day of judgment. But, in
order to preserve it, she ought to know what that
wealth was. The first and the only task now to be
fulfilled was the collection and the examination of all
the elements of the national sanctity.

Let us recall here what has been said above about
the national type of the Russian creed. This creed had
become closely connected with outward rituals con-
siderably different from Greek religious practice. And,
from the new point of view, this was just what was
wanted, Russian faith was unlike, because the Greeks
had betrayed their tradition and their antiquity. This
faith had to be kept as the only genuine relic of Chris-
tianity in the world. To preserve it from all change
was the universal mission of Russia. Having this in
mind, Russian theologians began systematically to
search for differences between the Greek and the Rus-
sian ritual. And such differences as they found they
at once explained by this or that failure of the Greeks
in doctrine. The Greek church, for instance, did not
hold two fingers erect in making the sign of the cross:
this meant that the doctrine of the Trinity was wrong
with the Greeks. The Greeks in their processions did
not follow the rising and setting of the sun: it was
because they did not wish to follow Christ and to tread
down hell, the realm of darkness.

But if the Russian was to be considered as the only
true and righteous church, where were then the out-
ward signs of this righteousness—the Russian saints
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and miracle-workers? We know how large was the
part assigned to saints in the Russian church. If saints
could be found to exist in Russia in sufficient numbers,
this would serve of itself as a proof that religious
- formulas were effective, and religious work was oper-
ating in the Russian church. Two consecutive coun-
cils assembled in 1547 and 1549 in order to bring to
notice information about all Russian saints who were
locally venerated, and duly to canonize them. Twenty-
two were found at the first and seventeen at the second
council. In these three years more was done than in
all the five centuries of the previous existence of the
Russian church. The national church was rich now,
and so had no reason to envy the “two first Romes.”
Of course, there were no great luminaries among these
“new miracle-workers,” as they were called; no lights
of faith or of religious science. But then, in Russia
the idea of a saint was as different from that of both
the oriental and the occidental church as were the
doctrine and religious life. A Russian saint—. e., 2
really popular saint, not an official one—was not ex-
pected to possess exquisite qualities of mind, a power
of deep thought, an intense religious feeling, or a
strong will. He was not appreciated according to his
theological knowledge, mystic penetration, or admin-
istrative talents. The obstacles he had to overcome,
the pains he had to suffer, must be made visible and
easy to be understood by everybody. They were to
be physical pain and endurance. Thus he had to
stroll about in the streets naked during the most
severe winter frosts, and to mortify his flesh, not only
by fasting, but with real wounds and real bloodshed.



78 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

Therefore he wore a heavy iron collar around his
neck or a chain about his waist riveted too closely to
be unfastened. And the iron would eat into his very
body, staining his clothes with blood. His appearance
was squalid and disgusting: long hair, never cut or
combed, hung about his shoulders; his eyes looked
wild, or dull and dim. His dress, if he wore any, was
in rags. He was always insane, or he affected insanity;
the broken sentences he spoke were as void of mean-
ing as an oracle’s—and as apt to be turned into a
prophecy or an admonition. But by reason of this
very vagueness he enjoyed a quite exceptional free-
dom of speech, even in the times of the Terrible Johns
of Russian history. He was venerated just as a
lunatic through whose mouth God himself was under-
stood to pronounce judgments; his was the only mode
of life fit to escape the sinful ways of the world of
those days. Thus the world appreciated him as its
living contradiction and suffered him to be its uncom-
promising accuser. Do not think this a fanciful sketch,
for in Russia you may meet with this “beatified” per-
son in history as well as in actual life; in Fletcher’s
account of his travels in the sixteenth century, as well
as in Gleb Ouspensky’s modern novel.

Russia now, as we have seen, had got her national
type of religion. It was definitely framed and officially
sanctioned as early as the middle of the sixteenth
century. People were proud to possess at their home
in Moscow the best and the purest Christianity in the
world. They were extremely flattered to be intrusted
with its preservation unto the end of time. The foun-
dations of religious tradition seemed to be laid down
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firmly for all time to come. We must add that at the
end of the sixteenth century the Russian church at
least became autocephalic: she had her own patriarch
at Moscow. But scarcely. had a century passed before
-this national tradition was completely destroyed by the
state. It was in opposition to the Greeks that this
national tradition had been formulated. Now, the
authority of the Greeks in matters of religion was
fully re-established. Everything that did not con-
form to the Greek church in ritual and in teaching
was declared schismatic. Russian books of divine
service were found to be spoiled by alterations and
interpolations. New translations from Greek texts
were ordered and printed; and these “new books”
were to be introduced everywhere for general use,
while the “old books” were to be burned. Such were
the exact commands of the imperious patriarch Neekon,
the “friend of the Greeks.”

" Of course, “old books” and old national tradition
that had to be thus canceled could not fail to find
fervent defenders in the world of the Muscovite Ortho-
doxy. We know what the spirit of the national church
was. People had been taught to believe firmly in the
infallibility of their rites. Russian rites were thought
to be the only true ones in the world. If they were
now condemned by the official authorities of the Rus-
sian church, it could only mean—in the eyes of the
people—that the official Russian church itself was
falling away from the true faith. This event had even
been foretold in “old books.” The very time of the
Russian apostasy had been foreseen: it was to come
at the beginning of the second half of the seventeenth
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century. And at that precise moment it came. The
Russian church—Neekon's church—had itself become
delinquent from the point of view of men who were
stigmatized by the church authorities as “Schismatics.”

Tt would seem that in this conflict the official church,
while taking the side of the Greeks as against her own
immediate past, represented the higher civilization.
Low as might be the religious level of the Greek
eastern church, it was doubtless higher than that of
the Russian national religion. And such was, of
course, the general meaning of Neekon’s reform. But
we must add that, in fact, Neekon, while undertaking
his reform, did not represent at all the view of the
eastern church in his conflict with the popular religion.
For this latter view was formulated in a letter that
the patriarch of Constantinople had written to the
Russian Tsar, in order to tell him that a mere differ-
ence in rite was a matter of small importance. There
were differences enough among oriental churches them-
selves, the patriarch asserted; but that was not a
sufficient reason for proclaiming any one of these
churches schismatic. The patriarch might also have
added—if he had known this fact, revealed by modern
research—that some of the old Russian differences in
rite also occurred in the Syrian church, whence the
Russian people might have borrowed them through
the intervention of their first metropolitan at Keeyev,
a man of Syrian origin. The point of view of Neekon
was quite different from the patriarch’s; it was essen-
tially the same as that of the “Old-believers,” his
enemies, who indeed, before he had become the “friend
of the Greeks,” had been his “friends.” The ritual
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seemued to both parties to be as necessary for salvation
as dogma. Hence both Neekon and his antagonists
were quite sure that there could exist only one formula
for every rite; if the formula was not right, God was
~“blasphemed,” instead of being praised, in the per-
formance of the rite. The question was now: which
formula was right—Greek or Russian? That they
might be equally admissible was beyond the under-
standing of a Russian of that epoch.

Thus Neekon’s reaction against the national re-
ligion was in its spirit and substance entirely national.
It could not be taken by its contemporaries as a step
forward in the understanding of religion. But, on
the other hand, it annihilated the former step, the only
one that Russian people had really taken. This former
step consisted in teaching Christian rites to a people
entirely pagan. The second step would consist in
teaching the spirit of ritual to the ritualistic believers
in its letter. Neekon, however, wished his flock, not
to learn the second step, but to unlearn the first. And
so the rupture was accomplished; an anathema was
proclaimed upon the “Schismatics” by a council of
bishops in the year 1667.

The consequences of this formal breach of tradition
for the Russian church were innumerable. The fruit
of many centuries of development had to be cut off.
A new start was to be made, which was discredited
in advance by the faithful adherents of the national
tradition. The result was that the people would not
follow their official leaders, and thus the creed became
twofold: the popular religion separated itself from
the official. The “true fold” became thus almost



82 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

entirely empty and void of religious devotion. Those
who could make use of the religious reform of Neekon
for their further religious development were few. The
average believers were the “Old Ritualists,” the uncom-
promising supporters of the “old books.” They turned
-their back on the official church. OQutside these two
categories, the adherents of Neekon and the adherents
of the old belief, there remained the great bulk of
plain, wholly illiterate folk, who were either com-
pletely indifferent to religion, or inclined to take the
side of the “Old-believers.” But the “Old-believers”
were condemned by the church as Schismatics. Thus
there remained no moral link between the common
people and the few learned divines of the established
church. The true religious life was, in the eyes of the
people, that of the opponents of the official church. The
learned religion of the instructed few was, henceforth,
concentrated in schools, and these presently adopted
Latin, the learned language of the European theology.
They did not, however, invent any original theological
system; instead they were continually wavering be-
tween Protestant and Catholic authorities on theology.
They were busy confuting the first by the arguments
of the second, and the second by the arguments of the
first. And this was the method by which the Russian
theology was formed. The common people no longer
listened to these theologians, and so they were at
liberty to preach freedom of will or predestination,
good works or grace; in short, whatever they liked.
But whatever their opinion was, the church was not
in the least bound by their theological lucubrations.
Obliged to keep a constant equilibrium between the
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Bible and the Seven Councils, the councils and the
elaborate science of theology of Christian churches
more advanced in learning, Russian theologians neces-
sarily became eclectics.

As far as the laity is concerned, the only mstructed
men among them belonged, at this time, to the class
of the tsarish officials. Of course, they had to be on
the side of the official church, whatever might be their
own views on religion. The consequence was that an
atmosphere of religious indifference was formed in
this only educated class, and this indifference in its
turn became a tradition. Thus, at the very moment
when a powerful wave of foreign culture poured upon
Russia from abroad, the spiritual life of this class was
barren. Nothing stood in the way of their now be-
coming in soul and body the “apes of Europe.” Re-
ligion could form no obstacle to this desire to imitate
foreign culture, and no other hindrance existed.

Thus the breaking of the old religious tradition
was the prelude to Peter the Great’s reform’ it helped
the higher class to achieve a complete departure from
the old culture of the lower strata of Russian society.!
The same break prevented also the further spontaneous
development of the common people’s religion within
the “true fold” of the official church. Outside, there
was going on a very peculiar and multifarious religious
development among Russian dissenters and sectarians;
but the established church did not profit by that kind
of religious development. Accordingly, the official
church was morally very much weakened. And this
weakness brought forth a further consequence for the

* See above, pp. 43, 44-
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official éhurch, which must now be mentioned: the
secularization of the Russian church.

