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ABSTRACT

The French personalist movement (1930-1938) tinds its origins 1n French Neo-
criticism and Thomism, and German existentialism  The contribution of Russian
religious-populist philosophy has not yet been studied. Nikolair Berdyaev (1874-1948)
incorporated this tradition in his philosophy. Exiled after the Russian Revoluton, he
brought his version of Russian "personalism™ to France, where his works were seized as
a manifesto by the French personalist movements L'Ordre Nouveau and Esprit.
Alexandre Marc (1904- ), another exile, and Emmanuel Mounter (1905-1950) tried to
reconstruct the Russian mir as a French institution. Populism envisioned Russia as a
decentralized federation of autonomous mirs; likewise, French personalists advocated a
federalized European union in which communal patries would serve as the pnmary unit
of government. Russian populism presented models tor and was perpetuated by the
French personalists. The influence of Russian ideas on French personalism offers a new

dimension to the History of ideas.



Le néo-critique et le thomisme frangais et 'existentialisme allemand sont les
origines réputés du personnalisme frangais (1930-1938). mais la contribution de la
philosophie religieuse et populiste russe n’a pas encore été examinée. Nikolai Berdyaev
(1874-1948) a incorporé cette tradition dans sa propre philosophie. Exilé apres la
révolution russe, il a apporté a la France sa propre version du "personnalisme" russe. Les
groupements personnalistes L' Ordre Nouveau et Esprit ont embrassé ses oeuvres comme
manifeste social et politique. Alexandre Marc (1904- ), un autre exilé. et Emmanucl
Mounier (1905-1950) ont tenté de créer une institution frangaise en transposant le mir
russe. Comme le populisme russe considérait la Russie une fédération décentralisée de
mirs autonomes, les personnalistes frangais préconisait une union européene fédérale dans
laquelle I'unité primordiale de gouvernement serait la patrie communale. L’infuence des
idées russes sur le personnalisme frangais fait de nouvelles recherches de 1’'Histoire des

mentalités.
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Introduction.

The personalist movement began in France in the 19205, Predomunantly centied
around the Parisian reviews Esprit and ['Ordre Nouveauw, personalism aspued to a “thud
way" which both combined and transcended the prevalent ideologies ot individuabism and
communism.  The personalists were reacting agminst the apparent oppresston and
incompetence of the existing political system in France, and to the atomizanon of modern
society. Personalism advocated social responsibility and onposed the exploitation of
people for profit: it offered an alternative to capitalism  The personalist movement was
also 4 response to the encroaching 1deologies of commumism and fascism  committed to
the particular, personalism regarded each person as a unique enuty of intinite value; it
abhorred the subjugation of any person to a "faceless collective”

French Personalism originated in 1931 with the publication of I'Ordre Nouvean's
manifesto, written by a Russian emigre, Alexandre Marc:

WE ARE NEITHER INDIVIDUALISTS NOR COLLECTIVISTS, WE ARE
PERSONALISTS!!

In 1933, Emmanuel Mounier, a young French Catholic, launched the review Esprit to

further the cause of the personne;

...c’est-a-dire sur cet homme @ la fois "libre” et "responsable” - personnel et
communautaire - les deux termes se garantissant réciproquement, qui devait servir

'Christian Roy, ‘Alexandre Marc and the Personalism of L'Ordre Nouveau, 1920-
1940.” (Montreal, 1987) M.A. Thesis., 21. Alexandre Muarc was the sole author of this
manifesto.

Most historians attribute the founding of the personalist movement to Emmanuel
Mounier and his review Esprit. In 1987, Christian Roy, inspired by the assertion of Denis
de Rougemont that it was in fact ['Ordre Nouveau who inaugurated the movement, wrote
a convincing thesis which clearly established the legitimacy of de Rougemont’s claim,
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de mesure a notre conception de la société.”
These two groups began the personalist revolution m France  The revolution would
follow Pégpuy’s dictate: "La révolution sera morale ou elle ne sera pas”"." Personalism
was g celebration of the spintual nature of human beings and an attempt to protect and
further this spiritualism

The starting point of the personalist revolution was the development of the integial
personality: the personalists intended to educate all people in France - and eventually 1n
Europe - n the full potential of their spintual, as well as, matenal abihiues. Developed
persons would then form a new society: the land and the means of production would be
held in commoen by those who worked it; persons would be reunited in a basic
community, the patrie, where a sense of belonging could be fostered, and where similar
interests would allow a true communion: the patrie would become the new centre of
government in France. A decentralized federation of patries would together compose the
“nation”. Eventually the French personalists hoped that their ideology would result in
a world organization of diverse federations which could peacefully coexist.

Although the personalist movement only attracted a small minority of intellectuals
in France, the ideas which they expressed left an impressive legacy. In the 1930s,

Esprit’'s circulation never exceeded 30006-4000* and 1'Ordre Nouveau peaked at 2000;*

*Denis de Rougemont, "Témoignage", Le Personnalisme d'Emmanuel Mounier, Hier
et Demain. (Paris, 1985), 37.

‘Emmanuel Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.”" OE, 37.

*William Rauch, Politics and Beliefs 1n Contemporary France. (The Hague, 1972),
305.

‘Paul Lipiansky & Bernard Rettanbach, Ordre et Democratie, deux sociétes du
pensée: de L'Ordre Nouveau au Club Jean-Moulin. (Paris, 1967)., 89.
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neither group tormed a politica! party, nor were any personalists elected into the French
parliament prnior to World War Two  However, 1n Vichy, some members ot ['Ordre
Nowveau participated in Pétain’s "Révolution natonale™ and Emmanuel Moumer assisted
tn the tormation of the Utniage school  Through these men, the personalist ideology
influenced some ot the polictes ot the Vichy regrime. The legacy of personalism was
even more appatent after the war  The Commornweal and Cross Currents expounded
Esprir's message in America, and similar movements in Belgium, Switzerland, Holland,
Canada®. Africa, Poland. and Spain attribute their ornigins to Esprit” L' Ordre Nowveau
inspired the movement towards a European federstion and several of aits members

participated 1n the formation of the European Economic Community.  Personalist

*The members of I’ Ordre Nouveau who participated in the Vichy regime were: Robert
Loustau, Jean Jardin. Robert Gibrat, Xavier de Lignac, and Albert Ollivier |Lipransky.
91.}

"Loustau was director ot the Baudoin cabinet tor Foreign affaus and influenced
certain policies of Pétain. The Vichy Charte du travarl expounded the themes rased by
I'Ordre Nouveau. Moreover, much of the termiunology used in the doctrine ot the
National Revolution was expressly personalist.  However, by 1942, most ot the
personalists became disillusioned with Vichy; Mounter was even mmprisoned by the
regime. [Lipiansky, 92, John Hellman, Emmanuel Mounier and the New Catholic Left,

1930-1950. (Toronto, 1981)., 90-00.]

*The most famous "personalist” review 1n Canada 1s Cieé Libre wheie Pierre Trudeau
developed many of his political 1deas.

Rauch. 307.

"?Alexandre Marc created "L’ Unton européen des fédéralistes” in 1946 which exists
today and furthers the policies and organization of the EC. Robe.t Aron founded a
similar movement, "La Fédératon”. Denis de Rougemont, a riominent member of
L’ Ordre Nouveau, participated tn and reported on the Congres e 'Europe a La Haye in
1948: this Congress was instrumental in the formation of the first loose European Trade
Community, the predecessor to the EC. The influence of I'Ordre Nouveauw's doctrine
is clearly presented in the "charte fédéraliste” adopted by the Congres du Movement
fédérahiste européen in Montreal 1964. [Lipiansky, 92,93.]
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doctrine also influenced Vaucan I1 (1962), and the Centesimus Annus (1991).'" Such

a legacy indicates the importance of personalism and validates a study of its origins.
Historians attnibute the founding of personalism to Emmanuel Mounier.  They
identity 1ts origins 1n the French philosophy of: Proudhon, Péguy. Maritain und Bergson,
they recogmze the contributions of Germans Scheler. Stern, Heidegger and Nietzsche
However, Russian populist philosophy anticipated personalism in the concepts of
Godmanhood and sobornost’, and several Ressian emigres directly participated in the
personalist movement in France. Although historians favour analysis of Westernization
in Russia, they appear reluctant to conduct a simular study of the Russification of Europe.
There are «everal reasons for this: the Russian language is both
complex and unfamiliar:  russophobia is an enduring Western trait; intellectually,
Russians are often discounted as either "barbarians”, or more recently, "communists”.
Thus, although personalist historians may mention the influence of specific Russians like
Nikolar Berdyaev, Raissa Maritain, Alexandre Maic, Helen Iswolsky, Marc Chagall, and
Draghilev. they iyinore the background from which these people emerged and they

discount the unique nfluence of Russian ideas on the philosophy of personalism."

""The Pope condoned opposition to any economic system which denies the "free and
personal nature of human work". He explained the failure of communism 1n the Soviet
Union as a result of a "fundamentai anthropological error in ignoning the transcendence
of the human person". [The Globe and Mail. May 2, 1991, A9.]

"“Hellman says: "Most of the earliest and most important articulations of personalism
were by German-educated, nmulitantly anti-communist Russians, Germans, and Belgians,
who were Russtan Orthodox, Jewish, or non-believers.” [Hellman,5.]

Chrisidan Roy discusses Marc’s Russian background but draws no significant links
between Russian philosophy and personalism.

Michael Kelly Pioneer of the Catholic Revival. The Ideas and Influence of
Emmanuel Mounier. (London, 1979)., discusses the importance of Nikolai Berdyaev but
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This thesis explores the Russian contribution to personalisin, It finds an
anticipation of French personalism 1n the two central tenets of the religious-populist
tradition in Russia: Godmanhood and sobornost’.  The elucidanon of Godmanhood 1~
most commonly connected with Viadimir Soloviev (1835-1900)." However,
Godmanhood - the conception of the human being as an integral entity in which the
spiritual and material dimensions are combined allowing the person to act as the link
between God and created matter - 15 a constant theme i Russtan religious-populist
philosophy."*  Sobornost’ - an orgamc community 1 which the person retamed his
inherent worth and uniqueness and yet was inextricably bound to the community - was

first expounded by the Slavophiles (1840-1860)."% They believed that sobornost’ was

ignores the Russian roots of his philosephy.

Joseph Amato, Mounier and Maritain: A French Catholic Understanding of the
Modern World. (Alabama, 1975)., sees Berdyaev as a contempovary and parallel
philosopher to Jacques Maritain and he mentions the influence of Berdyaev's A New
Middle Ages on French personalism, but he does not consider the Russtan origins of
Berdyaev’s philosophy or the influence of Russian thought on French personalism [107]

William Rauch also highlights the importance of Berdyaev's philosophy and in
particular emphasizes its existential nature; he mentions no Russian traditions whrch might
have influenced Berdyaev’s ideas and equates the philosopher to the French personahist
existentialists, Paul Landsberg, Ricoeur, and Nédoncelle. |Rauch, 8¥j.

By. Soloviev. The Justification of the Good: An Essay on Moral Philosophy
(London, 1918).

*Soloviev, 160. The concept of the integral personality was first elucidated by the
Slavophtle philosopher Ivan Kireevsky (1806-1856). It was a major theme in the novels
of Dostoevsky (1823-1881), the central tenet of Soloviev's philosophy, and reappeared
in the writings of Russia’s "renaissance” 1dealists. Some of the more prominent figures
in this renaissance were Dimitri Merezhkovsky, Andrei Bely, Alexandr Blok, Viacheslav
Ivanov, Peter Struve, Semen Frank, Georgii Florovsky, the princes Trubetskoi, and
Nikolai1 Berdyaev. Godmanhood was elaborated as a political deology in the 1909
review Vekhi ["Signposts"].

15Sobornost’ onginated from Orthodox theology which outwardly extolled the
superiority of the Orthodox synodal system and inwardly defined the Chuich, "notas a
centre of teaching and authornty, but as a congiegation of lovers in Christ.” [RP1, 161 |
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manifested in the narod's' organic communities: the mir and artel'.'’ It is the
intention of this thesis to prove that the obshchina'® was an actual model for the parrie.
Godmanhood and sobornost’ fused 1n the philosophy of Nikolai Berdyaev and

acted as the foundation for his "New Middle Ages”. An analysis of his ideas clearly

Sobornost' continued to form the nucleus of populist ideology: it inspired the "going to
the people” in the summer of 1874, the political doctrine of the Socialist Revolutionaries
|SRs), and Vehhi.

When discussing the Slavophiles, I am referring to the original Slavophiles - Ivan
Kireevsky (1806-56), Petr Kireevsky (1808-56), Alexis Khomyakov (1804-60),
Constantine Aksakov (1817-60), and Yurit Samarn (1819-76) - not the Neo-slavophiles
who advocated the formation of a Panslav federation to rule Europe. Four a clear
description of the differences between these two movements please see A. Walicki, The
Slavophile Controversy. (Cxford, 1975)., 495-508.

For a detailed examination of Slavophile ideology, see: Nicholas Riasanovsky,
Russia and the West in the Teaching of the Slavophiles. (Cambridge, 1956)., Chapter 4.

and Peter Christoff, An Introduction to Nineteenth Century Slavophilism. Vol 1-4.,
(Mouton, 1961).

“Narod is translated as "the people of a Nation" or "the Nation'. The narod
symbolizes a distinct group differentiated from the upper classes - until 1861 they were
mostly serfs. Before the 1917 Revolution, narod generally applied to "peasants” - farmers
- but could aiso refer to Russia’s new proletariat. The word also conveys a symbol.c
judgement. To Slavophiles, the narod were a mystical body, the Russian "people”; they
considered the narod inherently religious, humane, and superior to tiie "Germanized”
intellectuals and bureaucrats. To "Westerners" - Russians who disparaged their own
development and regarded the West as truly "civilized" - the narod were sometimes
thought of as crude, ignorant peasants.

"Mir: “the world; peace; village community"; the people living in the obshchina [the
narod] called their community the mir; this word symbolized the organic character, the
personification of the community, which both the narod within and the intellectuals
without attributed to this social organization.

The artei” was a collective organization of artisans. Like the mir it redistributed
profit and collectively paid all obligations. The most comparable Western institution is
the English guild.

“The correct historical term for hoth the mir and artel’ communities is obshchina
["the village commune"]. Obshcnina denotes the specifically Russian institution: a
community of people living together and mutually sharing their obligations and profit.
In Russia the right of property was granted first to God and then to the obshchina.
Individuals only had right to usufruct (use of the land).

6



demonstrates the influence of Russian thought upon the development of French
personalism. A second conduit is found in Alexandre Marc: educated in the Russian
tradition and a member of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, Marc combined Russian
populist ideas with those of European socialists to elaborate an active policy for French
personalism. Berdyaev and Marc presented a formidable introduction of the "Russian
idea" into 1930s France.

This thesis in no way intends to denigrate the French foundations of personalism;
nor does it pretend that Berdyaev and Marc were the only transmitters of Russian
ideology. Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, both popular novelists in the West, represent by
themselves a significant communication of Russian religious and populist 1deas. After
the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 some three million Russians fled the war-torn country.
Two hundred thousand ended up in France. The majority of these emigres came trom the
intelligentsia; lawyers, engineers, writers, professors, and clergy."” Thus this thesis, in
focusing on Berdyaev and Marc, only reveals a small proportion of the Russian impact.

In 1990, Marc Raeff published Russia Abroad which exwnined the influence of
the post-Revolution Russian emigres on Europe.® This thesis furthers such research and
adds a new dimension to the History of ideas. It was inspired by Christian Roy’s thesis
‘Alexandre Marc and the Personalism of L’'Ordre Nouveau, 1920-1940," by John

Hellman’s ensuing work on Alexandre Marc’s biography, and by the unpublished diaries

Marc Raeff, Russia Abroad. (New York, 1990)., 24.

YAlthough this book concentrates on the literary and journalistic influences of
Russians throughout the world after the Russian Revolution, it is one of the most concrete
histories of Russification yet published. [ therefore thank Marc Raeff for furthering my
work on a subject which has hitherto been neglected by historians.

7



of Alexandre Marc (1916-1923) which indicate the impact of Russian populist ideas on
Marc’s personalist ideology. The author would like to thank Christian Roy for giving her
access to Marc’s diaries, and Professor Hellman for providing her with transcripts on his

interview with Alexandre Marc in 1985 and other unpublished material.
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Chapter.] Meetings: The Commencement of Personalism in France.

In 1928, a young Russian emigre, Alexandre Marc (1904- ) orgamzed the Club du

Moulin Vert where Parisian intellectuals could meet and discuss the problems of their
time. Marc’s first recruits were Jean jardin and René Dupuis - fellow students from
L’Ecole libre des sciences politiques de Paris where Marc had studied law and politcs -
and Gabriel Rey and Jacques Naville who worked with Marc at the Libranie Hachette!
These young men came from different backgrounds and possessed diverse ideologies, but
they were united by their common disagreement with the established revolutionary
movements of their time, and by their anger at the ineptitude and lack of direction offered
by the French government.® Their meetings resulted in the gradual formation of a new
revolutionary program aimed at counteracting the current problems of France. One of
their early ideas was to abandon France and move to Canada in order to "fonder une
petite colonie ol bien nous tentons quelque chose pour sauver la civilisation européene".’
Marc was predisposed to political action from an early age. His parents were
affiliated with the Mensheviks, and they were members of Russia’s small bourgeois class;
their primary concerns were social and economic, not philosophical. Thus Marc was

encouraged to read literature (Turgenev, Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, Pushkin and Gorky), and

!Jean-Louis Loubet del Bayle, Les Non-Conformistes des années 30. (Paris, 1969.),
81.

’Lipiansky, 9.

*Loubet del Bayle, 82.
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apply what he learned to the cause of social change.* This early exposure to social
activism was augmented by Marc’s experience in the Russian Revolution. Despite his
youth, Marc was able to join a Socialist Revolutionary Party cell (he was attracted to a
seventeen-year-old SR girl) where he learned the life of a revolutionary: meetings,
demonstrations, and avoiding arrest’ culminated with his participation in a protest against
the dissolution of the Constituent Assembly in 1918. The Bolsheviks dispersed the crowd
with machine guns and Marc, his mother, and the anarchist Voline, were the only
survivors.”  This experience ended Marc’s youth. He had learned to despise "mob-
rule": "The mob hates everything that is clean, everyone in the world who aspires to the

7

highest. Mobs hate the truth..."" And he shunned the marxist vision of utopia which

inspired such collective violence. Later, in reading Alexander Herzen’s (1812-1870) From

*Alexandre Marc, Vuipiskii (Diary)., unpublished, (1916-1923), Feb. 6, 1916. Marc
was encouraged to give money to the poor, and when he "wasted" money on Sherlock
Holmes and Pinkerton Mysteries, his parents scolded him. They wanted him to be
conscientious about money and to realize how other people suffered from the lack of it.
[Ibid., Feb. 8, 1916]. In 1916, a family discussion about Turgenev, prompted the twelve-
year-old Marc to copy a section of A Sportsman’s Sketches into his diary; he was
attracted by Turgenev’s "sincere and loving" description of "nature and rural
existence".[Ibid., Feb. 17, 1916.] Marc read the Populist journals Young Russia and The
Guding Fire in the library and especially enjoyed the article, "From the Narod". [Feb.
23, 1916].

*Marc’s fear of arrest is most clearly indicated in his diary. When he began to
participate with the SRs, he constructed a code so that he could write down his ideas
“without the fear of being understood. It is necessary to practice this deceit so that I can
forget about it because if anything written here is found by others, all is lost for me".
[ Diary, Oct.18, 1917]

“John Hellman, "Interviews with Alexandre Marc." Cogne Italy, 1985., 2a8. See also
Denis de Rougemont. Journal d’une époque. (Paris, 1968), 93,94.

"Marc, Diary. March 5, 1918.
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the Other Shore, Marc was vindicated by the author’s tragic prediction of the 1esults of
a communist revolution, and he agreed with Herzen's assertion that the death of one man
was as tragic as the end of humanity.”

In 1929 Marc broadened the scope of the Club du Moulin Vert meetings to analyze
the three Christian traditions: Protestantism, Catholicism. and Orthodoxy. The group now
included leading Protestant pastors, Catholic clergy and ntellectuals, and the Russun

philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev who represented the Orthodox view.’

8Alexander Herzen, From the Other Shore. (London, 1956).. 40., cited in Marc’s
Diary, July 19. i919.

"The whole of Europe will leave its normal courses and will be drowned in a
general cataclysm...Exhausted and starving peoples will submit to everything, and military
discipline will take the place of law and of every kind of orderly administration. Then
the victors will begin to fight for their loot. Civilisation, industry, territied, will flee to
England and America, taking with them from the general ruin, some therr money, others
their scientific knowledge or their unfinished work.. And then, on the brink of sutfening
and disaster, a new war will break out, home grown, internal, the revenge of the have-nots
against the haves...Communism will sweep across the world tn a violent tempest -
dreadful, bloody, unjust, swift; in thunder and lightning, amid the fire of the burning
palaces, upon the ruin of factories and public buildings the New Commandments will be
enunciated...the basic tone will be set by socialism. The institutions and structure of our
own time and civilisation will perish - will, as Proudhon politely puts it, be liquudated.

You regret the death of civilisation?

I, too, I am sorry.

But the masses will not regret it; the masses to whom 1t gave nothing but tcars,
want, ignorance and humiliation... Socialism will develop in all its phases until it reaches
its own extremes and absurdities. Then there will again burst forth from the titanic breast
of the revolting minority a cry of denial. Once more a mortal battle will be joined in
which socialism will occupy the place of today’s conservausm, and will be defeated by
the coming revolution as yet invisible to us...” [Herzen as cited in Isaiah Berlin, Russian
Thinkers. (New York, 1978), 97.]

Loubet del Bayle, 82. It was during these discussions that Charles du Bos introduced
Marc to the Swiss Protestant Denis de Rougemont. The regular participants now included
R.P. Congar, Gabriel Marcel, Pasteurs Dominice, Westphal, and de Pury, Berdyaev, and
Father Gillet.
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Marc had always been interested in religion. His parents were wealthy Jews who
eschewed religion and attempted to shield him from such "superstition”. However, n
1914, his grandfather secretly orchestrated his Bar Mitzvah and subsequently Marc began
to study rehgion. he read the Talmud, Confucius, Buddha, and the Hindu Vedas, and

Merezhkovsky's Christ and Antichrist (1896-1905). Marc was not a believer seeking to

justify his faith from within, but an agnostic who conducted a systematic search for the
meaning of faith and religion. He asserted that "the reading of Merezhkovsky was the first
step in my formation of a religious vision."' Despite his early religious exposure, the
Russian Revolution turned Marc away from God. He proclaimed that "God is a despot!”
and like Bakunin, suggested that the greatest favour God could do for humanity was to
disappear."!  Not surprisingly, he found Nietzsche's writings very appealing as he
grappled with ideas of "the abyss", godlessness, and the future."

The religious meetings of the Club du Moulin Vert allowed Marc to resume his
acquaintance with Berdyaev. Marc and his parents escaped the Bolshevik regime in 1919,
and moved to France where Marc was enrolled in school and finished his baccalaureate

in mathematics; in 1922 he rejoined his parents in Berlin. Berdyaev was already

YInterview, 1a8.

''"Michael Bakunin (1814-1876) was Russia’s "first professional revolutionary”. [RP1,
379.]1 A fervent anarchist, Bakunin asserted that the greatest favour God could do for
humanity was to disappear; God’s continued existence ensured that humanity would never
be free; it would always be subjected to God’s omnipotent power. Bakunin, God and the
State. (New York, 1970).

"*Diary, March, 5, 1918.



established in Berlin whete he tormed an Orthodox discussion group, lectured at the

University. and wrote his tamous book The New Middle Ages (1923 Mare was

tascinated by many of Berdvaevy's ideas although Berdvaes was unable to convert him
W Orthodoxyy and participated 1n Berdyaev's home mectungs

Nikolar Berdyaev (1874-1948) was @ sttong propenent ot ausiversal Chiistian
church. A disciple of Viadimur Soloviev”, Berdyuaev organized Chistian discussion
groups n Berlin and then France atter his exile trom Ruasstam 1922 Although Berdyaev
was concerned with religious matters, his predonunant imterest was philosophy - Besdvaev
oceupies an unique posttion n the history ot Russtan intellectual thought - His work s

both a culmination of the relhigious-populist tradition ot the macteenth century'™ and

“Roy, 11

HSoloviev behieved in the possibility of umiversal Chrstamity and was claimed by
both the Catholics and the Orthodox as an mmportant rehgious thinker See Helen
Iswolsky, Light Betore Dusk: A Russtan Catholic n France, 1923- 1941 (Toronto, 1942)
Chapter 2-4.

"Berdyacev studied philosophy at the Umversity of Kiev iom 1895 1o 1898 He was
strongly influenced by the Slavophiles, Dostoevsky, Soloviev, and Leonuev.  In his
writings, Berdyaev appraised the urngue Russtan philosophical uadition and applhied 1t to
his own philosophy.