Of course, the beginnings of this process of secular-
ization are to be discovered many centuries before
the religious break of the established church with the
“Old-believers.” The preponderance of the state
authority in matters of religion is known to be one of
the most characteristic features of the eastern churches
in general. The Byzantine emperor shared with the
patriarch the power which the Roman popes alone
possessed. The emperor appointed and dismissed the
bishops; he presided over the councils and influenced
their decisions. The Byzantine emperor had his share
of power also over the Russian branch of the Con-
stantinopolitan patriarchate. In proportion as the Rus-
sian church became independent, Russian princes in-
herited the religious rights of the emperor. Moreover,
Muscovite grand dukes made a large use of the as-
cendency which their position as the “only remaining
Christian Tsars in the whole world” had given them.
Their clergy were the first to call them “Tsars and
autocrators.” But they were not satisfied with this.
For after having strengthened, by the help of the
church, their own position, they began to feel uncom-
fortable when face to face with the church’s increasing
wealth, and the growing popularity of the new patri-
arch of Muscovy. They more than once tried to dimin-
ish the rights of the church regarding landed property
and clerical jurisdiction. But more than once they
were obliged to repeal their measures or not to bring
them into execution. Nay, in the first half of the
seventeenth century they were forted to yield new
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power to the church: they were brought to an actual
division of power, to a duarchy of Tsar and patriarch;
after which Neekon formally renewed the medizval
theories of Hildebrand. All this was possible as long
- as the nationalistic theory of religion stood firm and
the patriarchs knew that the whole population was
backing them. Now, as soon as the nationalistic theory
of religion was doomed as spurious, the great bulk of
its former supporters were proclaimed enemies of the
church, and the official head of the church was no
longer dangerous. And, too, there soon remained no
danger for the state in the body of the higher clergy.
Learned monks from the west of Russia gradually
took the place of the fanatical divines of the old Mus-
covite stock. And the new clergy, not feeling obliged
to support the universal claims of the national church,
proved to be much more obsequious to the secular
authorities. They were quite ready to surrender the
position of independence which the Russian church
still possessed; and nobody was there to defend it.
Thus the circumstances were most propitious when
Peter the Great came. With the help of one of those
western prelates, Theophanes Procopowitz, known to
sympathize with Protestant views, Peter substituted
for the patriarch a collegiate body, the “most holy
governing synod.” Those who are surprised at the
ease with which this important reform was achieved
may consider that the national church was much too
weak just then to resist this measure, and that the
very essence of eastern Christianity made it possible
for the organization of the church to be changed by
a mere decree of the secular power. The eastern church
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has not to decide the fundamental questions of doctrine,
for they are supposed to be definitely settled by the
Seven Councils. She has only to preserve the received
tradition from any further change. Her daily action
thus is of a purely administrative character. There-
fore, as long as no extraordinary question arises, the
half-secular organization of the Russian church seems
to be entirely sufficient. Just such a question arose, of
course, even at the time of Peter the Great, when
the theologians of the Sorbonne proposed to Russian
divines a discussion regarding the unification of the
churches. At that time the “keeper of the patriarch’s
seat,” an enemy of Peter’s reform (Stephen Yavorsky),
replied that Russian bishops were as unable to decide
anything in such a momentous question as the limbs of
the body would be unable to move without the head.
From this time the anti-canonic position of the Holy
Synod became still more obvious. The synod had got
its head; but this head was a minister of the state, not
the head of the church. Peter the Great had already
appointed a Superior Procurator, who was to be chosen
among the commissioned officers (“one who would be
daring enough,” as the imperial order ran), and whose
role was to control the activity of the Holy Synod. In
the course of the nineteenth century the Superior Pro-
curator became the actual chief of the ecclesiastical
office, and the Holy Synod.became a ministry of cult.
That is why it has lost every moral influence over the
religious life of the nation, As a rule, its actions pass
without attracting much attention; but it sounded
uterly incongruous when the actual procurator, Mr.
Pobedonostsev, tried to recall old times by launching
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an excommunication against the new heresiarch, Count
Leo Tolstoy. Some petty shopkeepers and green-
grocers alone applauded the decision of the Holy Spirit
residing in Petersburg; but there was no end of
laughing among the educated classes over this decision
dictated to a dozen crazy sexagenarians by a prelate
in lay dress. After having allowed Russia for two
centuries to believe in whatever it wished—which for
the upper layer was equal to a permission not to believe
in anything at all—it was rather late, and certainly
ridiculous, to attempt the punishment of the only man
who was trying to inculcate into Russian society a
doctrine which at least was a sort of religion. It was
as if a hero of a former generation, after a centennial
sleep, should try to unbend his stiffened joints, in order
to achieve one of his old-time strokes; but the limbs
dangle palsied and powerless; a too long inactivity
has benumbed them. And people who had believed
in the giant’s legendary strength were now reassured;
there was no danger to be feared from this venerable
relic. Mr. Pobedonostsev meant to bring about a
revival; but instead, what he did became matter for
derision.

We cannot expect, of course, to find more life in
the members than we have found in the head of the
official church. The parish priests remained what they
always were—the official performers of rites, instead of
becoming the pastors of souls. The only thing that
the village people wanted from their parsons was “that
there might be singing in the churches [by which they
meant that the divine offices might be performed],
and that deceased Christians should not remain with-
out burial.”
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Higher duties than these the aspirants to curacies
could hardly perform. Indeed, these aspirant$ were
often chosen from among the peasants; and even when
they were sons of clergymen it was not expected that
they should know how to read and write, to say
nothing of their having any knowledge of general
theology. Down to the second half of the eighteenth
century, candidates had to undergo, before their ordina-
tion, an examination at the bishop’s court. But this
they passed quite easily: the illiterate would give
money to their examiners, and were then required to
learn by heart some two or three passages from the
Psalter; and they were then certain to be asked to
read one of these passages at the examination. By
and by the clergy became so numerous that there was
no room for more. So they formed a levitic caste,
whose social position was a flagrant contradiction to
their spiritual vocation. The peasants hated them for
their greediness and rapacity—vices that were pro-
voked by the material difficulties of a Russian clergy-
man’s life. For they, receiving no fixed appointments
from the government, were obliged to live on voluntary
contributions.  Generally these were very modest.
Thus the village priests were obliged to wear peasant’s
clothes and to work in the fields; and accordingly they
were quite unable to inspire their spiritual flock with
respect or deference. The squires looked down on
them and did not spare them any humiliation. On
a holiday a parson was obliged to call on his squire,
bringing the cross, to sing some prayers in his drawing-
room. Then he was invited to drink, and after both
the host and the guest had become tipsy, the parson
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ran the risk of a beating or of a ducking in the manorial
pond; of being bitten by the squire’s dogs, or flogged
until he swooned; sometimes he had to flee for his
life. Indeed, as late as the middle of the nineteenth

- century, all the innumerable whims of a drunken squire
could with entire impunity be inflicted upon his parson.
But it was only in his bishop’s court that a curate could
undergo formal torture. Being low in morals and
character, a parson often incurred the punishment
legally; but still more often he was flogged, deprived
of food, and imprisoned for not having been able to
satisfy the avidity of the bishop and his men. The
position, as we see, was not to be envied; and nobody
from the higher classes ever wished to occupy it.

The consequence of all this was that the caste of the
clergy prevented, rather than increased, the spread of
a deeper religious instruction and feeling among the
Russian people. The following witness, for instance,

“refers to the facts of the middle of the nineteenth
century: '

Could the people respect the clergy when they heard how
one priest had stolen money from beneath the pillow of a dying
man at the moment of confession, how another had been publicly
dragged out of a house of ill-fame, how a third had christened
a dog, how a fourth while officiating at the Easter service was
dragged by the hair from the altar by the deacon? Was it pos-
sible for the people to respect priests who spent their time in the
gin-shop, wrote fraudulent petitions, fought with the cross in
their hands, and abused each other in vile language at the altar?
One might fill several pages with examples of this kind—in each
instance naming the time and place—without going beyond the
boundaries of the province of Nizhni-Novgorod.

I chose this quotation from an official report; you
may read more of it in the excellent book of Mr.
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Mackenzie Wallace about Russia (see the chapter
“The Village Priest”).

Not only was the quality of spiritual food, thus
supplied by the official church, very low. Its quantity
also was quite insufficient; and it went on diminishing
with the growth of the general indifference and distrust
of the ways of salvation within the “true fold.” One
of the attractions which the “Old-believers” had for
Russian peasantry was that they very often provided
them with priests and with divine office in such places
of Russia where there were no priests of the established
church. To be sure, the absolute number of Orthodox
priests and churches increased with time; but this
increase was far from proportionate to the growth
of the Orthodox population. The following figures
may help you to realize to how large an extent this

disproportion increased during the last century and a
half:

For EVERY 100,000 INHABITANTS DURING THE YEAR

1738 1840 1890
Churches voeevennsncevusessvnnn anne 106 71 56
Secular clergy (including sextons)..... 781 265 137
Monasteries sore e eacaacsesnnraanass 6 1.2 1
Regular clergy (includ. novices) { :;o:sks :g :g ;g

All this makes clear, I hope, how many and how
important the consequences were which followed the
break of religious tradition in the middle of the seven-
teenth century. The continuity of religious life in the
official church was stopped. The ritualistic tendencies,
far from being weakened thereby, increased propor-
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tionately as the indifference in matters of religion pre-
vailed. The bishops and priests became state officials.
All independence of spirit vanished, together with the
inner religious life of the church. Religion became
the instrument by which the instructed class governed
the illiterate crowd; 4. e., the irreligious few, the
equally irreligious multitude. The many who were
religious were obliged to search for a substitute, and
to live their religious life (whatever that life might be)
outside the “true fold” of the official church.

Two different ways might have been chosen. The
one was that of the strict national tradition, so lately
betrayed by the official church. The other was that of
an entirely new movement deepening and enlarging
the religious feeling and understanding. The former
was in complete accordance with the past of the Rus-
sian church; the latter, in complete contradiction with
it. ‘The first was chosen by the so-called “Old-
believers,” or “Old-ritualists.” The second was ap-
proved by the “sectarians.” We have now to follow
the evolution of the two.?

The “Old-believers,” to begin with them, were also
divided-into two opposite bodies, those “ Acknowledg-
ing Priests,” and the “Priestless,” and their signi-
ficance in the development of the Russian popular faith
was far from equal. Both factions accused the official
church of having betrayed the Orthodox religion. But
the “Acknowledging Priests” thought that the true
church still continued to exist in their own midst. The

2To make general lines of development and mutwal relations
between different factions of the Russian “ Old-belief” and sec-
tarianism more easy to follow, a “ synoptic table ” is appended, show-
ing also the time of first appearance of these sects and factions
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Dwellers"
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(about 1750)
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(about 1700)
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kanee” (about
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The “Stundists”
(about 1860)

Spiritualistic
The “Acknowledging Priests” The “Priestless’ (about 1685) The “Iudaizeri”(since .v+ ?) The “Hleests” (about 1690)

-

The “Dookh
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The
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Fubout
18507)
The “All-
brethren”
889 5; in
anada

since 1899)

The “Cas-
tratoes”
(about
1770)
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“Priestless” held to the extreme opinion that no church
whatever existed, and that the second advent was on
its way. This decisive view, however, was not adhered
to at once even by this uncompromising party of the
- “Old-believers.” Some time after their excommunica-
tion at the council of 1667, the Schismatics were
uncertain and wavered between the two views just
mentioned. According to the chances either of recon-
quering the former dominant position of the old creed,
or of being obliged to surrender in the struggle with
the established church, they alternately clung to the
idea of the existence of a church or to that of the
reign of Antichrist. But in measure, as the years
went on and the hope for a re-establishment diminished,
they were brought to choose between these opposite
views. Moreover, the choice became quite unavoidable,
because they actually remained without priests and
legal hierarchy. At the moment when the “Old-
believers” were proclaimed Schismatics by the estab-
lished church, they had no bishops in their midst.
Thus their priests could not be duly ordained, and
accordingly they could not administer sacraments.
Now, it was understood that a church without sacra-
ments was no church at all; its further independent
existence, therefore, became impossible. And, indeed,
their theologians did not fail to find, contrary to the
current doctrine, that Holy Writ itself foretold the
extinction of the Christian church on the eve of the
coming of Antichrist. In its turn, the extinction of
the church served in their view to prove that the end
of time was approaching. Therefore the extreme fac-
tion gave themselves up to wait for Antichrist, which
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made all further questioning about the future super-
fluous.