There are. of course. many strams in Russtan philosophy. but there s also
somethmg common o them all, somethiag onginal, the tormation ol a new
philosophical tradiwon distinet trom the teigning tadibons of contemporary
European philosophy  In its basic tendency Russian philosophy carnies on the
great philosophical uaditions ot the past. the Gieek and the German, the spirit ol
Plato and the sput ot classical German adealsm hive on it But German
idealism never went beyond the stage ol extieme abstraction and extreme
rationalism that culmimnated with Hegel. Beginning with Khomiakov, Russiin
philosophers sharply criticized Hegel's abstract idealism and rationahism, and they
moved on not o empiricism, not o neo-critcism, but o concrete tdealism,
oatofogical ealism, o a mystical correcuve o European phitosophy’™s reason,
which had lost 1ty vital essence  And one cannot tail to see n this development
the creative promise of a new path tor philosophy - Russtan philosophy s greatly
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starting point for "personalism" or Christian socialism. Berdyaev adopted the Russian
populist opposition to individualiste. and capitalism: from the Slavophiles, Dow « vsky and
Soloviev, he learned to despise the materialist concepuun of human beings and the
limitations of rational philosophy. However, Berdyaev's personal experience in Russia
and his unique talents led him to go beyond these traditions and form an ongin’i
philosophy and ideology. Berdyaev’s ideology offered a "third way" contrary to the
dominant ideologies of liberal capitalism and communism.

The most comprehensive expression of this "third way" is contained in Berdyaev's

The New Middle Ages which Marc read in Berlin'® and which was translated into

French in 1927. In 1930, Marc’s Club du Moulin Vert decided to transcend their futile
discussions and lead a revolution to create a new France modeled upon the theories
expounded in this book. Characterizing themselves as:

traditionalistes mais non conservateurs, réalistes mais non opportunistes,
révolutionnaires mais non révoltés, constructeurs mais non destructeurs, ni
bellicistes ni pacifistes, patriotes mais non nationalistes, socialistes mais
non matérialistes, personnalistes mais non anarchistes, humains mais non
humanitaires."

concemed with religion, and it reconciles knowledge and faith. [Berdyaev,
"Philosophical Verity and Intelligentsia Truth." in Vekhi., 170, 171.]

' Marc was most attracted to Berdyaev’s commitment to the supremacy of the
person. A strong advocate of personal freedoms and rights, Berdyaev gained many
followers by his attacks on the Marxist-Bolshevik enslavement of Russia. Berdyaev's
commitment to Christianity and his assertion that the world was entering a new
spiritualized, Christian era obviously influenced Marc; he copied Berdyaev’s coinmand
into his diary: "cur work is the realization of God in the world, so that we put God before
all of our ideas, not as the criminal of the world, but as the ideal of the world."[Marc,
"Diary.", Sept. 13, 1919.]

YGabriel Rey, cited in Loubet del Bayle, 83.
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they published their Marmifeste pour un Ordre Nowveau which stated: "We are neithes
individualists nor collectivists, we are personalists!"™  Thus, the Club du Moulin Vert
became the revolutionary party L' Ordre Nouveau. This manifesta matks the start of the
personalist movement .n France

L Ordre Nouveaw's personalism ran directly counter to the two prevaling
ideologies of their time: communism and capitalism.  Aware of the growmg dislocation
in French society and the failure of the existing political system to offer 4 concrete future
vision, they considered the entre-dewx-guerres years an "dge d'inquiétude”. Personalism
offered an alternative to the current system in France, and also to the radical solutions ot
fascism or communism.

France had emerged devastated from World War One: two million Frenchmen had
died, its economic infrastructure was shattered and it faced massive national debts Yet
by 1926, France was operating at or above pre-war levels. The swift reconstruction was
not without its victims as high inflation and taxation created wider class divisions and
rapid industrialization produced slums, poverty, and social dislocation.  Economic
hardship and the widening of class divisions undermined faith in capitalism and demanded
concrete social change, bui the inefficiency of the liberal democratic system obstructed
France’s ability to find solutions within its political structure. The proletariat turned

increasingly to communism or syndicalism."

®Ray, 21. Although Marc wrote this manifesto, Gabriel Rey and Gabriel Marce! also
signed it.

“Kelly, 3-28., René Rémond "Le climat des années trente." Le Personnalisme
d’Emmanuel Mounier, Hier et Demain. (Paris, 1985), 22.
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The French ruling elite was understandably concerned with this trend: the
Bolshevik success in Russia and their increasing campaigns to spread communism through
the Third International, inspired fears that France might be plunged into a communist
revolunon. However, the conservatives were not the only ones who were apprehensive;
Marc and his fellow emigres had witnessed the Bolshevik revoiution and dreaded a
repetition of the violence and communist-type rule. Moreover, a large number of French
intellectuals, especially ardent Catholics, abhorred the concept of atheist communism.

Nevertheless, L'Ordre Nouveau sympathized with the rising discontent with the
current order. They condemned liberal capitalism for its denial of the value of human
beings and its acceptance of a vicious cycle of productivity. Capitalism not only
exploited workers for some individual’s profit, but also enslaved the entrepreneurs and
"Captains of industry”. It was a mechanism controlled by positive feedback: as
production increased, so too did consumption, resulting in yet another increase in
production to meet rising demands and to produce capital to buy even more goods.™
The law of economics and production became the primary reality, of greater importance
than people. spintual development, or creativity. Thus, the personalists denied the totality
of marxism in that they did not consider exploitation or class differences to be the
essential problem of capitalism, rather they asserted that it destroyed all people regardless
of class.

Dans la plupart des cas la tyrannie [capitalism] n’est plus le fait d’un

**Marc, "Le Prolétariat.” Esprit. (Jan. 1933.), 556-569. L’Ordre Nouveau only began
publishing its own review in May, 1933. Before that time, the members of ['Ordre
Nouveau published their opinions in Combat, Plans, and Esprit.
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individu, m1 d’une classe, mais d'un méchanisme ou d'une methode. et ne

porte plus sur des indivdus nt sur des classes, mais sur Pensemble patrons

et ouvriers assujettis & cette méthode.”!
However, they did agree with Marx that capitalism had caused human bewngs to become
objects subjected to the inhuman dictatorship of money and the economy **

Although L' Ordre Nouveau accepted the existence ot the proletarian problem, they
did not believe that the proletariat should be considered n abstract theory but
sociologically, as an human condition.

"condition prolétarienne” plutdt que de "prolétare” caril sTagit & la himne

d'un type de société plutdt que d’un statut réservé a quelques individus

particuliers. St Uouvrier industriel est le premier touché par ce

phénomene, il n'est pas le seul: L’employé, le technicien. Uentrepreneur

indépendant, I'intellectuel "désintéressé" voient s'appesantir sur eux la

méme menace.*’
They believed that all people living in a liberal capitalist society were subsumed to
production’s tyrannical mechanism, degraded, atomized, and 1n a state ot despair Having
revealed the inherent dangers of capitalism, the personalists emphatically protested the
extension of its destructive powers to other countnies through imperiahsm and
colonization.**

Politically, inter-war France was chaotic and disrupted. Neither the Bloc National

immediately after the war, nor Herriot’'s more socialist leadership could satisty the

electorate and solve France’s economic problems. Government after government was

2'Robert Aron and Arnaud Dandieu, La Révolution nécessaire. (Paris, 1933)., 46.

“Mounier, Personalism., (London, 1952)., 103.
BA. Marc, "Esclavage pas mort." L'Ordre Nouveau. (Nov. 1935)., 972,
MGeorge Izard, "Europe: Terre inhumaine.” Esprit. (Nov. 1932)., 218-226,
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overturned as incompetent. The political parties and movements were themselves
constantly sundered by disagreements' the "Right” became a confusing amalgam of
monarchists, fascists, Catholie nattonahists, and industnialists; the "Left” was even more
divided hetween orthodox communists, Catholic socialists, non-denominational socialists,
radical socvialists, and various groups of syndicalists; heated debates ensued 1n the press
between Alain, I"Action fran¢aise, Léon Blum, and Tardien. To L Ordre Nouveau and
other young intellectuals, this situation indicated a desperate need for a new French
ideology which could unify France and transcend this senseless bickering.

It was for this reason that {'Ordre Nowveau opprsed the parliamentary system.
They asserted that parliament had turned democracy into a synonym "de mensonge, de
veulerie, de médiocnité et de compromission".** Special interest groups, stifling ritual,
abuse of public funds on banquets and superfluous projects, and bureaucratic inefficiency
led L'Ordre Nouveau to compare parliament to a Chicago abattoir.”® But, most of all,
the personalists believed that the parliamentary system could never be reformed or
corrected because in truth the elected parliament did not govern; rather some six hundred

appointed. anonymous, officials held all the power and implemented all the policies in

PATY]

Le parlement contre I'esprit.”" L'Ordre Nouveau. (Oct. 1933)., 285.

**"L’idée, comme le cochon, entre vivante dans I'usine, le parlement, amenée sur un
palan, le parti. et ressort de ’autre ¢6té, sous forme de lois aussi nombreuses, diverses
et standardisées que le boudin, le jambon et la saucisse, les députés et sénateurs stérilisant
les idées et les sentiments de leurs commettants par des méthodes aussi parfaitement
taylorisées que le geste des negres chargés, i Chicago, de saigner les couchons a leur
entrée dans la <<chaine>>." ["Le dernier carré." L’'Ordre Nouveau., (Oct. 1933)., 299.]
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France; parliament was, in their view, completely impotent and irrelevant.”’

Having condemned parliament, it is not surprising that the personalists had no
respect for political parties. They viewed the "right” as bemng committed to property.
family, country, and religion: capitalist property, egotistical famuly ties, tabid nationalism,
and pharisaical piety. Rightist ideology was mundated with hypocrisy and applauded
useless martyrdom instead of constructive spirituality  They used heroism, not to lead or
inspire, but rather to distract the masses from therr tegiimate complamts; parades and
simple ideas were the panacea for social problems. as bread and circuses had been in
Ancient Rome.”® Left-wing parties, the personalists acknowledged, had effected some
useful social programs and inspired admirable trends 1n art and hterature. But, tounded
upon the emotions of envy and malice, the "left" was tuinted with the blight of
materialism and was prepared to sacrifice the spirit and freedom of people for bread.”
In their final analysis, the personalists asserted that political parties were nothing more
than a tool of the state: "il est la projection de I'étatism dans la vie <<publique>> de la
société. Il est donc nécessairement abstrait, oppressif, centralisateur”.”

Essentially, the personalist attack on liberal democracy focused on its acceptance

of the omnipotent state. As capitalism had enslaved people to the economic mechanism

so too had the state ceased to serve the people and become a totalitarian, mhuman

Y"Le parlement contre ’esprit." L'Ordre Nouveau. (Oct. 1933)., 288.
BMounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE, 139.

®Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE., 140.

¥'La mort des partis." L’Ordre Nouveau. (Oct. 1933)., 311.
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mechanism.
Tout, aujourd’hui dans I’Etat, tend a cette uniformisation dans ’abstrait,
Une centralisation qui a paru longtemps une nécessit€é et dont on
commence seulement 4 soupgonner la maladie, qui est le gigantisme,
aboutit & nier les différences fondamentales, celles que les traditions, les
influences régionales, les résurgences ethniques, enracinent au coeur de
I’homme.”
Thus the French personalists firmly opposed liberal capitalism and liberal democratic
parliamentarianism.
However, they had no more sympathy for the marxist alternative of communism.
The persenalists accepted Berdyaev’s interpretation that marxism was hopeiessly
entangled in the methodology of capitalism.”> Both were govemed by the policies of
money and things: they had denied any value to the person; they had turned people into
objects to be passed back and forth in their avaricious hands.®> Pointing to the Soviet
Union, the personalists saw in the only realization of marxism a horrible exaggeration of
all the faults of the capitalism. The "dictatorship of the proletariat” had resulted in state
capitalism which denied liberty of the press and degraded the dignity of humanity.
C’est en Russie "communiste”, affirme René Dupuis, que les tares
essentielles du capitalisme bourgeois ont atteint leur plus haut degré et que

I’exploitation du prolétariat est la plus intense, la plus cynique, la plus
étendue®

WL Etat contre I’homme." L’Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1933)., 33.

This will be elucidated in Chapter 3. Berdyaev’s most comprehensive analysis of
communism is cor:tained in Christianity and Class War, (New York., 1933).

YMounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE, 140., and Marc, "Le prolétariat.” Esprit.
(Jan. 1933)., 556-569.

“Lipiansky, 38.
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They believed that a communist France, like communist Russia, would be even more
despotic than the current order.