But the moderate faction, even though they believed
in the coming of Antichrist, did not dare accept the
bold theory of the complete extinction of the church.
Had it not been promised by Christ himself, they
objected, that the church should exist until the end of
time? Of course, there were no bishops in their midst;
but this only meant that Orthodox bishops must be
supposed to exist somewhere else, say in the far East.
The only task was then to find out where they were
hidden. Meanwhile they acquiesced in acknowledging
even such priests as came to the schism from the official
church.

Thus the moderate set of the “Old-believers” was
brought to “acknowledge priests.” This implied, how-
ever, an inconsistent supposition that some scraps at
least of Orthodoxy were still lingering in the official
church. But why then leaveit at all? In fact, attempts
at full reconciliation were more than once really made.
Were it not for the uncompromising spirit of the
established church, the reconciliation would have been
attained long ago. Failing that, the “Old-believers”
who “acknowledged priests” went on searching for
bishops of their own. After a century of search, they
succeeded in founding an independent hierarchy, whose
first chief was an Orthodox bishop from the Balkans.
He consented to be *“corrected” regarding some details
in the rite of his consecration according to the demands
of the “Old-believers,” and took his metropolitan seat
at Bailaya Kreenitza, in Austria, close to the Russian
frontier, in 1846. Then he ordained many Russian
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bishops, and now the “Austrian hierarchy” flourishes
in Russia. Many “Old-believers,” however, do not
acknowledge the Austrian bishops, owing to some
doubts about the “corrections” of the first metropolitan,
-and also because this great change too was an “innova-
tion,” not likely to please the illiterate conservative
crowd who had grown accustomed to their “fugitive
priests.”

We see that this set of the “Old-believers” did not
go much astray from the highroad of Russian Ortho-
doxy. Centuries of persecution and the constant neces-
sity of searching for new issues and of adjusting them
to the strict letter of the canons helped, of course, this
faction to keep alive their religious interest. But
there was no inner incitement for them to come to a
deeper religious understanding. Their religious ideal
was behind them; their theological tendency was
chiefly conservative; thus they ended by coming back
to their starting-point, and they brought with them
only what they had lost at the very beginning of their
religious pilgrimage, the fulness of hierarchy; and
even this they got by dint of a very doubtful com-
promise.

" Richer by far was the religious life of the extreme
set of the “ Old-believers” —that of the “ Priestless
people. Their beginnings were quite revolutionary.
They prepared for the coming of Antichrist;. hence .
they did not wish to acquiesce in any compromise.
Antichrist was in their view Peter the Great. His
- personality, his reforms, his aversion to everything
that was old, his persecution of schism, his way of
treating religion, all served to prove that the Father
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of Lies was himself reigning in person. In conse-
quence, there was no salvation for the people who
should remain in the “world.” Their device was, then,
to flee from the world and, if possible, from life alto-
gether. “Save yourself by flight into the wilderness,
and if you are sought for by the authorities, burn
yourself or drown yourself or perish by starvation,
whichever you like, and you will deserve a crown of
martyrdom.” Such became now their rule of life.
Just at the moment when Peter personally took the
reins (in 1691), the second advent was expected, and
there was a very epidemic of burnings: not less than
twenty thousand perished by fire. The woods and
wastes north of the Volga were the center of this
“Priestless” movement: in the tundras of the White
Sea region they founded their larger communities.
But as soon as these communities (particularly the
chief one among them, on the river Wig) were built,
the relation of the “Priestless” to the “world” began
to change. People who admitted no sacraments were
obliged to permit married pairs to live in their midst.
Men who looked at the state authorities as servants of
the devil were obliged to pay taxes, to serve in the
army, and even to receive passports, the very “seal of
Antichrist.” Fanatics who shunned every contact with
the “outsiders” could not avoid meeting them in the
market-place, or even the.buying of victuals from
them. These concessions to the “world” called forth
a protest from some members of the community. A
certain Philip in 1744 persuaded many of them to be
burned alive rather than take the seal of Antichrist
and pray for the Tsar, as they were ordered by the
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authorities. A like opposition was kindled by the head
of another “Priestless” community, a certain Theodo-
sius. Thus the “Priestless” people were divided into
three branches : the moderate—who kept their geogra-
-phical name of the “Littorals,” the “Shore-dwellers”
along the White Sea (“Pomortsee”)—and two ex-
treme sects—the Philippians and the Theodosians.
But naturally enough the extreme factions, in their
turn, could not keep clear of every, compromise with
the world. The Theodosians were the first to share
the fate of the “Shore-dwellers.” They also founded
a wealthy and powerful community in Moscow, during
the reign of Catherine II., and were obliged in their
turn to defer to authorities and to converse with the
“secular” people. But, while indulging in these neces-
sities of actual life, they did not wish to acknowledge
the necessity of any compromise in doctrine, and so
clung to their original idea of Antichrist’s reign in the
world. Their chief aim was thus to bring back the
whole movement to the crazy enthusiasm and fanati-
cism of its old days. Accordingly, the extreme faction
become more conservative in theory, than the moder-
ate faction was. The moderate party, indeed, were
ready for a theoretical as well as a practical com-
promise. They did not feel bound by the psychopathic
strain of their origins; they considered the needs of
the new times. “We must not recoil in doubt before
the argument that our fathers did not know this or
that,” their theologians declared. “Their life cannot
serve as an example for us. They were living far from
the world, in the wilderness and in isolation. But we
live in the midst of the world, and we dwell surrounded
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by all kinds of temptations.” Thus, the moderate party
of the “Priestless” proved to be more inclined to inno-
vations in doctrine; they were theoretically more
radical. We may take as an illustration their debates
on the question of marriage. The difficulty was that
marriage was looked upon as a sacrament; but, with
priests lacking, no sacraments could be performed.
- Therefore the Theodosians did not admit of marriage
and preferred concubinage. “It is better to sin than to
twist the teachings of the holy church,” they argued.
Now, the moderate party, the “Shore-dwellers,” pre-
ferred to “twist” the old doctrine of faith, in order to
have legal marriages kept. The outlet they found was
quite unusual for Orthodox and “Old-believers.” The
“Shore-dwellers” found themselves asserting marriage
to be not a sacrament at all. Or rather, they found
the sacrament to be, not what it was supposed to mean
in the Orthodox church—not a rite, but an inner
fact of religious life, a state of soul. Marriage was
consummated, they asserted, by the very fact of union
of man and woman, not by the consecration of this fact
by the church authorities, by means of a certain rite.
The way they came to this conclusion was not less un-
common than the conclusion itself: they studied the
question historically and dogmatically. The ration-
alistic element was thus entering into the theology of
the “Old-ritualists.” Accordingly, the very idea of
the church was to be entirely changed. The new idea
found its expression in a saying which thenceforth
passed from “Old-ritualists” to our sectarians: “The
church is not in the wooden walls, but in the ribs.”
This meant: the church is not an outward form, but
part of conscience.
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But before we enter into a closer study of this new
and liberal view of religion, which originated in the
midst of the moderate party of the “Priestless” people,
we must dwell on some novelties which the extreme
and uncompromising set of the same party contrived
to bring into the Russian religious life. Antiquated
though this latter faction was on points of rite and
dogma, they always tried to be as radical as possible
on questions of their relation to the “world,” to the
“outsiders.” This was the point where, in the second
half of the eighteenth century, a vagabond dreamer,
Euphemius, made the last and most consistent attempt
at a revival and a reconstruction of the old “Priestless™
doctrine. He required that the true “Priestless”-should
break the temporary truce which even the Theodosians
had concluded with the world of Antichrist, and that
they might again “flee away from town to town,” as
they were doing at the end of the seventeenth century,
in general expectation of the second judgment. But
in order to prove most obviously that Antichrist was
really reigning over the world, Euphemius modern-
ized the antiquated religious theory of the “Priestless”
by means of recasting it into a radical social doctrine.
Landed property was, according to his teaching, the
chief tie which bound people to a settled station. But
landed property, he affirmed, was invented by Peter
the Great and Neekon. Before their time the land
was, as it ought to be, God’s; therefore it must remain
for collective use and possession. Men would again
become equal as they had been before, should they
return to the pure doctrine of shunning the world and
Antichrist. Thus the religious protest deepened into a
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complete rupture with the civil authorities, with the
state and its law, with society and its traditional morals.
A hundred years before Leo Tolstoy, his theory of
Christian anarchism was anticipated by the fugitive
soldier, Euphemius. The followers of Euphemius are
known under the name of “Runners” or “Wanderers;”
they exist up to the present day.

\We may thus conclude that in both the moderate
and extreme ramifications of the “Priestless” the doc-
trine decidedly transgressed the orthodox limits of the
ritualistic “Old-belief.” But long before this inner
evolution was accomplished among the Orthodox, Rus-
sia received the leaven of a purer faith in a more
direct way. In a parallel line with the “Old-belief,”
modern sectarianism has developed in Russia.

The fact of its spread is as extremely important
for Russian culture as it was entirely unforeseen and
unheeded by the theorists of the Russian nationalistic
tradition. Up to the present time Russian nationalists
persevere in their serene conviction that Orthodox
religion is an indestructible quality in the national soul.
No thorough change of religion have they ever thought
possible for the Russian people. The only change that
actually occurred, 1. e., the “Old-belief,” they triumph-
antly pointed out to be only a more scrupulous and
anxious clinging to the old tradition of faith. No
other way of betraying the established church seemed
to them likely ever to be found.

Such was also the old Russian view of religion.
When, at the end of the sixteenth century, a Russian
lad, Boris Godoonov, sent abroad for study by the Tsar,
became an Anglican clergyman, the Russian govern-
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ment repeatedly insisted upon his extradition for this
specious reason that a man “cannot get rid of his very
nature,” and thus the person in question could not
possibly change his religion. Of course, there were
some instances in Russian history of men adopting
heresy. But this was explained as something quite
occasional and due to foreign influence.

Foreign influence there really was, as we shall soon
see; but it worked along the line of an inner process
of religious development. It was only when this pro-
cess of inner evolution had prepared Russian people
to embrace new views on religion that foreign influ-
ence became operative and effective. And we saw how
this preparation began while people still remained
within the limits of the “Old-belief.”

In fact, this was the same line of religious develop-
ment that we may trace, mutatis mutandis, in western
Europe and, in general, everywhere where there was
any possibility of such a development. It consisted in
making the ideas of religion clearer and more abstract
as well as in deepening religious feeling. What the
psychological substratum of this development is, we
do not undertake to show here; it is quite sufficient
for our present purpose to find out what was the
historical line of the process. And in this we find in-
dubitable uniformity. You will remember what was
the starting-point of the process in western Europe.
It took there the shape of a protest against medizval
views on religion. Deeper views were found to be
contained in earlier sources of Christianity, and a
return to the Scripture was felt necessary. There the
idea of an apostolic church was found to be opposed
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to the church of the Middle Ages. But this idea
served as a germ for further development. Man must
be in immediate communion with God; no outward
and magic help of rite and sacrament for salvation was
to be administered by the priests. Religion was to be
understood as a reign of grace, not a reign of strict
law. This again led farther: By rigid logic, the
idea of grace led to the notion of the church as con-
sisting exclusively of such members as had the grace
necessary for salvation; a church of the predestined,
as Calvin taught; or a church of “saints” and saved,
as the Independents preached; or a church of free
believers individually adopting grace, as was the teach-
ing of the Arminians. Thus the Christianity of Paul
and Luther was shaded off into the Christianity of
such sectarians as believed in the presence of the Holy
Spirit in the soul of man and asserted that Christianity
should be mystic, prophetic; in short, entirely spiritual.
Spirit was opposed to Scripture, as Scripture had been
opposed to tradition. Evangelicism was evolved into
prophetism.

Of course, in Russia, as we shall see, no such
logical succession of stages in religious development
is to be traced. The evangelical forms of belief did not
precede prophetism; they appeared at the same time
as the spiritual form, and even somewhat later per-
haps. Accordingly, the spiritual belief, when it first
appeared, did not look like a purified and logically
developed evangelicism; on the contrary, it looked
inferior, because it was oddly enough intermingled
with elements of popular belief, and even of sheer
paganism, with which it still remained in immediate
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touch. Then, the whole subsequent history of Rus-
sian evangelicism and spiritual sects consists not so
much in an evolution of doctrine as in a gradual
elimination of such elements as are due to the ancient
religious notions of the people. In this way a higher
degree of understanding is reached, and reception of
more advanced forms of Protestant thought is made
possible. ,

The influence of Protestant ideas on Russian belief
appears very early; it'is contemporary with the first
attempts at a religious reformation in Europe itself.
The religious movement in the Balkans which spread
over medizval Europe, and found its final expression
in the building of such sects as the Albigenses in
France and the Lollards in England in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries, had a remote reverberation
also in Russia. This influence of “Paulikianism,” fur-
ther developed by other mystical teachings and rational- -
istic heresies, came to Russia in the fifteenth century
through the orthodox channel of the Greek monasteries
at Mount Athos, and through the immediate inter-
vention of the Karaite Jews, they being also 2 kind
of Jewish Paulinists. But until the period of the
unification of Russia, at the end of the fifteenth century,
the influence of those heretical doctrines was limited
to the most civilized parts of the Russia of those times,
to the rich merchant republics of Pskov and Novgorod.
From this last city the heretical teachings found their
way to Moscow, just at the time of the political unifica-
tion, at the end of the fifteenth and the beginning of
the sixteenth century. But here just then a national-
istic type of religion was being formed, entirely opposed
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to the new currents. The nationalistic religion was
growing ritualistic, formal, and subject to state influ-
ence. The tendencies of the rationalistic and mystic
currents were spiritualistic, critical, and bent on inde-
pendence, moral and political. Tﬁus no other relation
was possible between the old and the new types of
religious thought than struggle. The struggle set in
indeed, and after half a century, as was to be expected,
it resulted in the triumph of the nationalistic type,
which is already known by us. The new “heresies”
were completely vanquished and driven out of Russia;
they found their refuge in the neighboring countries
of Lithuania and Poland. Every spark of the pre-
Reformation ideas in Russia seemed herewith entirely
extinguished. A

But now the immediate action of the Reformation
began to be felt. In Moscow this new current of
religious ideas succeeded the former one almost with-
out interruption as early as the middle of the six-
teenth century. The old “heresy,” imported from the
Orthodox East, from Constantinople and Athos, here
came into contact with the new heresy, coming from
the German West. The German religion was then
supposed in Moscow to be still Roman Catholic, be-
cause nothing was known here as yet about the Ref-
ormation. In fact, a Russian officer, Matthias Bash-
kin, was condemned by a council of bishops in Moscow
in 1554 as an adherent of the “Latin heresy,” though
his doctrine was entirely evangelical and had been
learned from a Protestant physician coming from
Lithuania. This early evangelist of Moscow professed
that there is no transsubstantiation; that the church
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does not consis;Fillipnddgp,lding, but of the gathering
together of the <uuthful; :that images of saints are
wretched idols; that there are no confession and no
remission of sins unless you actually desist from
sinning; that prayer must be addressed to one God,
the Father; that the traditions of the holy Fathers
were mere fables; that the resolutions of the,ecu-
menical councils were arbitrary; that one must believe
in the gospel alone. None of these doctrines found
any further echo in Moscow. We may understand
why if we consider that even in the second half of the
same century the Tsar John IV. himself—who was
much igterested in religious questions, and who wished
really to know what the Protestant religion was—did
not find a better way to satisfy his desire than asking a
Protestant pastor “how they performed the rite of
divine service, how the priests entered into the church
and put on vestments, what they sang during the mass
and how they brought it to a close, whether they rang
the bells in the same way every day, or whether per-
haps they rang differently on great feast days of our
Lord.” The Tsar had evidently not the least notion
that to answer these questions was not to inform
him what the essence of Protestantism was. He simply
did not know how to ask and what to ask about. Thus
the very essence of the new conception of religion
remained wholly incomprehensible to the Russians of
the sixteenth century. Therefore the European Re-
formation could not strike root in Moscow at this time.
That is also why foreigners were then permitted to
live in the midst of the Orthodox population without
any apprehension of danger.
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We already know® tlqafianalistziation changed
greatly in the middle of the seventeenth century, when
the foreign inhabitants were relegated to the confines
of the city. This marks also the time when foreign
religious belief began to influence the Russian popula-
tion. The soil was now more ready for the seed, and
thus, in the second half, or rather at the end, of the
seventeenth century, the first original movements of
an evangelical and spiritual character appeared in
Russia.

We must recollect that this was just at the moment
when the separation of the radicals—the “Priestless”—
from the bulk of the *“Old-believers” began* We
have seen that it was the time of general agitation
and trouble: the second advent was said to be ap-
proaching, and Antichrist was expected to come. The
end of the world was foretold for the year 1691. The
doctrine of voluntary death and martyrdom was ar-
dently propagated among those most inclined to reli-
gious emotion. Such were the conditions under which
the ordinary concomitant of religious emotionalism,
prophetism, appeared. Men were seen to fall into
trances and to deliver revelations. “The Holy Spirit
talks through us,” they asserted.

Such, then, was the origin of the first Russian sect
of spiritual Christians. They called themselves “Men
of God,” or plainly “Christs;” later on this name was
altered to “Hleests,” with a meaning something like
“Flagellants.” The reason for their appearance they
explained in a legend about the founder of the sect.
There was once an old and wise man, the legend runs,

* See p. 37. * See pp. 95, 96.
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named Daneelo Fxllxpndden, and lectures were to be
tlon wH. in strict acentdance with the Greek doctrine
“new.”® This question Lussl;Io Filhyt the different
"in a radical way. There was'no need eitischool; and -
-of old books. The only book wanted for sdivinme
was a “living” one—the Holy Spirit himself. So he
gathered all his books and threw them into a river.
God’s men afterwards assembled and resolved to send
wise men to ask that God himself might come to the
earth. And a chariot of fire rolled down from the
clouds, and God was in it, and he took up his abode in
the sanctified body of Daneelo Fillippitch. You may
conclude from this legend that the divine idea was not
quite comfortably lodged in the rather heavy mind of
Daneelo Fillippitch and his followers. They did not
grasp satisfactorily the notion of living inspiration.
Hence the whole of their teaching makes up a curious
mixture of the old and the new. To become inspired,
for instance, a peculiar method is used—a method
entirely outward and physiological. The Hleests
gather in circles, in a private room, and perform a
kind of dance to the tune of peculiar songs of their
own. The time of the song grows gradually quicker
and quicker, and also the movements of the choir.
Some people, more fit for inspiration, turn like der-
vishes in the midst of the circle, in a whirling dance,
until they fall on the floor wholly exhausted and begin
to vociferate some incoherent words which are taken
for a prophecy. Such people as can “turn in the
circle” are sure to possess the Spirit; they form a
higher rank of the community—the “prophets” and

8 See p. 79, Neekon’s reform.
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We already know3 t\qapiwers remain in a stage
greatly in the middle of the seveqtéenﬁl‘cen{urnead of
the foreign inhty—or~ wer)” as it is called—and a
of the city. wod,” too, at nis side. Many features in
rei~and teaching are taken directly from the “Old-
believers,” from whose number the Hleests issued.
The assemblies regularly end in orgies which remind
us of pagan rites; the notion of Christian love being
interpreted in a rather wide sense.

We shall not dwell-on a reaction against the last-
mentioned feature, which gave origin, in the middle
of the eighteenth century, to an ascetic sect of “Castra-
toes” (Skoptsee). This, indeed, was no step further
in the development of the spiritualistic belief. And
before we take up the consideration of such sects as
really achieved progress, let us look back to the end
of the seventeenth century, when the Hleests first
appeared. \Ve have to trace there also another origin
—that of the Russian evangelical creed.