Finally, although L'Ordre Nouveau, accepted some of the truths expounded by
fascism, they did not embrace it as an alternative path for France. The fascists were
correct in their exposure of the liberal lie, their denunciation of capitalism, the rule ot
money and state control, and in their attempts to create spiritual. complete human bengs.
However, the final results of fascism were unacceptable to the personalists: ltaly created
an absolute totalitarian state ruled by a new Caesar, and allowed practical considerations
to excuse violence, the subjugation of individuals, and the denial of human freedom."
Moreover, the fascist conception of spiritualism had turned work and the nation into
religious idols in whose name any perversion could be legitimized.

Thus the French personalists opposed all existing ideologies. Their general
criticism was that these orders all created spiritless societies, destroyed the human morale,
and sacrificed humanity to some inanimate mechanism. To counteract these systems, the
personalists advocated their "third way".

In 1930, Amaud Dandieu joined L'Ordre Nouveau and became their dominant
doctrinaire.’® A year later, L'Ordre Nouveau joined the editorial team of the "stylish"
review Plans (they did not commence publication of their own review, L' Ordre Nouveau,

untii 1933), where they outlined their program for the personalist revolution. L'Ordre

B"Lettre A Hitler." L'Ordre Nouveau. (Nov. 1933), and Marc, "Chronique de la
troisiéme force: Vers un Ordre Nouveau." Esprit. (Nov. 1932)., 330-334.

*See Roy, 24-26, 82-87., and Lipiansky, 8-11, 21., for details on Dandieu’s
philosophy and doctrine.
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Nouveau advocated a spiritual revolution to transform the stature of the person. They also
intended to restructure France completely. Earlier discussions convinced the members of
L'Ordre Nouveau that France's most serious problem was its exclusively rational,
materialist ideology. L’'Ordre Nouveau considered human beings to be both an
amalgamation of atoms and a spiritual entity; it was the latter characteristic which they
intended to resurrect among the French people. Once people accepted their spiritual
dimension, the true repository of their uniqueness, and became personnes they would no
longer fear or wish to degrade other people. This personal realization was the first and
necessary step towards the formation of real communities. Politically and economically,
L’'Ordre Nouveau advocated the complete decentralization of France: developed persons
would form homogeneous communities, patries, and govern themselves; the patries would
exist in a loose federation with a centralized state limited to the role of intermediary;
power would reside in the patrie.

Marc was prepared for revolutionary activism by his experience with the SRs in
Russia; his commitment to a personalist vision had been engendered by reading Vissarion
Belinsky (1811-1848) at the age of ten. The critic’s assertion that it is the "person” who
plays the principle role,” caused Marc to question the validity of marxist economic
determinism despite his parents’ unswerving allegiance to marxism. Marc asserts: "And

there and then I became ’personalist’™.®® This was why he joined the SRs: he agreed

"Interviews.", 7a-333. "The personality is higher than history, greater than society,
greater than humanity!" [Belinsky, "Letter to Gogoi”, Philosophical Works. (Westport,
CT., 1981)., 542.]

®Interviews, 7a-333.
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with Victor Chernov's "dream” - subjective methodology - which considered each world
system a function of the personal ambitions and efforts of 1its people: one person conld
change society.” It was this history which prompted Marc to participate 1n a personalist
revolution to change France.

It was at Plans that Alexandre Marc met the young Emmanuel Mounier, who was
fascinated by L' Ordre Nouveau's doctrine, and asked Marc to help with the formation of
his review, Esprit.® Emmanuel Mounier (1905-1950) came to Paris in 1927, Ruised
and educated in Grenoble, Mounier had been sheltered from the harsh realities of modern
industrialized France. A fervent Catholic, he arrived in Paris as Catholics were beginning
to re-enter the political arena, advocating social change. The Catholic Church was also
affected by the "disorder of the times". Traditionally it had backed "rightist” politics and
ardent nationalism, but the economic situation increasingly forced Rome to formulate a
new policy regarding the proletariat. In 1926, Rome placed the ultra-nationahst review
I’ Action frangaise on the Index of prohibited books: "...la dissoctation |entre ['Action

francaise et D'institution ecclésiale] a libéré des énergies captives et commencé i

¥Diary, April 17, 1918, Victor Chernov (1873-1952) was the ideologue of the SRs.
He attempted to combine traditional Russian populism with communism in order to
produce an agrarian-based revolutionary ideology. The success of his approach was
indicated by the results of the 1918 Constituent Assembly: the SRs won a majority with
38% of the vote.

“Roy, 42. Historians categorize Esprit as Mounier’s review because Mounier became
the central focus and the moving force behind it. The other founding members soon
abandoned Esprit for more concrete and active movements. Mounier was also responsible
for the rejuvenation of Esprit after WWII. Like L'Ordre Nouveau, Esprit was i
communal endeavour, but it is undeniable that Mounier was the essential catalyst in its
production. [Amato, 109]
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réorienter une génération de chrétiens vers d’autres perspectives de pensée et d’action".*

Thus although Rome refused to sanction socialism, it had given Catholic intellectuals a
clear signal to become involved in social and political change to the "left"**  The
impressionable and optimistic Mounier joined the fray: in 1928 he began frequenting the
meetings at Jacques and Raissa Maritain’s home, where he was introduced to a group of
personalist advocates that included Gabriel Marcel, Charles du Bos, Marcel Arland, and
Nikolai Berdyaev.

Arriving in Paris in 1924, Berdyaev established a forum at the Russian House
where Orthodo»., Catholics, and Protestants could meet and exchange ideas. Through this
group he met Pere Gillet, the General of the Dominican Order, Pasteur Boegner, Jacques
Maritain, and other members of France’s religious elite. His acquaintance with Maritain
tlourished in a long and abiding friendship as Berdyaev was immediately included in the
Maritain gatherings and invited Maritain to similar meetings at his home.* Berdyaev
enj~ved the resulting discussions and often referred to the Maritain group as, "the flower
of contemporary French Catholicism".** It was through Maritain that he met Emmanuel
Mounier.

In 1929, Mounier became involved with a Catholic group, the Davidées.

“IRémond, 28.

**Kelly, 16., also see John Hellman, "The Opening to the Left in French Catholicism:
The Role of the Personalists." Journal of the History of Ideas. (1973): 381-390.

YD&R, 263. Included in these meetings were: Charles du Bos, Gabriel Marcel,
Massignon, an expert on Moslem mysticism, Etienne Gilson; and later: Domte de Parge,
Fumet, and Mounier. For a description of these meetings see Iswolsky, Chapter 5-7.

“D&R., 264.
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Consisting mesiy cf Catholic teachers, the group held devotional and intellectual retreats
and published a monthly journal Awx Davidées. They were concerned with social
problems and the increasing secularism of state institutions.  As teachers, they hoped to
reinject Christian spirituality into the lives of their students ** This was Mounter's first
attempt at action, more appealing to a young intellectual than pute scholarship.™
Berdyaev found 1t both bizarre and disturbing that the French intellectuals regarded

themselves as the “"touchstone” of political movements, yet were completely divorced
from politics. He rarely saw any political figures at intellectual meetings, and the
intellectuals never entered political circles. Thus he felt more sympathy with the new
generation of French intellectuals, like Mounier, who were prepared to consider concrete
political action, rather than, "just stew in thewr own juice".'” In his autobiography,
Berdyaev describes Mounier as "a man of great intellectual gifts and remarkable energy.
He [Mounier] was a Roman Catholic, but his social and political views were at variance
with the accepted Roman Catholic position in these matters."™*

In 1932, Mounier was asked by his friend Georges Izard to join André Déléage

and Emile Galey in the founding of a review similar to Plans. France’s political and

economic situation had continued to deteriorate, and the bourgeoisie was greatly affected

$Kelly 18-20, Hellman, Emmanuel Mounier op.cit., 26. French Catholics also
perceived that a Masonic and Jewish conspiracy was afoot in France; placing all
educational and legal establishment in the hands of these "fringe-groups".

*Kelly, 19.
YID&R., 273.
“D&R., 274.
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by the world-wide depression. Mounier, and other young Catholic intellectuals felt a duty
to respond to these problems. They were encouraged in this by the 1931 encyclical of

Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo_anno, which condemned the excesses of capitalism and

individuaiism. The Pope warned of a new urgency in the need for reforms and suggested
the establishment of a "just wage”, guarantees of employment, and some profit-sharing

with the worker."

Thus, despite their poverty and lack of sponsors, the four idealists
enthusiastically embarked upon their risky venture and launched Esprit. Maritain came
to Mounier’s aid and helped them enlist subscribers to fund the review. Alexandre Marc
brought the force of L'Ordre Nouveau to assist in the development of Esprit’s doctrine
and Nikolai Berdyaev participated in the doctrinal sessions.*

Maritain believed that the creation of a review where Catholics could express their
ideas was both necessary and timely. Although Mounier and his friends refused to make
Esprit a "Catholic" journal, Maritain approved of their approach: Maritain interpreted
Esprit's commitment to the primacy of the spiritual as an acceptance of Divine
Revelation; his Thomist philosophy which encouraged humanity to develop its

"supernatural” abilities concurred with Esprit's conception of personalism.>! Berdyaev

also attributed his involvement with Esprit to their persunalist ideology:

). Salwyn Schapiro, Movements of Social Dissent in Modern Europe. (Toronto,
1962)., 37.

*For a detailed description of the formation of Esprit see Loubet del Bayle, 123-137,
and Hellman, 36-51.

Moreover, the majority of Esprit’s members were Catholics, fuelling Maritain’s
aspirations for a Catholic revival in France. [Amato, 107.]
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The professed personalism of the group [Esprir], with which 1 was n

special sympathy, was not a system but an attitude or theme expressing a

search for the transformation of the objective world into a personal

universe - an attitude in which the human person v the principle abject

and irreducible subject of knowledge.™
As Alexandre Marc and L'Ordre Nouveau had already expressed an almost idennical
ideology, and because they were attempting to expand their revolution to 1ts widest
dimensions, they viewed the nauguration of Esprir with approval and lent their full
assistance to Mounier."

Marc’s attempts to expand L' Ordre Nouveau's revolution were successful, al least
in the case of Esprit. When the first issue of Esprit was published in October, 1932, 1t
advocated an almost identical ideology to that of L'Ordre Nouveau Proclaiming the
primacy of the spiritual, the necessity of undermining the current political order and of
convincing conservative politicians to accept a more "leftist" orientation, Esprit called tor

a spiritual, personalist revolution to combat the disorder of the times.” Esprit's doctrine

dealt with the status of the personne; it placed the person as the focus of the physical

ZD&R, 274. Berdyaev had already participated in a similar review in Russia. Vekhi
["Signposts”] (1909) was a response to the chaos which ensued in the 1905 revolution.
It criticized the Russian intelligentsia’s blind commitment to materialism and promoted
the primacy of the spiritual in all things. The common goal of Vekhi was to enlighten
the intelligentsia and urge them to seek legitimate, strong foundations for their ideology
instead of being seduced by alienation and dogmatism. Should the intelligentsia follow
Vekhi' s suggestions, they would become the disciplined, spiritual, "artists”; an elite which
could lead Russia to a successful revolution.

SUntil May, 1933, when {'Ordre Nouveau began its own review, its members
regularly contributed to Esprit.

*This plan was detailed in Mounier’s article "Refaire la Renaissance." Esprit No. 1.,
(Oct., 1932), 5-52.
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world and society. Apparently the most popular article in this isvue was Berdyaev's
"Vérité et mensonge du communism” which briefly elaborated his constant belief that
communism, although greatly flawed in theory and interpretation, exposed the basic truth
that individualistic capitalism had degraded and enslaved humanity. The article also
asserted that communism was a direct response to the insufficient application of
Christianity: had Chnstians followed the doctrines of love and brotherhood, had they been
responsible for the welfare of their brothers, communism would not have been
necessary.”” Mounier’s last article, entitled "Chronique du Mouvement”, elaborated
Esprit's political stance: through a personalist revolution they would rejuvenate France's
declining economy, replace exclusionist nationalism with beneficial patriotism, and
reorganize France into a federation of autonomous patries.*®

In the 1930s, Esprit gained popularity while L’ Ordre Nouveau suffered increasing
fragmentation with the death of Dandieu (1933), radicalism, and the departure of Marc
for the Midi in 1935. Although Marc continued to send articles to the review, the
absence of his dynamic personality told greatly upon the popularity and financing of
L’'Ordre Nouveau. By 1938 the review closed for financial reasons and the group was
disbanded.” Esprit enjoyed substantial popularity throughout the 1930s, and although

forced to close during the period of German occupation, it was revived after the war.

“Berdyaev, "Vérité et mensonge du communism.” Esprit No. 1., (Oct., 1932), 104-
128. The commendation of Berdyaev'’s article appeared in André Gide’s Journal in Jan,
4, 1933. [Loubet del Bayle, 139.]

*Mounier, "Chronique du mouvement." Esprit. No. 1., (Oct., 1932), 129-137.
“Loubet del Bayle, 117 - 120.
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Through Esprit the vision of personalism would be carried on and developed mto a
politico-philosophic platform.