We have just seen that the origin of the Hleests
was popular, and that by this origin they are imme-
diately connected with the extremest party of the “Old-
believers.” The origin and the affiliation of Russian
evangelicism are quite otherwise. The surroundings
in which evangelistic doctrine first struck root were
entirely different from the popular gatherings of “Old-
believers” waiting for the day of judgment; it was
in the much more refined atmosphere of the first Rus-
sian academy for theological studies, which had just
been founded in Moscow in the year 1687. Of course,
no foreign theology was to be taught there. Roman
Catholic, Lutheran, and Calvinistic books on religion
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were rigorously forbidden, and lectures were to be
delivered in strict accordance with the Greek doctrine
of faith. Nevertheless, discussions about the different
_Znominations constantly took place in the school; and -
‘thus the differences in religious rite and belief became
current topics of scholarly controversy. Presently,
however, these discussions passed beyond the walls of
the academy. In connection with them an amateur
debating club gathered around a Muscovite free-
thinker, Demetrius Tvereetinov, and along with the
discussions the head of the circle undertook a work of
formal propaganda. Tvereetinov was assisted in this
propaganda by a change in the official position of
religion which occurred at the time of Peter the Great.
“Thanks to God,” Tvereetinov would say, “now every-
body is free in Moscow to believe whatever faith he
chooses.” In fact, contemporaries witness that Tveree-
tinov and his circle “professed their opinions as boldly
as if they were foreigners.” This was so, however,
only for some dozen years; for in 1714 the religious
opinions of the circle were condemned by a council, and
the “heretics” were obliged to renounce their opinions.
The only one among them who did not acquiesce in
this renunciation was burned alive. But Tvereetinov’s
teachings were not extinguished with his renunciation,
From this time on, evangelistic opinions have always
existed in Russia.

To what extent, however, the term “evangelical”
may be used concerning Tvereetinov’s body of doctrine
may be doubted. The term was, of course, his own;
but his opponents were not incorrect when they ob-
served that “here a new heresy was beginning, worse
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than Lutheranism or Calvinism.” The fact is that
Russian evangelicism, from its first appearance in the
sixteenth century, seems to have cherished some opin-
ions that remind one rather of Unitarian doctrines.
The influence of the Polish Socinians may account
perhaps for this peculiarity. You will remember that
the Russian “heretics” of the sixteenth century, when
condemned by the Moscow councils in 1552-54, had
fled over the western frontier.® One of these refugees,
Theodosius the Squint-Eyed, was known to be at one
with the Polish Anti-trinitarians. He had followers
in Russia, and his teachings were refuted in Russian
theological tracts. As regards the followers, their fur-
ther fate is quite obscure; but the teachings were
preserved for the future by the theological refutations
just mentioned. Thus the very name for Russian
evangelical believers, until the second half of the eigh-
teenth century, seems to have been borrowed from
controversial tracis against Russian “heretics” of the
fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries. These heretics
were called “Judaizers.” It is not known positively
whether the name alone was preserved, or whether
there existed, from the end of the fifteenth century
onward, a continuous tradition of the “heresy” itself.
In the last case Tvereetinov’s doctrine must have
served to revive this tradition of heresy, or else it may
even have laid anew the foundations of evangelicism, if
before the end of the seventeenth century evangelicism
may be found to have been extinguished. Anyhow,
the early Russian evangelists, such as the “ Judaizers,”
the “Seventh-day Observers,” were now all adherents

¢ See above, p. 104.
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of Tvereetinov. Tvereetinov’s “Extracts from the
Holy Writ” served them as a catechism and a gospel.
These extracts were systematically arranged by Tver-
e.unov under different headings, in accordance with
the chief points of evangelical criticism. Their aim,
though, was not an exposition of any positive doctrine,
but the making of converts by the refutation of errors
in the orthodox faith. ,

Thus both the spiritual and the evangelical currents
of Christian thought took their rise in Russia at the
end of the seventeenth and the beginning of the eigh-
teenth centuries. Their teaching, however, did not
remain unchanged. Subsequently both currents, about
a century later, profiting by the comparative freedom
of the reign of Catherine II., who was indifferent to
sectarianism, and by that of Alexander 1., who rather
favored it, took on quite a new form. The new sect
of spiritual Christians that now was developed from
the Hleests was that of the “Wrestlers with the Spirit”
(Dookhobortsee). The other new sect, the evangelical
one, that was also developed from the former—the
“Judaizers”—under the influence of the spiritual sect
just mentioned, took the name of the “Milk-Drinkers”
(Molokanee).

The Dookhobortsee (or “ Dookhobory™) are par-
ticularly interesting, because they achieved a consider-
able progress in the spiritual Christianity of Russia.
Such pagan ways and rites as the Hleests performed are
entirely eradicated from the religious practices of the
“Wrestlers with the Spirit.” No whirlwind dances,
no ecstatic prophecy, no sensual orgies, can be found
there. At the same time the religious doctrine is con-
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siderably spiritualized. There is no hierarchical dis-
tinction like that which existed between the “prophets”
of the Hleests and the rest of the congregation longing
for inspiration. Everybody is inspired; everyone is a
“son of God,” and as such possesses Christ in his
inmost soul. Such were all souls at the moment they
were created by God. But a part of them had sinned
even before God created the world. Therefore they
were cast off by God and plunged deep into the flesh,
the matter, which is the very element of sin. To free
themselves from every seduction of the flesh—this was,
they held, the only way to revive Christ in the soul.
The first men on earth still were so perfect that they
had no need of outward rules or rites for this purpose.
But in measure as the flesh prevailed, prescriptions
of state and church were felt to be necessary. Then
also the divisions of churches began. As yet, how-
ever, all these authorities, laws, and doctrines were
no more than palliatives, powerless to restrain the
“wickedness of the wicked.” For the righteous, on
the other hand, even such restrictions were not at all
necessary. “In whose hearts the Sun of eternal truth
has risen in midday brightness, there moon and stars
have no more light. For the children of God, tsars
and authorities and every human law are truly super-
fluous. Through Jesus Christ their will is made free
from any law: no law is- given for the righteous.”
No Holy Writ or sacraments or rite whatever can
bind the sons of God; for them such things are mere
“signs” and “images,” having only a figurative, an
emblematic sense. Churches of every denomination
are equally open to them. Superior to any particular
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church, they feel also superior to the state. Like
Quakers they profess the unlawfulness of war and of
oathi for Christians. You know, I suppose, what
e..eme consequences of Christian anarchism were
drawn from these general ideas of the “Wrestlers with
the Spirit” when their doctrine was recently renovated
by the teachings of Leo Tolstoy. In Canada they have
just tried to realize their social Utopia, which was per-
haps more easy to understand in the days of George
Fox and Roger Williams than it is in our own time.”

In the year 1818 two Quakers, William Allen and
Stephen Grellet, saw the colonies of the “Wrestlers
with the Spirit” and had no difficulty in recognizing
how near the doctrine of the Dookhobortsee was to
their own. They visited also the neighboring colonies
of the Molokanee (the “Drinkers of Milk”) who, as
we have seen, were a new evangelical sect, formed,
under the influence of the Dookhobortsee, out of evan-
gelical elements formerly existing in Russia.®

The chief merit of this new sect was, indeed, the
unification of many sects, vaguely evangelical, and
also the formulating of a more definite, positive doc-
trine, which completed and took the place of the rather
negative criticisms of Tvereetinov’s “Extracts from
the Bible.” The contents of their new creed, quite
different from that of the Dookhobortsee and wholly
founded on Scripture, are very well epitomized by the
two Quakers just mentioned. We borrow the follow-
ing passage from a report sent by William Allen to the
emperor (1819):

They believe in the divine authority of the Holy Scriptures,
in the deity of our Lord and Savior, and in the influence of the

¥ See po 110- 8 See p. 1131
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Holy Spirit, as fully as any Christians whom we ever met with,
They believe it their duty to abstain from all ceremonies, and
think that the only acceptable worship is that performed “in
spirit and in truth”” They collect their families two or three
times a day to hear the Scriptures read, and abstain from secular
employment on the first day of the week, called Sunday, con-
sidering it their duty to appropriate this day to religious exer-
cises. Their marriages are performed with solemnity in their
public meetings, and the parties promise to be faithful to each
other during life. They believe that the only true baptism is that
of Christ with the Spirit, and that the water baptism of John
is not now necessary; and they consider that the true com-
munton is altogether of a spiritual nature, and make use of no
outward ceremony. In their meetings for worship they sing
psalms, and several of those who are esteemed by the rest as
more pious read to the others, in turn. They have no appointed
‘preachers, but anyone who feels himself properly qualified,
through the power of the Divine Influence upon the mind, may
expound and speak to edification; they, however, consider that
it should never be done for hire, or from any worldly motive.

They believe that a true Christian can never harbor revenge,
and they think it their duty rather to suffer wrong than to seek
to avenge it; if any differences arise, they are settled among
themselves, and not brought to the tribunals.

Some among them are considered as elders, and though it
does not apbear that they are regularly appointed, yet those who
are most eminent for their piety are regarded as such, and it is
their duty, when any of the fraternity are ill, to visit them, and
if able to do s0, to offer them advice, or afford them comfort.
No particular ceremony is observed at their burial, but they sing
a psalm. . .
1f the moral conduct of anyone does not correspond with his
profession, he is tenderly exhorted, and much labor is bestowed
upon him; but if they judge that he cannot be reclaimed, he is
dismissed from the society. With respect to the poor among
them, they deem it Christian duty to take care of, and support
each other. It appears that they have no instance among them
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of children acting irreverently towards their parents, and they
are very careful to have them instructed in reading and writing.

Another quotation, from the Memoirs of Stephen
Grellet, who journeyed together with William Allen,
points out some new features, particularly of social
teachings, of the Molokanee, and also their similarity
to the Quakers:

Previous to our going to the meeting with the Spiritual
Christians, we prepared a list of the principal subjects respecting
which we wished to inquire of them. They were very free to
give us every information we asked for, and they did it in few
words, accompanied, generally, with some Scripture quotations
as their reasons for believing or acting as they did; these were
so much to the purpose that one acquainted with Friends’ writ-
ings might conclude that they had selected from them the most
clear and appropriate passages to support their several testi-
monies, etc® On all the cardinal points of the Christian religion,
the fall of man, salvation by Christ through faith, the meritorious
death of Christ, his resurrection, ascension, etc., their views are
very clear; also respecting the influence of the Holy Spirit,
worship, ministry, baptism, the supper, oaths, etc., etc, we might

_suppose they were thoroughly acquainted with our religious -
society, but they had never heard of us, nor of any people that
profess as they do. Respecting war, however, their views are
not entirely clear, and yet many among us may learn from them;
they said, “War is a subject that we have not yet been able
fully to understand, so as to reconcile Scripture with Scripture;
we are commanded to obey our rulers, magistrates, etc., for con-
science’ sake; and again, we are enjoined to love our enemies,
not to avenge ourselves, to render good for evil; therefore, we

® The Molokanee in their answers to Grellet, used doubtless a
selection from the Holy Scripture which took the place of Tver-
eetinov’s “ Extracts ” and which until now formed their chief source
of religious knowledge. This selection is called “Ritual,” because the
selections are classified here under the headings of different Christian
rites,



116 RUSSIA AND ITS CRISIS

cannot see fully how we can refuse obedience to the laws that
require our young people to join the army; but in all matters
respecting ourselves, we endeavor to act faithfully as the gospel
requires; we have never any lawsuits; for if anybody smites us
on the one cheek, we turn to him the other; if he takes away any
part of our property, we bear it patiently, we give to him that
asketh, and lend to him that borrows, not asking it back again,
and in all these things the Lord blesses us; the Lord is very
good also to our young men; for though several of them have
been taken to the army, not one of them has actually borne arms;
for, our principles being known, they have very soon been placed
in offices of trust, such as attending to the provisions of the
army, or something of that sort.” Their ministers are acknowl-
edged in much the same way as ours, and, like us, they consider
that their only and their best reward is the dear Savior’s appro-
bation; therefore, they receive no kind of salary. They use the
Slavonian Bible; few of them, however, can read; but those
who can, read to the others, and these from memory teach the
children, so that their young people are very ready in quoting the
Scriptures correctly. They pointed out to us the great dis-
tinction there is between them and the Dookhobortsee. The latter
deny the authority of the Scriptures; they deny the divinity of
our Lord Jesus Christ; the offering up of himself a sacrifice
for sin on Calvary and salvation by faith in him.