L' Ordre Nouveau and Esprit diverged in the mud-thirties. This was partially due
to a personality difference between Mounier and Dandieu: Mounier found Dandieu’s
appearance affected and unpleasant: "Cheveux longs rejetés en arnere, fuce troide,

sourire figé, gros verres de myope."™

Moreover. the two men diverged over doctrine
Mounier viewed Dandieu’s characterization of the person as too metzschean: Dandien
viewed personalism as "une affirmation fondamentale de la puissance de création de la
personne humaine”, and Dandieu criticized Mounier for his lack of doctrinal rigour.*
However, the actual rupture between the two groups occurred because ot therr different
revolutionary tactics. Mounier led Esprit to a more Catholic, religious orientation. if
L’ Ordre Nouveau envisioned an elite group of young "knights" to lead 1ts personalism,
Esprit favoured young "monks". In June 1933, Mounier criticized L' Ordre Nouveau for
their "anti-christianism".”

This rift apparently did not affect the friendship between Marc and Mounier; Marc

continued to contribute to Esprit (often under pseudonyms) and Mounier wrote a special

note to Marc immediately after his condemnation of L' Ordre Nouveau:

*Mounier, Mounier et sa génération: lettres, camets, et inédits. (Paris, 1956)., 100-
101.

*Lipiansky, 18., "Dandieu reproached Esprit with a certain left-wing Catholic’s
virtuism. Mounier reproached L’Ordre Nouveau with a peremptory tone, a certain
sectarianism. [Denis de Rougement as cited in Roy, 43.]

%Esprit. No. 9. (June, 1933)., 311.
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Je prie chaque jour le Pére qu’ll nous garde de I'esprit Ordre Nouveau.

A part cela, nous sommes d’accord. Mais vous savez que j'aime bien la

meilleure moitié de vous-méme, celle qu'ils n’ont pas
This link may be parually explained by Maic’s conversion to Catholicism in 1933
motivated by a deathbed promise to Dandieu and Marc’s final resolution of his religious
doubts.

L Ordre Nouveau, in turn, became increasingly commutted to practical, immediate
action; their "knights" required simple, precise principles which they could implement in
concrete political and social change. They became impatient with Esprit’s vague and
often romantic policies.

De toutes les revues des années 1930, souligne Jean Touchard, c’est

incontestablement L'Ordre Nouveau qui a fait le principal effort pour

élaborer une doctrine d’action. Esprit pose généralement les problemes en

termes de civilisation plutdt qu’en termes de réformes applicables...L' Ordre

Nouveau est, & proprement parler, la seule école de pensée des années

1930.%

L’ Ordre Nouveau insisted that to avoid the corruption of their ideas and to successfully
carry out their personalist revolution, they had to elaborate as clear and precise a doctrine
as possible. Although they could not delineate every change or policy which they hoped
for, ther did fear that a vague, generalized doctrine would be misinterpreted or ignored.
It was their adherence to precisely this belief, their rigidity as expressed by terms such

as "acte pur”, "aggressivité créatice, and "violence spirituelle” which offended Mounier

and his fellow members at Esprit.

“’An unpublished letter from Mounier to Marc, cited in Lipiansky, 19., footnote 2.

“’Lipiansky, 21.
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Esprit also mistrusted L' Ordre Nowveau's collabaraton with the German youth
groups and ‘“rightist” French movements. At best they considered this action
opportunistic. But after L'Ordre Nouveau published its "letter to Hitler™ " in which they
acknowledged the correct, as well as the erroneous aspects of Hitler's National Socalism,
Esprit publicly announced their divorce from L' Ordre Nouveau™ In tact, Berdyaes
warned Mounier in 1934, that L' Ordre Nouveau appeared to be beconung more onented
towards fascism and "technocratie petit-bourgeois”."* Maritamn also expressed his doubts
about Esprit’s involvement with L' Ordre Nouveau, and after "letter to Hitler, he was the
strongest advocate of the formal rupture.* Thus L'Ordre Nowveauw's ngidity and
Esprit's Christian orientaticn proved insurmountable stumbling blocks to their continued
cooperation.

Mounier’s caution and his emphasis on gradual teaching, communion, and change
also caused his fellow founders to become disenchanted. In 1934, lzard formally
established the Troisiéme Force as Esprit’'s active cell. For a few months, Esprit
supported this group and acknowledged the link, but as Troisiéme Force became involved
in more violent demonstrations and moved further to the left, the ties between the two

were abruptly severed.”” Thus Mounier was left in charge of the review which hud the

8L’ Ordre Nouveau. No. 5., (Nov., 1933.)

S Esprit, no.16., (Jan. 1934)., Esprit feared that L'Ordre Nouveau's commitment to
the "knight" principle would lead them increasingly towards Nietzsche and fascism. (OE,
181.] See OE, 841. for Mounier’s explanation of the rift.

“Mounier, Mounier et sa génération., 174.

% Amato, 109.

’Mounier, "Esprit et les mouvements de jeunesse.” OE., 841.
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primary goal of searching for the Truth and saw as its active mission the education of
young French people in the ideas of personalism, communality, and spirituality. Like
monks, their main priority was to advance the re-spiritualization of humanity and preserve
the knowledge of Truth.

French personalism was primarily elucidated by Esprit and L'Ordre Nouveau. It
was a specifically 19305 movement coloured by the perceived disorder of these years: the
world-wide depression, the increasing polarity between hberal democracies and anti-
liberal, communal dictatorships, and the encroaching threats of fascism and comrnunism.
French personalism reflected France’s reluctance to commit itself to any of these

ideological positions. The movement’s revolutionary stance reflected the entre-deux-

guerres mentality: it was highly romantic, often pessimistic, and charged with uncertainty.

Convinced that the past "truths" were erroneous, the French [ ersonalisis wanted to create
new truths, new people, and a new society.

The opinions of Alexandre Marc, Nikolai Berdyaev, and other Russian emigres
persuaded the personalists that communism was not a satisfactory alternative. Reports
from Italy and Germany, and the horrors of the Spanish Civil War produced similar
doubts about fascism. Thus the French personalists espoused a "third way" which
selectively amalgamated German Romanticism, a myriad of French philosophies from
Neo-criticism to Thomism, and Russian populist philosophy. In short, any philosophy
which championed the spiritual person as the centre of a communally organized society.
The key concepts of French personalism were discipline, the acceptance of personal

responsibility, the enshrinement of free will, and the end of personal isolation.



W%

g

Chapter 2. Godmanhood: The Personalist Philosophy.

French personalism was a spiritual revolution: "La révolution sera morale ou elle

n |

ne sera pas”.. Whether its proponents aspired to a re-christianization of Europe or simply
to the acceptance of the spiritual nature of human beings, they all believed m the
"primacy of the spiritual”.* A personalist did not have to be religious or a Christian, he
just had to accept that there were two existing universes - the material and the spuitual -
and that human beings had become alienated from and needed to be reunited with the
latter.”

In Russia, this concept had first been introduced by the Slavophiles. In 1856, the
predominant Slavophile philosopher, Ivan Kireevsky, published "O neobkhodimaosti ¢

vosmozhnosti novykh nachal d'lia filosofii [On the Necessity and Possibility of New

Principles in Philosophy]."* advocating the formation of a universal philosophy which

'Péguy, cited 1n Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance, OE, 137. The Christian
personalists used the word spiritual in its religious sense; they meant to etfect a new
supremacy of Christian principles over all material forms of orgamization through their
spiritual revolution: "...Revolution and Christianity [were]| to be inseparable: indeed,
Christ was to be the very source of the Revolution.” [Marc, "Le Christianisme et ta
Révolution spirituelle." Esprit. (March, 1933)., 958.] This was Marc’s fictitious review
of the non-existent Otto Neumann’s Révolution des Geistes. Marc employed the fiction
to avoid offending the non-Christian or agnostic members of L’ Ordre Nouveau.[Roy, 45.]

*Marc, "Primauté de la personnalité." Plans, (April, 1932.); Mounier, "Refaire la
Renaissance." Esprit. (Oct., 1932)., 5-50; George lzard "Destin du Spirituel." Esprit
(Oct., 1932)., 137-141.

* ..I’homme réel, chair et esprit, participe 4 une double hierarchie; il appartient i la
fois & un ordre matériel et 4 un ordre spirituel entre lesquels il établit une tension féconde

sans qu’il puisse se soustraire a I’un ou a P'autre sans une grave mutilation.” |Lipiansky,
45.]

*Ivan Kireevsky, "O neobkhodimosti i vosmozhnosti novykh nachal d lia filosofii."

Izbrannye stat'i. (Moscow, 1984.) 238-272.
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would subsume Western rationalism to the spiritual principles of Orthodoxy.> Kireevsky
envisioned a umversal brotherhood of men in which Russians - emotionally open and
capable of love - would serve as the bridge between East and West; Russia would offer
a cure to both the “grabbing individualism" of the West and the despotic anti-
individualism of the East.’

His essay provides a unique description of Western Christian evolution. Kireevsky
dated the origin of the European dichotomy between intellect and religion at the schism
of the Christian Church which occurred at the fourth Nicean Council when the Pope was
declared the "Vicar of Saint Peter” and a new doctrine was introduced. Kireevsky
asserted that the original doctrine was the product of Divine Revelation as dictated by
Christ. In changing this doctrine, the Roman Church allowed individual interpretations
of Christ’s teaching, and it destroyed the universality of Christian dogma. This initial

breach ensured further fragmentation because if one man could change the dogma then

SKireevsky’s intellectual development was influenced by post-Enlightenment European
philosophy and, in particular, by the German Romantics; of these, Kireevsky was most
impressed by Schelling. He also received instruction from the monks of Optina Pustin
who were revitalizing the teachings of the Greek Patristic Fathers in a contemporary
renewal of Orthodoxy. Kireevsky’s major works were written after several years of study
with these monks and his philosophy contained the very germs of Greek (and hence early
Russian) theology. It is for this reason that one h'storian has asserted: "Slavophilism is
not a patriotic perversion of German idealism, not even a reaction against modern
European rationalism. It is simply and solely a modern continuation of a religious
tradition which has been dominating Russian life since the time of Saint Vladimir. and
which was temporarily driven into the underworld by the violent reforms of Peter the
Great and his successors.”" [Henry Lanz, "The Philosophy of Ivan Kireyevsky." in The
Slavonic and East European Review. (1926), 604.]

*Janko Lavrin, "Kireevsky and the Problem of Culture." in The Russian Review.
(196D, 119.
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any man could. To prevent further fragmentation and to justify 1ts authority, the Roman
Church imposed a hierarchy: all Christians must believe whatever the Pope told them with
"blind" faith.” Such despotism did not succeed in stopping "heresies”; it simply made
rebellion more dangerous, and thus more intense. Kireevsky regarded Protestantism as
simply the most extensive heresy.

The Protestants reacted against all Catholic traditions. Believing that the Universal
Church was dead, they returned to the only original source: the Gospel. Thus Protestant
faith depended solely on a particular sect’s interpretation of the Gospel. The result was
a myriad of "truths", each one as valid as the next® Kireevsky applauded the rationale
behind Protestantism, but noted that the resulting multitude of faiths was unsatisfactory:
in a renewed attempt to establish the universal Truth, Europeans turned away from faith,
to the Greek philosophy and "autonomous rational theory". For Kireevsky, Hegel
represented the pinnacle of rational philosophy; having limited the ways to "know the
Truth" to the "logical activity of the intellect in the detached contemplation of the natural
world" man could not rise to any goal above that of his own self-interest.” Rational
philosophy, forced to accept each man’s reason as the "self-consciousness of universal

being", could not advance, nor could it provide satisfactory solutions for growing social

’Kireevsky, 241,242,
*Kireevsky, 243.

’Kireevsky, 246. This theory reappears in Berdyaev’s philosophy; he asserted that
"Knowledge means consecration into the mystery of being and of life. It is a light which
springs from being and within it. Knowledge cannot create being out of itself, out of the

idea, as Hegel thought. Religious revelation means that being reveals itself to the knower.
[DM,, 4.]
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problems; it could only create external and artificial unity; it denied the sancuty of the
person.'® Having reached this impasse, Europeans turned to the only remaining unifying
mechanism: industry.

Industry rules the world without faith or poetry. In our ime 1t unites and
divides people. It determines one's fatherland; it delineates classes; it lies
at the base of state structures; it moves nations, it declares war, makes
peace, changes mores, gives direction to science, and determines the
character of culture. Men bow down before it and erect temples to it. It
is the real deity in which people sincerely believe and to which they
submit...Incidently we have not witnessed everything yet. One may say
that we are seeing only the beginning of the unlimited domination of
industry and of the recent phase of phlosophy. Proceeding hand in hand,
they have yet to run the full course of the modern development of
European life. It 1s hard to see what European culture may come to if
some sort of inner change does not occur among the European peoples.'!