These rather long quotations show at first hand
how purified the life and the teachings of the Russian
evangelicals were a hundred years ago, and a hundred
years after Russian evangelicism took its rise.

We come now to the nineteenth century. Never
was religious life in Russia more animated, and never
was the official church more lifeless and powerless in
its spiritual struggle against “heresies.” - With the
ancient schism of the “Old-believers” the church had
long since come to terms; the parish priests generally
derived profits from its existence, by ‘delivering to



THE RELIGIOUS TRADITION 117

“Old-believers” certificates for the performance of
Orthodox rites and sacraments. Thus they were inter-
ested in concealing schismatics from the persecution
of the government. With the new sects the case was
quite different. With the single exception of the
Hleests, the sectarians were eager to testify to their
faith and gave no bribes to the parish clergy. En-
dowed with a fresh spirit of proselytism, they made
many converts, and so diminished the number of the
Orthodox parishioners. Their very teaching seemed
infinitely more revolutionary for the church than were
the doctrines of the “Old-believers.” Therefore, the
clergy had now to set at work proving that for the
state, too, sectarian doctrines were particularly dan-
gerous. And they did not appeal in vain to the secular
arm. A persecution began, systematic and relentless
as it never had been before. . But, in spite of perse-
cution, the religious movement was always growing,
particularly in the second half of the century. The
growth manifested itself, first, in a considerable in-
crease of adherents of the old sects; secondly, in a
continual development of their doctrines; and, thirdly,
in the appearance of new sects. The results of this
evolution are at the present time so varied and so
continuously changing that I cannot give you here
even an approximate sketch of them. I can only point
out the chief changes which the sects already known to
you have undergone, and mention some of the most
important which have recently appeared. )
The Hleests did not remain unchanged after the
development from them of a more perfect type of
spiritual Christianity—the “Wrestlers with the Spirit.”
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There was no lack of attempt on their part to purify
their rite, to heighten the quality of inspiration, and to
deepen its mystical sense; while at the same time they
endeavored to preserve to the sect such practical ways
of receiving the spirit as the too prosaic doctrine of
the “Wrestlers with the Spirit” had completely got
rid of. As concerns their former rite, many Hleests
desisted from the practice of ending their whirling
dances with fleshly orgies, and they regulated, in a
certain measure, their habits of “spiritual love.” Some
of them even ceased to use any artificial ways what-
ever for eliciting the voice of the spirit in the soul.
The spirit was to be got, as was claimed by a new
theory, by a long series of spiritual exertions, implying
complete “self-negation,” a “surrender of self to the
will of God,” a “self-burial” in Christ. Only after
such complete mortification of flesh and will an in-
ternal voice began to be felt, commanding man’s
actions independently of his own will. This is the
“mysterious resurrection” which follows the “mys-
terious death.” The inward dictation of the spirit
makes the will free from any command of the law:
such is the necessary conclusion of Antinomianism of
every time and nation.-

Unlike the Hleests, the life and doctrine of the
“Wrestlers with the Spirit” started from so high a
point that it has lowered in the course of the nineteenth
century. Their abstract teaching could not be grasped
by undeveloped minds, and so the sect was' obliged to
recur to the help of outward symbols and figurative
‘expressions; such, for instance, was the kind of short
catechism compiled for their general instruction in
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faith. As concerns their life, they were ruled rather
arbitrarily by a dynasty of “Christs,” whose dignity
and vocation were supposed to pass regularly from
father to son. The last of this dynasty, the “Mother
of God,” Lukairya, died in the year 1886, and her
heirs have appropriated as their own the collective
property of the “Wrestlers with the Spint.” This
served as a signal for a religious awakening. The
sectarians considered their loss as a punishment for
their sins, and so resolved to live thenceforward “ac-
cording to freedom and conscience.” Just then they
were strongly influenced by the Tolstoyan doctrine of
“non-interference with evil.” The most fervent imme-
diately began to practice their new teaching. They
changed their name for a new one—that of “All-
brethren”—refused military service, ceased to pay
duties which might serve to “hire other people to kill
men.” They were then exiled—for the third time
during a century—to the confines of the empire, and
were transported frcm there, with the help of Tolstoy
and his followers, to Canada. In Canada they tried
to ward off every interference of the state in their
affairs. To this end they refused to acknowledge the
possession of landed property, to register births and
marriages, and generally to recognize any state law.
Because they wished to “be directed exclusively by
the dictates of their own conscience,” they con-
sidered every outward rule “murderous to life.” Be-
ing checked, by a positive refusal on the part of the
Canadian authorities to consider their point of view,
they addressed themselves “to all men, brethren of
all countries,” asking to be told whether there is to be
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found anywhere a country or a society where they
would be tolerated. After some fruitless waiting for
an answer, the majority yielded to the requests of the
authorities; but the minority, supported in their resolu-
tion to resist by Tolstoy himself, worked up their
spirits to a state of mystic exaltation, and so exhibited
to the puzzled Americans the medieval show of a
crowd proceeding, with a “John the Baptist” at its
head, in search of Christ’s kingdom. But to do the
sect full justice, one must remember that they are
such only in moments of high religious emotion.
From time to time such emotions have swept like
epidemics through Russia itself. In quieter times,
however, the impression that our sectarians leave on
the observer is entirely different. It is like what we
saw in the descriptions of Allen and Grellet. By the
high moral tone which the sectarians exhibit in their
family life and social intercourse, by the strict observ-
ance of their pledged word, by the rigid keeping of
their obligations toward their fellow-men, by their
readiness to help and sympathize both with outsiders
and with their brethren in the faith, they present
exactly the opposite to what I described in my first
chapter as the average Russian type. Theirs is a
higher social type—the type of the Russian of the
future.

Of the sects of the eighteenth century there remain
to be spoken of the Molokanee, the “Drinkers of Milk.”
As they were the most moderate, and as their doctrine
was the most definitely formulated in harmony with
the Bible view of the early apostolic church, they have

changed less during the nineteenth century than other
A\
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sectarians. But still the general drift of religious cur-
rents did not leave them untouched. In the same wise -
as they themselves had been recast into a new sect,
from many congenial elements which had previously
existed, they in their turn served as a ready material
for the building of more advanced sects of a kindred
spirit. Two new sects appeared about the middle of
the nineteenth century, closely related to each other
in the original character of their inspiration, but
gravitating to quite different central ideas, either
spiritual or evangelical. One was called the “Shalo-
poots,” the “Good-for-Nothing Men.” The Shalopoots
shared the purified and spiritualized doctrine of the
Hleests; at the same time they adopted (or pre-
served) the “Ritual” or catechism of the “Drinkers of
Milk.” Their social doctrine was that of collectivism;
their rural economy was practically communistic. In
general, they preserved the character of spiritual
Christianity.

The other sect was called by a German name,
“Stundists,” which points out its foreign origin. It
originated, indeed, amidst German colonists of the
Mennonite denomination. In the middle of the nine-
teenth century a religious fermentation began among
the Mennonites, and it was felt immediately among
their Russian neighbors. In its origin the movement
was also spiritual, and even mystical. At the time,
however, strong influence of Baptist preachers began,
which gave to the movement rather an evangelical char-
acter. Baptist missionaries and learned Baptist presby-
ters tried to unify and organize the Russian Stundists,
and for the most part succeeded in their attempt, the
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more easily as the profession of the Baptist faith was a
means of escaping’ persecution by the state.!® Never-
theless, plenty of differences still exist in the little
groups of the Stundists, as regards questions of rite
and hierarchy, views about the sacraments, about
Scripture, and so on. The Baptist point of view
appears to be intermediate between the extremes of
the various existing opinions of these sectarians.
Whether it will prevail depends, in large measure, on
the further exertions of the Baptist missionaries from
abroad. At all events, it is clear that the sect will
remain essentially evangelical. Upon this condition .
the prospects of its further expansion are dependent,
as there exists already another evangelical sect, of
recent origin, which is ready to unite with the Stund-
ists. This last sect was founded some twenty-five
years ago in the northern part of Russia, while Stund-
ism was spreading in the south. They were called
“Pashkovists,” from the name of the founder of the
sect, Colonel Pashkov, who belonged to the higher
society of Petersburg and had undergone the influence
of Lord Redstock’s preaching in the year 1874. The
central, and nearly the only, doctrine of the Pashkovists
is justification by faith, with its antinomian conse-
quences. Thus even here, as we see—in a doctrine
purely evangelical—there is a tendency to spiritualistic
conclusions. And this tendency appears more clearly
as the teaching spreads among the people from its
original center of educated society.

Thus, wherever we look we always find that the
process of Russian reformation is far from having

¥ See below, p. 126,
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reached definitive results. The last half-century added
more perhaps to the spread of the movement than
centuries of former history. It seethes and boils under
the seemingly placid surface of the Russian official
religion; there are many springs which spout hot
currents from the bottom. As yet, however, they are
isolated, and so act separately. Their action is dis-
sipated and seems ‘to be almost entirely lost in the
standing water that surrounds them. Still, by degrees,
the temperature of the water is rising. Is the time
soon to come when the ebullition will become general ?

That is what our “home mission” foretold long
since and is still afraid of. Accordingly, it cries and
vociferates for prompt measures to be taken by the
state, in order that the established church may be
saved from the new religious spirit. Morally power-
less, it appeals to material force. And material force
has been used for its protection; it is still used to a
degree quite incompatible with any claim to civiliza-
tion. Were it not for that reason, Russian reformation
would have been an accomplished fact. This is not
at all my personal supposition; the apprehension of
this result, as a necessary consequence of any religious
tolerance, is loudly outspoken by the representatives
and apologists of the established church. In fact, this
apprehension it is that makes persecution so relentless
and brings the state authorities to the head of the
persecution.

1 know, of course, that, in consequence of a re-
cently published manifesto, London newspapers in-
formed their readers that “the Tsar grants religious
freedom to his subjects.” This view seems to have.
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found its way to America also, if I may judge by an
article in the Chautauguan. It is affirmed there that
The recent decrees of the Tsar on the subject of religion
undertake to establish absolute freedom of worship throughout
the empire. They thus not only give the nonconformists the
rights for which they have long been contending, but mark out
a broad and liberal policy of the state in religious matters which
certainly augurs well for the country.