Kireevsky believed that Russia could provide the example and the impetus to effect this
necessary, inner change in Europe.

In Kireevsky’s view, Russia had maintained the universal Christian doctrine (at
least until before the reforms of Peter the Great) which was manifested socially in the
obshchina and artel’ and philosophically in the Orthodox Church. Unlike the Roman
Catholics, the Eastern Christians refused to allow any reform or modification of church

dogma.’> This constancy allowed the Church total secunty in the face of science or

'"Private and social life in the West are based on the concept of an individual and
separate independence that presupposes the 1solation of the individual. Hence the external
formal relations of private property and all types of legal conventions are sacred and of
greater importance than human beings."[Ivan Kireevsky, cited in A. Walicki, A_History
of Russian Thought. (Stanford, 1979)., 94.]

UKireevsky, 263.

2"The sum total of all Christians of all ages, past and present, comprises one
indivisible, eternal, living assembly of the faithful, held together as much by the unity of
consciousness as through the communion of prayer.” {Kireevsky, 266.]
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rational thought: new ideas and principles simply left the realm of Church authonty and
became private opinion subject to the verdict ot reason; the Orthodox Church had no need
to require "blind" faith from its members. Instead fath served simultancously as an
“inner and an external conductor”; it was the “"guiding star” tor reason, it encouraged
man to elevate his reason unuil 1t attained a level of "sympathetic agreement with faith”

The first condition for the elevation of reason 1s that man should work to
gather into one indivisible whole all his separate forces. which 1n his
ordinary condition are in a state of incompleteness and contradictton, that
he should not consider his abstract logical capacity as the only organ for
the comprehension of the truth; that he should not consider the voice of
enraptured feeling, uncoordinated with other forces of the spint as the
infallible gwide to truth; that he should not consider the urging of an
isolated aesthetic sense, independent of other 1deas as the true guide to the
comprehension of the higher order of the universe; that he should not
consider even the dominant love of his heart, separate from the other
spiritual demands, as the infallible guide to the attainment of the supreme
goad; but that he should constantly look for, in the depth of his soul, that
inner root of understanding where all the separate forces combine into one
living and whole vision of the mind."

By elevating and going beyond reason, man slowly attained an "integrated personality”
This development could not occur in isolation; 1t required the support and
stimulation of a community. However, the integrated personality was not subsumed by
the community; on the contrary, the elevaticn of reason to a corresponding ievel with
faith and the merging of the person’s natural and spiritual capacities, enhanced one’s
sense of unique integrity [tsel’nost’].
Such integrity elevates man’s very manner of thought and, while humbling

his rational conceit, does not constrain the freedom of his natural reason.
Rather, inner consciousness strengthens his independence and at the same

PKireevsky, 267,268.
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time willingly subordinates it to faith."*

With the help of others in the community and with a constant pursuance of such
tsel’'nost’, the person would become a complete entity able to fulfil his entire potential.
This system was the cornerstone of Kireevsky's Welranschauung. As reason aspired to
the level of faith, so to would rationalistic Europe aspire to the integrated Chnistian order
still existing among the narod 1n Russia.

Dostoevsky and Scloviev furthered the primacy of the spiriwual. Dostoevsky was
both influenced by the Slavophile philosophy and reacting against the increasing appeal
of materialist ethics in Russia. He despised Chernyshevsky’s conception of people as
"rational egoists" and found the Nihilist altruism illogical.”” Dostoevsky’s polemic went
against the relegation of all human motivations to the realm of reason. He insisted that
reason only fulfils man’s intellectual capacity, while free will is "a manifestation of the

whole of life": "...human nature acts as a complete entity, with all that is in it, consciously

4Kireevsky, 268.

'*Nikolar Chernyshevsky (1828-1889) was educated, not in the German Romantic
tradition, but rather in the Materialists like Feuerbach and Mill and in Comtean
positivism. Chernyshevsky regarded people as "rational egoists"; the person was simply
a "complex chemical compound, governed strictly by the laws of causality”. [RP2, 8]
Thus egoism was neither good nor bad, it merely reflected the social environment 1n
which it existed. Having refuted the concept of personal responsibility, Chernyshevsky
was able to release his "new men" - best described 1n his influential novel What is to be
Done? (1863) - from the stricture of law and humane ethics. His hero, Rakhmetov, was
a born conspirator, physically tough (he slept on a bed of nails), and he acted in
opposition to all societal norms; he personified Nihilism. Yet, Chernyshevsky’s own
idealism led him to assert that "rational egoists" like Rakhmetov were guided by "self-
interest” to devote their whole lives to the betterment of the masses. [Chernyshevsky,
"The Anthropological Pninciple in Philosophy” Selected Philosophical Essays. (Westport,
CT., 1981)., 49-135.]
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or unconsciously; and though 1t may be wrong, wt's nevertheless alive.™® Utierly
rejecting Chernyshevsky's theories, Dostoevsky assetted that both "egotistical treedom and
mechamstic collectives [were] dead ends” precisely because they denied the spintual
essence of human beings

Soloviev elevated the concept of the integral, spiritual person to its apogee i his
philosophy of Godmanhood. Only through the bonding of reason and taith could the

human being become a true hink between God and created matter, become the "God-
man":
"Reason”, 18 a formal princaple, 1t has no independent access o reahity. It
18, as 1t were, essentially absrract, e, precisely derached trom reality, ie.,
from the being....On the contrary, "faith” 1s precisely an insight nto
existence. It touches reality even if 1t cannot, by itself, give an account of
what 1t possesses.™
This view of the tension between taith and reason 1s strikingly similar to Kireevsky's
"integral personality”. Intellect - the "man” component ot the peisonahity - tnggers the
will to fully understand all things, but complete understanding can only be achieved when

one utilizes faith: the "God" component. Or as Kireevsky stated. reason must elevate

itself to a level of agreement with taith for any true understanding

Fyodor Dostoevsky, Notes trom the Underground  (Toronto, 1981)., 31.

"Donald Fanger, "Introduction.” Notes trom Underground By Dostoevsky.
"Making man responstble, Chnisuanity eo pso also recogmzes s treedom.
However, making man dependent on any error in the social orgamizatnon, the
environmental doctrine reduces man to absolute impersonality, to a total emancipation
from all personal moral duty, from all independence, reduces him to a state of the most
miserable slavery that can be conceived.” [Dostoevsky, cited in Stuart Tompkins, " Vekhi
and the Russian Intelhgentsia " Canadian Slavonic Papets. (1957), 13 ]

®George Florovsky, "Reason and Faith in the Philosophy ot Solov'ev™ in E.Simmons,
Conunuity and Change 1n Russian and Soviet Thought, (Cambridge, 1955), 286.
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In 1909, Vekhi translated this Russian tradition into a widely publicized, political
ideal: the authors of Vekhi insisted that everything - humanity, economics, poliucs,
culture, and society - must be subsumed to the spiritual tor any true unity and progress
to occur: “Their [Vekh:'s) common platform is a recogmtion of the theoretical and
practical pnmacy of spintual life over the external forms of community.. "' The
manifestos ot L'Ordre Nouveau and Esprit hikewise called for a recognition of "la
primauté du spirituel”; Esprit insisted that, "Le spirtuel commande le politique et
I'économique. L’esprit doit garder I'initiative et la maitrise de ses buts, qui vont
I'homme pardessus I'homme, et non pas au bien-étre."*

Just as the concept of spint is indefinable in rational terms, so too is the concept
of personality. Berdyaev called it a "value", or the "posing of a quesuon”, rather than "a
case of ready-made datum".?® The greatest attainment of personalism would occur
through the enrichment and aspiration to wholeness 1n each person, but the person must
first exist. "Personality 1s at the beginning of the road and it 1s only at the end of the

road."# In linear terms, the personality was the alpha and the omega, a united whole

which could not be subdivided into its components; 1t could only be perceived at the

"Gershenzon, "Foreword." Vekhi., 156.
*Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.” OE., 142.
NS&F., 23.

2S&F, 23.
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moment of its conception and at the moment of its death.”!

Personality creates itself and exists by its own destiny, finding the source

of its strength 1n an existence which surpasses 1. Personality 1s potenually

the universal, but quite certainly a distinct, unrepeatable, irreplaceable

being with a umque form.™
It is here that Berdyaev moved beyond Kireevsky. The person was not realized out of
the mingling of parts or the unification of all elements within the spiritual principle; the
person was a "primary whole".

Accepting Berdyaev's definition, French personalism made its nucleus the person,
it did not beg:n with the group, the race, or the society. Marc acted as the primary
conduit of this idea: well-versed in the Russian populist 1deology, he accepted Belinsky's
theory that the human betng is preeminent to all insututions or ideas, and Herzen's
assertion that the death of one person 1s as devastating as the end of humamity.” He

was also familiar with Peter Lavrov's (1823-1900) subjectuve method:

1) Man has the right to judge everything trom his own point of view and to
protest the "objective laws of history”; in fact he 1s obhged to protest human

This idea was reflected 1n I’Ordre Nouveau's assertion that the person would be the
beginning, the end, and the means of their revolution. [Lipiansky, 47.] Marc also received
this idea from the German psychologist Stern who, hike Berdyaev, denmed the
objectification of the person; he saw in personality an indivisible "konkrete, zieltdtige
Ganzheit". Marc’s continued loyalty to Stern 1s evidenced by s 1933 article 1n Revue
d"Allemagne "Le ‘personnalisme’ de William Stern et la jeunesse trangaise”. [Roy, 15.]

US&F, 23.

This sentiment was expressed most vehemently by Dostoevsky 1in The Brothers
Karamazov (London, 1958.): "...imagine that it 1s you yourself who are erecting the
edifice of human destiny with the aim of making men happy 1n the end, of giving them
peace and contentment at last, but to do that it 1s absolutely necessary, and indeed quite
inevitzble, to torture to death only one uny creature, the httle girl who beat her breast
with her little fist, and to found the edifice on her unavenged tears - would you consent
to be the architect on those conditions”? Tell me and do not hie' (287]
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suftering even 1t he has no hope of succeeding.

2) All "science” 1s coloured by the observer’s background, experience, and social
position; thus "objective knowledge” is impossible.

3) Human will can ettectuvely intluence the course of history.*
Lavrov's theory not only contradicted the deterministic schools ot Hegel and Marx, but
it also denmied the environmentalist determinism of Nthilism.  To the majonty of the
Russian intelhigentsia, Lavrov offered a concrete and responsible way to alter the course
of Russian history and to repay their debt to the narod. He inspired the 1dea that 1f one
did not serve society, one was a kulturnvi dikar’, (cultural savage).”” Marc carned this
1dea to the French personalists ™

Thus French personahism, like the Russian rehigious philosophy, was particular, not

general, in its approach; L'Ordre Nouveau placed the person as the "start”, the "end"” and

Walicki, 238

“This senument was emphasized by Ogarev, Herzen's life-long friend and
collaborator on Kolokol:
"Every nch man, every noble who enters the temple of learming which 1s closed
for the poor and the non-noble would feel that he was a wretch...Let them close
the umiversiues, this will not make genuine learming penish. Let the young men
of the unmiversities scatter through the provinces. Any man worth anything will
carry learmng with him wherever he goes  Not government learning whose aim
is tuation; but vital learning, whose purpose 15 the education of the people. This
learning is umversal and knows no disunction of class. We need travelling
teachers. The apostles of learning, It "hose of religion, cannot stay put, shutung
themselves up in chapels specially bu i them. Their cause 1s called preaching,
thear place is everywhere. At first they did not exist, but now, without wanting
to, the government has created them. Take advantage of this, do not go to the
universities. Let them close: university youth spread throughout Russia will act
as a unifying agent between the various classes. To become a free man it 1s
essential to go to the people.”
[Ogarev, Kolokol Jan. 15, 1862, Kolokol (1857-1867). Vol. V. (Moscow, 1962.), 1002.]

*Marc, Dary, June 16-July 2, 1919.
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the "means" of their future society.”” The Russian philosophies since Kireevsky had
founded their systems upon the integral personality, and had insisted that, "the inner life
of the persounlity is the sole creative force of human existence and that this inner life, and

not the self-sufficient principles of the political sphere, is the only solid basis on which

130

society can be built. Berdyaev explained that his participation i Esprit was
motivated by the French personalist adherence to that same principle.! Accordingly. the
personalist revolution was an incarnation of the idea that spintually conscious people
could carry out the beneficial reorganization of society and overcome the current
problems of atomization, poverty, violence, and despair
Une civilisation nouvelle, un homme nouveau: nous risquons plus 2
diminuer I’ambition qu’a I’embasser un peu au-dessus de notre atteinte,
Nous savons bien que chaque dge ne réalise une oeuvre 2 peu pres
humaine que s’il a d’abord écouté I'appel surhumain de I'histoire. Notre
but lointain reste celui que nous nous assignions en 1932: aprés quatre
siecles d’erreurs, patiemment, collectivement, refaire la Renaissance.”
In this, they adopted the broad outlines of Berdyaev’s "New Middle Ages" and Maritain’s
call for a "Second Renaissance".  The French personalists envisioned themselves as the
"knight-monks" who would lead this revolution. The diverse personalities of the members
of the movement resulted in a variety of interpretations of what a revolutionary was:

L’Ordre Nouveau tended to embrace a more secular, active warrior vision; as "knights’

they used their intelligence as an "épee" to disperse the illusions of the current order, and

BLipiansky, 47.

YGershenzon, "Foreword." Vekhi., 156.

YID&R, 274.

Mounier, "Manifeste au Service du Personnalisme" OE, 488.
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they wanted to form a new "Chevalerie" that would combat injustice and spread
personalism.”® The Catholic majority in Esprit were more inclined toward Maritain’s
vision of a Christian order.

C’est dire qu’au lieu d’étre groupée et rassemblée comme au moyen age,

dans un corps de civilisation homogéne et intégralement chrétienne, mais

limitée & une portion privilégiée de la terre habitée, il semble que 1'unité

de la culture chrétienne (loive s’étendre maintenant sur toute la surface du

globe, mais ne plus repré:.enter en revanche que 1'ordre et le réseau vivant

des institutions temporelles chrétiennes et des foyers chrétiens de vie

intel'ectuelle et spirituelle répandus parmi les nations dans la grande unité

supra-culturelle de I'Eglise. Au lieu d’un chiteau-fort dressé au milieu des

terres, il faudrait penser plutot A ’armée des étoiles jetées dans le ciel.*
Thus, although the French personalists did not accept Berdyaev’s entire philosophy,”
they were extremely attracted to his medieval symbols - the monk, the knight, and the
saint - and they agreed with his dream of a New Middle Ages.

The central component of Berdyaev’'s New Middle Ages is the personality: the
God-man. His "third way" is a socio-political philosephy based not upon the individual,

nor the society, but upon the person. In order to fully understand this, we must now delve

into Berdyaev’s interpretation of personalism. The first and most essential concept is that

YLipiansky, 48, 71.

“Jacques & Raissa Maritain, Qeuvres completes., Vol. IV, (Fribourg, 1982)., 94.

"_..even though he [Berdyaev] had quite a following of French Catholic youth, he

felt a great difference between them and himself. Nicolai Alexandrovitch realized with
regret that these young people did not appreciate what he considered his deepest themes:
"uncreated freedom, God’s need for human creativity, objectivisation, the priority of
personality and its tragic conflict with society and world order." He observed that they
would usually avoid these topics in talking with him, "lest the difference between us be
intensified". [Donald Lowrie, Rebellious Prophet: A Life of Nikolai Berdyaev. (New
York, 1960)., 200.]
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of two coexisting, but never externally interacting worlds' the natural and the spiritual
Nature is manifested 1n all matter: it 1s the world ot tangible conglomeratons of atoms
In human beings, the body, mind, and soul are all composed ot similar but disunct
materials which, when combined, constitute the individual. Thus humans, 1n nature, are
"the offspring ot the world and of the processes which take place i the world” ** Spint
"belongs to another order of reality and to a different scheme ot things”, 1t s not
manifested in "things", in matter, but rather 1t ts "life, expenence, desuny™.’’ In people,

the spirit can only be known through experience, and that expenence occurs as a

fulfilment of the spint’s destiny "Everything that takes place in the spirtual world takes

n38

place 1n me."” The mamfestation of the spirit in people 1s the personality.

BS&F, 21.

FS, 8. "Spintual life 1s not the reflection of any other reality whatsoever, 1t 18
reality itself....Spirit 1s real existence, and spiritual life does in fact appear and mamtest
itself. It 1s a basic fact which can be undemably established but which cannot be proved
Spiritual expenence 1s the greatest reality in human hfe  The divine 1» manifested 1n 1t,
but its existence cannot be demonstrated. God and His divimity, spint and the spiritual,
are given to us in the expenence of life; they reveal themselves but they cannot be
established by ratiocination.” {FS,, 11.}

®FS, 9. Alexandre Marc reached the same conclusion through his study ot Russian
and European philosophy: "if consciousness does not have a separate personality [1s only
a physical trait] then what 1s it? Consciousness 1s this. the only separate link with
personality (hiason special de qualités dormées).” [Dhary, July 17, 1921 | Marc found that
science and rationalism could not explain all things 1n hife, nor all aspects of humanity
Thus he imagined a new approach to philosophy. the variety ot philosophical systems
proved to him that each system was subjective and relative, relativity existed 1n "general
humanity’s knowledge". But the fact that this relativity existed was not a sufficient reason
to "reject the discoveries of new relauve truths and the construction ot new philosophical
systems”. His goal was to espouse the new systems which most closely approached
"human-objectification” or were human-centred. He noted that the source of such systems
was solely human expenence - both spintual and matenal expenience - and theretore

"fundamental new homo-objective philosophy must manifest integral experience”. [Diary,
Aug. 6, 1921.]
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Berdyaev was pleasantly surprised that the German soctologist Max Scheler was
able to reach a similar conclusion through biological studies  Scheler also believed that
"man is human only as the bearer of spirit which mamfests 1tself in personality. Man 1s
a being who transcends himself and the world."” Thus Berdyaev and Scheler both
perceived the existence of a different reality which transcended the static three-
dimensional, ratonal world. Their spiritual world broke through 1nto the natural world
each time a person entered that world. This occurred, not ar the moment of birth - from
birth only an individual emerges - but when a human bewng developed a personality:
"Personality 1s a microcosm, a complete universe. It 1s personality alone that can bring
together a universal content and be a potential universe in an individual form."*

Marc was also influenced by Scheler’s ideas. He had remained in Germany to
study philosophy at the University of Jena (1923) and the !Jniversity of Freiburg (1924).
Amid the many philosophers whom he studied at this time, two stand out as dominant
influences for his later personalism: Scheler, and the psychologist William Stern.*!
Scheler’s system of advancing organic communities which culminated 1n the
Gesamtperson - a community of "interlocking love relationships which taken together

resented the same characteristics as a single person"* - was consistent with the Russian
p

populist view of the sobornost’ with which Marc was already tamiliar. Marc thus added

YDM., 48.
YS&F., 21.
*'Roy, 13-15.
Kelly, 50.
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Scheler’s system tnto his 1deology; he accepted "detours” (Scheler) as the "savage's” first

leap out of tribal monism into complex duahsm 1n which,

..man arves at the idea about the existence of a spintual reahty, 1n
opposttion to the preceding [the purely matenialist reality]. This wdea gives
him cenfidence i the inumate bond of these elements at tirst, and then

takes him to the idea about the predominance and even about the
preeminence of spirttual hfe.

Berdyaev maintained that personality "must construct itselt, enrich uselt, tull wself
with universal content, achieve unity in wholeness 1n the whole extent of its hte™." He
again found himself in agreement with Scheler: "man 1s a being who transcends himselt

and the whole of hife. .the refined soul needs a stern spinit to give it eternal worth and to

hold it together in wholeness and unity".** However, they diverged over the position

of the personality within society.

But Scheler is wrong 1n saying that personality 1s self-contained. He
maintains this in order to defend the taith in God as a Person, but he 15
mistaken. Personality from 1ils very nature presupposes another - not the
"not-self” which is a negative hmit, but another person Personahty 1s
impossible without love and sacrifice, without passing over to the other,
to the friend, to the loved one. A selt-contained personality becomes
disintegrated. Personality is not the absolute, and God as the Absolute 1s
not a Person. God as a Person presupposes His other, another Person, and
is love and sacrifice. The Person of the Father presupposes the Persons of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Trinity is a Trinity of Persons

just because they presuppose one another and imply mutual love and
intercommunion.*

Berdyaev was careful to maintain this distinction® personality 1s not determined by

“Marc, "Diary.", Aug.7, 1921.
“S&F, 23.
“DM., 56.
%DM, 57.
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society, nor is 1t, 1n totality. sociery. However personality can "realize its own fullness
only 1n communion with other personahities” (sobornost’)."’

Spiritual life did not exist as a punctuated, or unique event; it consisted of a
continual process of realization through all personalities. To know the spiritual world,

the human being must "join himself to all those who have participated in the development

of the knowledge of spirit in history".*®

This "sobornost” is something completely outside the sphere of psychology
and metaphysical spiritualism, for it is a genuine spiritual culture. The
lives of the saints, the great creative efforts of the pioneers of religion, and
the great thinkers and artists which constitute the monuments of man’s
spiritual life, are of infinitely greater importance than the deductions of
purely abstract thinking. The spiritual life has been manifested 1n a real
and concrete form in the spiritual experience of humanity, and 1t has
bequeathed to us innumerable evidences of 1ts creative energy. Here we
have, not a manifestation of nature, but rather a manifestation of spirit.
The profound intuition of religious tradition consists precisely in its having
discovered the sprritual life not in external nature or in abstract thought but

in "sobornost".*’

His commitment to sobornost' explains the inherently socialistic character of Berdyaev's
New Middle Ages. If the ultimate importance of each personality is to be acknowledged,
if "everyone is responsible for everyone else", and if all persons are interconnected, then
“guaranteeing the right to labor and to a decent living..., social legislation to prevent the
exploitation of man by man, 1s a logical result of this theory of personality”.*

This element of Berdyaev's philosophy was adopted almost verbatim from

‘’Berdyaev, "Marx versus Man", in RP3., 157.
*ES., 19.
“FS, 20.
*Berdyaev, "Marx versus Man" in RP3., 157.
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Soloviev who insisted that the divisive and oppressive state of humanity was due to the
increasing negation of the "God" pnnciple. Soloviev believed that once people accepted
that they were spintual, as well as natural beings they could no longer indulge in
materialist egoism which saw only the self as the centre of hife and made all other people
insignificant. The isolated individual was a mere cancature of the potential person he
could become. Thus Godmanhood mandated the reunification of people and invested an

infinite value in each person:

...man may be "all" only rogether with others, only together with others
can he realize his absolute significance and become an inseparable and
irreplaceable part of the universal whole, an independent, umque, and
living organ of the absolute lte. True individuality 15 a certain definute
form of umiversal unity, a certain detinite way ot apprehending and
assimilating the whole In affirming himselt outside ot all else, man robs
his own existence of its meaning, deprives tumself ot the true content of
life, and reduces his individuality to an empty form."

To further distinguish between the commonly interchangeable words "person” and
"individual®, Berdyaev asserted that while all humans are individuals, some are not

persons.

We say of one man that he is a personality, and of another that he 1s not,
although both are individuals. Someumes a psychologically and
biologically remarkable individual may be devoid of personality.

Personality is a wholeness and unity possessing absolute and eternal
worth.*

This was a potentially discriminatory concept and illuminated the dark-side of Berdyaev's

New Middie Ages. In a potennially dynamic, but also divided society there would be

>'Soloviev, The Meamng of Love. (London, 1945)., 24.

2DM., S5.
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persons and individuals. Individuals might become persons with proper teaching and
exposure to the spintual principle, but they also might remain as the disenfranchised
"democrauc" workers controlled by the personalist anstocracy.

The quest of the Kingdom of God alone can lead to victory. The

ennobling of society, that 1s to say, 1ts permeation by a spirntual

aristocracy, ought to be at least on a level with its democratization; the

new society will be a society of workers, and it must have an aristocratic

principle.”

Yet the personalists accepted Berdyaev's aristocracy. Marc had come to a similar
resolution soon after the Russian Revolution. He had been disturbed by Bulgakov's
assertion that whenever two activists collide, each aspires to be master over the other.
Marc decided that it was as important to be able to follow as 1t was to lead; he was not
prepared to be a demagogue.™ But he also believed that an intellectual aristocracy was
essential to progress, as his "personalism” demanded, one person could change history and
an elite could affect the society around it.** Marc did not accept the levelling-down
principle of socialism, but rather agreed with Dostoevsky: as long as the majority did not

"aspire to true ableness and superiority”, but were governed by "envy, pride, and other

such feelings", then the minority, an elite was required to "command with words brotheily

SC&C, 108.
*Marc, "Diary.", April 20, 1918.