I entirely agree with the author as to the apprecia-
tion of the policy in question; and I am quite sure that
this policy will sooner or later be adopted. But un-
happily this is not yet the case; and the manifesto in
question actually says quite the opposite to what it was
supposed to say. It affirms that existing fundamental
laws are quite sufficient to preserve religious tolerance;
and that to this effect “authorities will be obliged to
observe the fundamental law.” This is something,
because until now religious persecution did not even
take care of the existing law; a ministerial circular,
or even an edict of a local governor, was quite suffi-
cient to inaugurate in any given locality—or in the
whole empire—the reign of terror for nonconformists.
A body of such circulars is still in action, though even
the Petersburg senate some twenty years ago pro-
tested against their having any legal power. But the
chief obstacle to the introduction of a new era of
tolerance is quite other; namely, that even the funda-
mental laws of Russia do not at all assure the subjects
any religious freedom. To be more accurate, the sort
of religious freedom they give is quite different from
what is understood under this term by every civilized
nation. It is not at all synonymous in Russia with
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the individual freedom of everybody to believe what-
ever he chooses. The idea of religion is so bound up
there with the idea of state and nation that the law
makes no attempt to draw a distinction between them.
Orthodoxy is a “Russian” religion just as Protestant-
ism is considered in Russia to be the “German” reli-
gion. Every nation is free to believe its own religion:
that is what is meant by the fundamental law. “Let
the Poles worship God according to their Latin
rite; but Russian people always were and will remain
Orthodox; together with their Tsar and Tsarina they
above all venerate and love the native Orthodox
church.” This is a resolution which the Tsar wrote
some years ago concerning such Russian people as
were converted from Catholicism to Orthodoxy in
western provinces of Russia.

Accordingly there is no freedom as regards your
personal belief; you are free only to adhere to the
faith in which you are born. An exception is made
from this fundamental principle for the benefit of the
established church, which is free to receive converts
of any other religion. Otherwise the principle is
applied rigorously. A man born in the Russian reli-
gion cannot possibly change it. He may be heretic or
a freethinker; he may not believe in anything; he
still is supposed by law to remain Orthodox; and he
may be formally compelled to appear before a con-
fessional and to partake of a holy communion once a
year at least. If he insists (the fact is hypothetical) on
his individual belief, he still does not cease to be
Orthodox: he is merely an “erring Orthodox,” and
he is supposed to repent and then to be given over to
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his confessor, in order to learn better. The law does
not foresee the possibility that anybody would further
insist on his individual belief. But this is not all. As
the change of the Orthodox religion is not admitted
to be possible, no legal punishment for the change
exists, unless there be some criminal transgression con-
nected with the new form of faith adopted; e. g,
mutilation of members. The law is strictly consistent,
considering every change as nulle ct non avenue. But
there is another side of the question. The convert is
not held responsible; but then the responsibility is
with the converter. Here is the point where persecu-
tion sets in. Not being able to deal with the converts,
and even being obliged to comply with the conversion
in the next generation, the law concentrates all its
severity on the would-be converters. A criminal must
be found when there is a crime. And so the punish-
ments are very severe—exile to Siberia or even hard
labor—if the conversion chances to be to a sect that is
proclaimed by the authorities “particularly dangerous.”

Such is the case with all new sects that make prose-
Iytes. You will be interested in one of them that is
most like the Baptists, the Stundists. The law pro-
claims Russian Stundism “particularly dangerous” and
severely treats the “converters.” The same law admits
the existence of the Baptists as a foreign denomination.
Now, a formal struggle is going on between the sectar-
ians who, in the case of a judicial trial, attempt to
prove that they are Baptists, and the home mission-
aries, who declare the Baptist faith to be a “German
faith,” not permitted to Russian sectarians. The ad-
ministrative authorities are always with the mission-
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aries; but the judges are sometimes on the side of
sectarians. The result of a trial is thus always un-
certain. ~

The principle that a Russian is always supposed
to be Orthodox admits also of other applications which
practically lead to the same result of crying intolerance.
The spirit of proselytism has always been absent from
the Orthodox church; it would seem strange to a
Russian to convert the Chinese and the Japanese to
Orthodoxy. But upon a Russian subject Orthodoxy
must be inflicted, for the sake of national uniformity,
not for religious reasons. And so it happened to Rus-
sian missionaries, who very rarely, if ever, try to
convert men of foreign creed, to convert at a bound
one and a half millions of adherents of the United
church (Grezeco-Catholic) in 1836-39, and later about
half a million of Protestants, Catholics, and United
Greeks in Poland and the western and the Baltic gov-
ernments of Russia. The result of this forced con-
version, which was meant to be the best means for
Russianization, may be seen in the official reports of
Mr. Pobedonostsev. The report for 18g35 showed
that 73,000 forced converts to Orthodoxy “stubbornly
clung to the errors of Catholic faith;” in 1896 their
number increased to 77,000; in 1898, to 8§3,000. Ac-
cording to the same official reports, these people were
“without any assistance of the church, either not per-
forming sacraments and spiritual duties, or doing so
clandestinely, in local and foreign Catholic churches.”
In 1898 there were 26,777 children whom their par-
ents preferred to be unbaptized, and 8,699 marriages
contracted without religious (5. e., official) sanction.
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I do not need to add anything about dismissed Catholic
priests and Protestant pastors who were performing
their duties; about formal fights for churches, and
monasteries sentenced to be closed by Russian author-
ities. The facts are too well known by Europe, which,
some years ago, protested in vain against such treat-
ment of coreligionists.

Of course, the educated classes of Russia have not
remained indifferent to such a state of religious intoler-
ance. The cry for freedom of belief and tolerance in
matters of religion has always been a war cry of the
Russian liberals; nay, even of certain Russian conser-
vatives also. I shall quote to you some recent pleas
for religious freedom, belonging to this latter class.
At one of the last congresses of Russian missionaries
. resolutions were passed with a view to enforcing prose-
cution against sectarians; among other things it was
proposed as a general measure—it had already been
used in individual cases—to take children from the
sectarian parents and to let them be educated by Ortho-
dox persons. Then an isolated voice was raised
against such barbarous measures, a voice that reminded
the fathers at the meeting of Christian charity and
tolerance. That was, however, the voice of a layman,
a marshal of nobility, Mr. Stahovich. Mr. Stahovich
proposed that the missionaries demand from the
government the real, the individual, freedom of con-
science. It gave the signal for a tempest of indignation
against existing intolerance in the liberal press, and
provoked many denunciations of Mr. Stahovich on the
part of the clergy. Since then the question of tolerance
has not been silenced. It was again raised and dis-
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cussed by a Petersburg private society for religious and
philosophic culture which had been founded for pur-
poses of defending conservative nationalism, and as
such had enjoyed a certain protection in influential
spheres of Petersburg. Then the debates and the ad-
dress delivered on this occasion by Prince Volkonsky
—known to America as a lecturer—were published
in a monthly having nothing in common with Russian
liberals but this: It happened to be published after
the manifesto of the Tsar, and as the opinions of the
society and of the monthly both stood in decided con-
tradiction with what was considered to be freedom
of conscience in that official document, both the society
and the journal made only a hairbreadth escape from
suppression; both were saved by their conservative
reputations only. This will help you to realize to
what an extent the idea of an actual religious freedom
is popular and how widely spread it is through all
educated strata of Russian society.

Some attempts were even made to connect this idea
of religious freedom with the conservative tradition
of Russia. Slavophils were the first to attempt a
reconciliation between the spirit of tradition and the
spirit of religious freedom. \We know already that
according to the teaching of Slavophils,!! liberty of
opinion was admitted to be the inalienable though only
right of the people, and as such it was opposed to
liberal aspirations after larger political rights. “Power
to the government; free opinion to the people;” such
was the political scheme of the Slavophils. This im~
plied freedom of conscience as well as freedom of

2 See p. 56.
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speech. But the Slavophils failed to perceive that
freedom of conscience was also a political right, like
others which they denied, and not likely to be realized
alone. And thus their political ideal was doomed to
remain a sentimental utopia. Whatever our opinion
may be on this subject, one thing may be safely inferred
from everything that has been said in this chapter.
This inference is, that religious freedom and tolerance
mean nothing less than a break with Russian national-
istic tradition. And if they are one day to come, they
will come as the negation of the ancient religious tra-
dition of Russia.



CHAPTER 1V

THE POLITICAL TRADITION

LET me remind you of the general trend of our
discussion which now is to be pursued further. We
started from the nationalistic supposition that Russian
Orthodoxy was one of the most distinctive features of
the Russian national type. "Such was at least the com-
mon belief of Russian nationalistic politicians. This
belief necessarily implied that Orthodoxy had remained
unchanged, as befitted a distinctive feature of an im-
mutable national type. It seemed particularly fitting
to choose for such a distinctive feature the Orthodox
creed, just because immutability was thought to be
an inherent quality of Christianity in general and the
eastern form of the Christian creed especially. Now
we have seen that as a matter of fact Russia is no
exception to the general rule of religious change and
evolution. There, as everywhere, Christianity suffered
- change: it took as many different shapes as there were
consecutive stages of culture. And these stages were
the same in Russia as everywhere else. First, as we
saw, there was a long stage of transition from pagan-
ism to ritualism. Then followed the stage of transition
from ritualism to evangelical and spiritual Christianity.
Peculiar to Russia was the particular circumstance that
the established church refused to take any active part
in aid of this religious evolution, but was very active in
its repression. Owing to the non-interference of the

I3x
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established church, the whole process in Russia took a
somewhat incidental character. The religious move-
ment was deprived of its natural leaders, and thus a
regular evolution of doctrine was made impossible.
Moreover, the natural growth of religious thought was
branded schism and heresy, and thus exposed to the
prosecution of the authorities and doomed to popular
disgrace. This, of course, could not prevent the final
triumph of new religious ideas, but it helped greatly
to retard the movement. Yet, in spite of all these
obstacles, the movement went its natural way and has
long broken all ties of tradition. Religious feeling
was not unchangeable in Russia, as we see, and if
Orthodoxy was, so much the worse for it. The pale
of the established church was therefore forsaken by
everybody who wanted any kind of living religion. If
everything remained unchanged inside the “true fold,”
it was because there was no life. Accordingly we
come to the conclusion that religious immutability is
not a national distinction of Russia, because there was
no religious immutability, perhaps not even within
the precincts of the established church.

Now that we pass to the study of the political tra-
dition, we shall have to face a similar error of judg-
ment; and it is to be corrected in a similar way; 1. e,
by confronting it with the real process of political
evolution. The error consists this time in the idea
that the actual political form, autocracy, never has
changed and is unchangeable. This is considered by
Russian nationalists to be the second essential feature
of the national type. We shall soon see that this theory
itself is of very recent origin; and that even at the



THE POLITICAL TRADITION 133

time of its appearance it did not correspond to the
scientific evidence then available. Indeed, the theory
of the persistence of Russian political tradition clashes
with the facts of history still more obviously than the
idea of the persistence of the religious tradition. Some
seventy-five years ago, when historical knowledge was
yet in its infancy, it was possible to hold the view that
the Russian state at its very coming into existence was
monarchical. But then the necessary stages of political
development previous to the building of a state had
not yet been studied by European scholars, and no
social embryology existed. The theory of the evolu-
tion of political forms was not yet much in advance of
Aristotle’s teachings, though even those should have
prevented the error in question. Now that we have
this further knowledge, only such people as are inter-
ested in supporting old prejudices still cling to the
antiquated theory. Nevertheless the theory is made
obligatory by Russian fundamental law; not to share
it is considered a political crime, which may be pun-
ished by forced labor in Siberia.

But let us look at the facts in the light of the
contemporary science of sociology. Three consecutive
stages of political organization are generally distin-
guished by writers on sociology: that of tribal society,
that of the feudal state, and that of the national-
military state, from which the contemporary constitu-
tional state is evolved. 1Vas there anything corre-
sponding to these three stages in Russian political
development ?

Before we answer this question we must first con-
sider that even in western Europe the political develop-
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ment was not entirely uniform in different countries.
As we advance eastward from the Atlantic shore to
the Urals, we are sure to find the whole process more
and more backward, and less intense. The same pro-
cess of the growth of the state out of the tribal organi-
zation which we observe going on upon the Seine and
the Loire as early as the fifth and sixth centuries
appears in the seventh and eighth centuries east of
the Rhine, from the ninth to the eleventh on the Ger-
man eastern marches (i. e., in Prussia and Austria),
from the tenth to the twelfth in Bohemia and on the
Dnepper, and in the twelith and thirteenth in Lithuania.
The chief reason for a comparatively later start is, of
course, the lack of inner springs of development. As
such inner springs we may consider the social differ-
entiation within the tribal society and the resulting
changes in its composition. As a rule, the tribal stage
of social existence comes to an end when the leading
families of the tribe contrive to promote themselves
to a position of local power, i. e., when the local aris-
tocracy appears. The only privilege of such leading
families at the beginning of the process was generally
that their members should be by preference chosen as
headmen of clans or tribes. Later on they usurped
a kind of overlordship over the territory of the tribe,
claimed the right to dispose not only of the un-
settled march land and wastes, but also of the common
grounds of their fictitious kinsmen, and finally man-
aged to get possession of the whole estate, as its legal
proprietors, while the other landholders were dispos-
sessed and reduced to the state of dependent farmers,
or even to that of half-free “villains.” Thus the
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democratic composition of tribal society evolved itself
into the aristocratic composition of a feudal society.
The social groups built up on the ground of blood-
relationship (real or fictitions) gave way before social
constructions founded on territorial power and depend-
ence. The collective ownership of land was supplanted
by the régime of private property. Thus the village
community became a “manor.”

The building of the great landlords’ estates thus
may be called the inner spring of development from
a tribal to a feudal organization of society. Wherever
this inner spring is missing, no development from tribe
to state is possible, unless some outward political ele-
ments should supply the lack. Sooner or later these
outward causes begin to act in the same way as the
inner causes would. As a rule, they are two—war and
commerce—and their action is to emphasize differences
in wealth and power among the members of the tribe.
But when wealth and power come directly from with-
out instead of being accumulated by a prolonged pro-
cess of organic development, their influence on the
primitive tribal organization must necessarily be differ-
ent. In such a case the elements of political power
brought from abroad enter into immediate connection
with the local elements of tnibal democracy, without
the intermediate link of indigenous aristocracy be-
tween the former and the latter. Thence the retarded
development of the feudal state comes to be quite
different from that in typical lands of medieval feudal-
ity. The representatives of political power take the
place that the local landlords had failed to take posses-
sion of; and they do so by owning the common
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grounds and wastes, by holding the state offices in
their own hands—in short, by taking possession, as far
as they can, of the superior ownership of the entire
domain and the overlord rights. Under these condi-
tions the social process of development of the landed
aristocracy is postponed. It becomes a secondary re-
sult of a previous political development; 1. e., the build-
ing of an aristocracy is in a large degree dependent on
the policy of the rulers, instead of being able to influ-
ence and to modify this very policy.

Now, as we have said, the farther east we go in
Europe, the slower is the process by which society
becomes aristocratic and feudal. We know, then, what
we have to expect from the study of early social de-
velopment and political institutions in Russia. A long-
protracted tribal existence, an undeveloped territorial
aristocracy, a political power coming from without
and easily appropriating the overlord rights over land,
a class of officials that gathers around and derives its
further claims from its position as king’s servants—
such are the particular features of the Russian feudal
state. With all these peculiarities, the state that is
being so formed already bears within itself the germ
of the future autocracy; but this germ is first de-
veloped when the central power assumes military func-
tions, in the process of political unification.

Unhappily, we do not possess sufficient informa-
tion about the tribal organization of early Russia.
Some scholars have even gone so far as to deny its
very existence. But this is quite wrong. The fact is,
indeed, that in the central parts of the territory of
early Russia the political power, judging even from



THE POLITICAL TRADITION 137

our earliest sources of information, had so much en-
croached upon the tribal organization that only scanty
traces are left for our curiosity. But even these are
enough for historical reconstruction. Thus, we may
yet trace in earlier sources (eleventh century) the ex-
istence of the joint responsibility of kinsmen in cases
of avenging murder or of receiving the fees exacted
from the murderer’s relatives. Of course, the degree
of kinship in which the members of a family were
bound to revenge was very narrow; and the group
that was obliged to pay the fee seems to be half
voluntarily formed; the whole frame of tribal organi-
zation seems thus very loose and decadent. Still,
enough is preserved to bear witness to centuries of
fuller existence. The chief of the Russian house com-
munion (corresponding to the Welsh gwely) has in
the earliest sources the same name as that by which he
is known in early Bohemia. He is called ognishchanin,
1. e., the chief of the principal homestead, where the
ancestral hearth, ogneschay, is located—the tyddyn of
the Welsh. The fee for his murder was higher than
for that of a3 common man; it was equal to that of a
king’s servant. In the city these “town ancients” were
even admitted to the king’s council. In the country
they very probably managed sometimes to push them-
selves into the position of proprietors of the whole
village. At least we may draw such a conclusion
from a recently discovered source, the circular letter
of the metropolitan Clement, written in the middle
of the twelith century. He speaks there about some
people who seek “vain glory”: “They acquire house
after house, village after village; they take possession
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of liberated slaves (isgoees) as much as of joint own-
ers (saybrees), of new clearings (lahda) as much as
of ancestral holdings (stareeny).” The quoted pas-
sage points out, as we see, two types of appropriated
property, and to each type corresponds a particular
category of settlers. Evidently such proprietors as
are censured here enlarged their estates first by appro-
priating tribal lands which were already cultivated
(ancestral holdings), and second by colonizing new
ground. They used as colonists the “liberated slaves”
and other persons who had forsaken their situations
and were tramping, looking around for some new
station. These are the Russian isgoees, as they are
known from other sources; they seem to me.to be
identical with the hospites of Polish and Bohemian
medizval law. Now, the other category mentioned,
that of the “joint owners,” the saybree, who were
dwelling on their “ancestral holdings,” is particularly
interesting to us. This category is spoken of here for
the first and the only time in early Russian records.
In Poland and Bohemia they are more often mentioned
under the name of the heredes® or the originaru.?
In both Poland and Bohemia the position of these
heredes and originarii—the “joint-owners”—is quite
clear: they were no longer free tenants, but were
already appropriated by former headmen of their tribal
groups, by the ogneschahne, who thus became big
landed proprietors. Thanks to the circular letter of
Clement, we now may conclude—if our commentary

* The legal heirs, the possessors of the “ grandfathers' holdings,”
the daydechee.

? Corresponding to the Russian term staroshiltsee.
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is found right—that in Russia the same process of
social differentiation was going on and came to its
natural end. This end was the dislocation of tribal
groups and the building of large prlvate estates, or a
new aristocracy.

But why, then, are not the “joint-owners” and
their landlords more often mentioned in early Russian
documents? The most probable answer is that neither
class was numerous enough to be taken as character-
istic of social life in early Russia. Of course, there
were landlords and landed aristocracy, independent of
the rulers of the land and even opposed to their rule;
but they were not many, and they soon disappeared,
giving. way to the aristocracy of new origin—that of
the grantees of the prince, holding land and money
from him, forming his court and his military suite,
following him wherever he went, from town to town,
from land to land, until he and they—or rather the
descendants of both—became definitely settled. Thus,
lacking a strong landed aristocracy of tribal origin in
Russia, the old cultivators had more chance of pre-
serving the ownership of their ancestral holdings until
the prince himself came and took possession of the
overlord rights, which were still unappropriated by
the families of the headmen of the tribe. Such was
actually the position of the overwhelming majority
of Russian peasants in early Russia—the smerds, as
they were called. If a smerd died without leaving
heirs, his holding was inherited by the prince of the
land; the prince was considered to be the superior
owner of the whole territory and immediate owner of
the unoccupied lands. But the consequences of this
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general supposition had not yet been realized by law.
The prince did not seem to possess the right to eject
the smerds from their holdings, or even to exact from
them anything besides the old custom of the land.
Such seems to have been the legal position of the
heredes —the daydechee—of western Slavic law.
But all this was to be changed later on. And per-
haps the very conditions under which the changes were
made were to a great extent the same in Russia as in
the western Slavic states. What was impossible and
inconsistent with old custom in the lands of old culture
became quite natural when princes began to colonize
uninhabited lands. Such lands must have been numer-
ous on the marches; therefore Russian princes, like
Bohemian and Polish ones, very early showed their
preference for transferring their activity to the boun-
daries of their dukedoms, there to build and to colon-
ize, using the wandering strollers and indigenous
-cultivators as a ready material for colonization. To
attract the colonists to their lands, the princes gave
them franchises (the lhotas of Bohemian and Russian
law); once settled, such colonists were not often re-
moved from their holdings, and thus the settlers in
their turn became the “old inhabitants,” the staro-
sheeltsee. The idea, however, remained, that the land
was not theirs, but belonged to the prince; and thus
was introduced the custom of disposing of these lands,
of buying and selling them, giving them as land grants
and conveyances, with the peasants on them as their
natural appurtenance. Of course, no remains of tribal
property, no joint-ownership, could be preserved there;
in fact, they had already been destroyed by the very
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process of the migration of isolated settlers to the
marches, where their clearings and villages from theé
very beginning took the form of purely individual
settlements.

Such were the elements of early social life in Rus-
sia, and such was the difference in composition be-
tween the old political center and the land of new
culture. We shall presently see which prevailed. But
before we go any farther we must make this difference
between the types of Russian culture clearer, inasmuch
as they are determined by differences of geographical
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