*“Faith in one’s calling is a great thing. That one, who believes in himself, in his
own star, fearlessly and realistically; if he does not cut fatal doubt which knaws at his
heart from his own soul, he declines in minutes. He walks, lifts his eyes and sweeps past
obstacles on his path. His whole nature does not know falseness and repentance. And
to him, not understanding greatness is foreign, a homifying thing which splits the
personality. And these words resound from such a man: 'If you believe in God then he
is, if you don’t believe then he isn’t’." [Diary., April, 26, 1918.]

50



<

R sl

love, clean ideals, and the aspuation to all that 1 essenual on carth” *

Moreover, the French personalists recogmzed the potential contusion generated by
their terminology  In order o discrimmate precisely between any human being and the
spintual. integral entity, the word "person™ was selected  Alexandie Mare and Denis de
Rougemont were the first to suggest this, They realized that an inherent contadiction
lay in Dandieu’s and Robert Aron's oniginal chowee of mdividu o chatacterize the
complete human being m opposttion o the matertalist individual = Individualism may
mean: "the liberation of the individual trom natural and social pressures, and the exercise
of independent and onginal judgment rather than stereotyped conformity to customs and

b

conventions."™  Personalists had no quarrel with this detintion. However, 1t can also

mean:

...a system ot morals, feehings, wdeas and institutions in which individuals
can be orgamized by their mutual isolation and defense Man i the
abstract, unattached to any natural community, the sovereign lord ot a
liberty unlimited and undirected; turning owards others with 4 primary
mastrust, calculation and self-vindicaton, msututions restneted o the
assurance that these egorsms should not encroach upon one another, or to
their betterment as a purely profit making assoctation, ™

This nterpretation was what personalists tought against, it was then "dearest enemy” ™

*Diary, June, 28, 1918
Lipiansky, 43 (Footnote, 5.)

®Faud Nucho, Berdyaev’s Philosophy. (London, 1967)., 91,

“Mounter, Personalism., 18,19

%The word “person” not only avoided the materialist, atomized charactertzation, 1t
was also the most correct translation of the Russtan word lichnost’ (human heing).
Lichnost’ evolved out of the word lirso, meaning human tace, and signified both the
external body and the internal soul or spint It can be translated simultars. ously as
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The personalists’ concern with exact terminology was a product of their
ideological position. Opposed to both communism and materialist individualism, they
were commutted to a "third way", and they were extremely careful in their delineation of
this position. The political atmosphere in France was so volatile that any group which
opposed communism was immediately labelled fascist or reactionary, and any group
which opposed the then current order was labelled Stalinist. Berdyaev was already
familiar with this type of scenario: pre-revolutionary Russia suffered the same political
polarity.”

Not only did the French personalists concur with Berdyaev's delineation

"o

"personality”, "individual”, or "person" but it describes the entire characteristics, spiritual,
physical, and mental which constitute each human being’s unique identity. Incidentally,
the Russians adopted the western word "individualism" in the eighteenth century -
individualnost’ - as a foreign and commonly derogative term for a particular type of
human being who exhibited extreme egoism and petty bourgeois traits. Thus for reasons
of precision, and perhaps because of linguistic interpretations, Marc insisted upon the use
of the word "person” to define the central force in his revolution.

*'Berdyaev’s experience and careful elucidation of the difference between the three
paths - communism, individualism, and personalism - led the French personalists to adopt
his explanation of communism:

"Briefly, Berdyaev’s position was that communism was a religion which set itself
to replace the christian [sic] religion. Owing its success to the failure of christians [sic],
Berdyaev suggested, it proposed a messianic appeal to the soul of the masses, and an
ethic of devotion. Philosophically, he argued, it was based on rigid economic
determinism, denying the importance of ideological, spiritual, or cultural activities and
offering a secular equivalent for all the powerful *myths’ of christianity [sic]. The truth
of marxism lay, he said, in its critique of the exploiting capitalist system, of formal
democracy, of nationalism, and in its determination to ally theory and practice to build
anew world. The lie which outweighed these truths, he insisted, was the denial of God
and therefore of man, the deification of society and the proletariat in particular, in short,
its materialist collectivism. Berdyaev held that the strength of communism lay in the fact
that it contained truths mixed with error. The best tactic, therefore, he argued, would be
to admit the true parts while rejecting the errors, rather than merely attacking the whole
of it. Berdyaev's analysis, adopted by Mounier, became a classic statement of Esprit's
position on marxism and lies at the root of its often complex and widely criticised
relations with French communism."” [Kelly, 36.]
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of the personality, but they also accepted his conception of the personality's role in
society. Berdyaev again diverged from Scheler in the matter of how personality was
realized on earth: Scheler believed that once the person formed. the individual touched
the spirit world, that spirit remamed wholly passive."” Berdyuev, on the contrary,
applied his central Weltanschauung of creativity: personality 1s only realized in creative
acts, in free and active participation of the spirit in the natural world."" As God had
created the world and humans in a free and creative act, so too must personalities, as "the
image and likeness of God", create:

Personality in man is the triumph over the determination of the social

group. Personality 1s not a substance but an act, a creative act  Every act

is a creative act: a non-creative act is passivity. Personalism 1s activity,

opposition, victory over the dragging burden of the world, the triumph of

freedom over the world’s slavery. The fear of exertuon is harmful to the

realization of personality. Personality is effort and conflict, the conquest

of self and of the world, victory over slavery; it s

emancipation....Personality 1s my whole thinking, my whole willing, my

whole feeling, my whole creative activity.™
Among his contemporaries, Berdyaev believed that prophets, doctors of the Church,
religious and social reformers, and philosophers, in short all spiritually-gutded creators,
were best able to become personalities, and would form his aristocracy for the New

Middle Ages.*® Berdyaev dreamt about a return to the cult of the belle-dame, to knights,

monks, and troubadours. He desired the end of the atomism of the modern

“DM, 48.
“DM, 48.
“S&F., 24, 25.
“C&C., 92.
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not. World War Two, the Vichy Regime and the revelation of Nazi-war crimes illustrated
the tenuous difference between a hierarchy of more and less advanced persons, and a
hierarchy in which the lower orders, the non-persons, are denied all sanctity and life.

Thus, in his last work Dream and Reality (1948) he repudiated his earlier faith in

The New Middle Ages, like the old, is hierarchical in structure, whereas
modern history everywhere repudiates such an organization. Man is not
a unit in the universe, forming part of an irrational machine, but a living
member of an organic hierarchy, belonging to a real and living whole.
The very idea of personality is bound up with hierarchy, while "atomism"
destroys its fundamental character.”

However, events proved to Berdyaev the danger of any hierarchy. be it organic or

hierarchies:

He had seen in Vichy France and Nazi Germany, the abuse of his ideas by racists, power-
mongers, and bigots. Yet implicit in his philosophy lay the potential for discrimination,
insofar as he believed in an aristocracy, made personalism an elite progression, and placed
his faith in the purity and incorruptibility of the spiritual principle. Although Berdyaev's

works describe many examples of the abuse of the Christian principle, he failed to guard

The sense of the hierarchic order is bound up with a sense of belonging
to some whole, whether social or cosmic or theo-cosmic, in which each
person occupies an allotted place and is subordinated to the higher stage
in the hierarchic structure. The value of the human person is, accordingly,
seen as determined by the whole, the general, of which he constitutes a
part. I could scarcely envision any more striking example of anti-
personalism than this conception.®’

(My emphasis)

“NMA., 109, 110.

“D&R., 309.
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against similar misinterpretations of his own thought, In his opposition to the current
order and to the alternative of commumsm, he encouraged an ehte - spintual, personalist
"supermen” - who ranked highest 1n his "organic” hierarchy.

Through the use of Berdyaev's Medieval symbols, the French personalists
demonstrated their allegiance to his eliust ideas; they also accepted the Russian principle
of Godmanhood or the "integral personality”  For the personalist revolutionanes, reason
would not be denigrated by the spiritual element; rather their taith would hberate and
elevate their reason: “"L’homme est inséré, entouré. dominé, 1l n'est qu'un part. un ¢lu
de la réalité spirituelle; 1l n'cmprisonne pas lespri, 1l est dévouement d 'esprit "™
Essentially, the French personalists accepted Berdyaev's and Scheler’s philosnphical
definition of the person. A complete enuty, the person was not some amalgamation that
could be broken down into its constituent parts, nor a tangible area with determimable
boundaries; the person was simply the entire volume of the human being in which the
mental and physical faculties were elevated and improved by the spintual dimension *”
Mind, body and soul were a composite that existed in two planes, the wholly matenal and
the wholly spiritual. If this composite aspired to the matenal level then it became "the
flesh";™ if it aspired to God (or to the spiritual reahty for agnosucs), it became the
person. Although the French personalists accepted that humanity had not yet created the

personal universe, they asserted that "its progressive conquest 1s the essential history ot

%Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.” OE., 153.
*Mounier, "Révolution personnahiste.” OE, 178.

This is the Christian term for the lower, primal side of people, as 1n "the flesh 1s
weak". [Mounier, Personalism., 4.]
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mankind".”!

Creating a neat parallel, Esprit asserted that the spiritual world, like the material
world, was organized into three dimensions: the matertal dimensions - length, width and
breadth - corresponded to the trilogy of Chnistian spiritual dimensions - vocation,
incarnation and communion. The first step in discovering one’s person lay in accepting
that vocation:

Ma personne est en moi la présence et I'unité d’une vocation intemporelle,

qut m’appelle 3 me dépasser indéfiniment moi-méme, et opere, a travers

la mauere qui la réfracte, une unification toujours imparfaite, toujours

recommencée, des éléments qui s'agitent en moi.”

Vocation would be realized through experience, meditation. and the educational aid of the
"knight-monks” who had already discovered at least some elements of his/her own person;
it provided each human being with their purpose in life.” Vocation would then give the
person strength to begin ['engagement: the study and recognition of one’s own
incamation. This stage was essential to the elevation beyo.d the individual because only
when the person realized that he was unique, indivisible, and eternally incarnate would

he be able to enter into true communion - sobornost’ - with other persons. Once these

three lessons had been learned, the human being became a person who fully accepted a

"' " _.none, not even the most elementary [philosophical approach], can be understood

apart from the values and systems and vicissitudes of that personal universe which is the
immanent goal of every human spirit and of the whole travail of nature." [Mounier,
Personalism. 8, 9.]

"Mounier, "Révolution personnaliste." OE., 178,

"Denis de Rougemont, Politique de la Personne., (Paris, 1934)., 161.
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life of self-sacnfice for others and continually developed hivher personal abihities ™

Although the French personalists never accepted in totality Berdyaev's theory ot
creativity, they did agree that the spintual side of the person was active;  Scheler's
passive spirt found little appeal among these future "kmight-monks”  L'Ordre Nowveau
was most commutted to the acuve principle; embracing Berdyaev's term, the "creauve
personality”, they defined themselves accordingly

Aux chevaliers, aux terronstes, nous avons emprunté la conviction que des

actions limitées peuvent avorr une valeur, qui moralement les dépasse, ct

qui peut contrebalancer, pour celut qut les accomphit. la pression d'un

monde injuste. Mais notre tactique s'avere plus complete et plus etficace

que la leur, en ce que, dépourllée de toute résignation ¢t de tout ascéusme

stérile, nos actes dorvent porter en eux le germe d'un renouveau total ™
Mounier, despite his condemnation of L'Ordre Nouveau's approach, also enshrined the
principle of action: "Do what you will, 1t matters not what, so long as your action 1s
intense and you are vigilant about 1ts consequences "™ The personalists behieved "that
the meditation of a single man..can move humanity more ettecuvely than do the
architects of reform."” On a social level, their goal was to encourage afl individuals to
elevate themselves to the level of the person through education, wrniings, and other forms

of art. They were "mystics and prophets”

On ne reconstruit pas la vérité avec des morceaux de mensonge et une
absolution. On refond par le feu ce yu'a pénétré le mensonge. Une

“Mounier, "Révolution personnaliste." OE., 179.

"Esquisse d’une méthode d’action révolutionnaire.” L'Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1935).,
1198.

“Mounier, Personalism.. 85.
"Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE., 138.
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transfiguration dans la masse de toutes nos valeurs doit précéder leur
réintégration universelle dans P'esprit. C'est cela. étre révolutionnaire.™

Thus, these "knight-monks" were disciplined seekers of truth who accepted the full
responsibility of exposing the dangers and problems 1in the world, and of educating the
people to become healthy, productive, supportive persons.

Perhaps it 1s not surprising that neither group devoted much attention to the
possible misinterpretation of their movement. Like Berdyaev, they were convinced that
the spiritual nature of their ideas would prevent their perversion. Mounier believed that
Esprit's open and communal approach to policy would eliminate subjective and erroneous
applications of their ideas.” Yet despite L'Ordre Nouveau's adherence to exactly the
same principle, Esprit accused them of perversion and of embracing proto-fascist,
nietzschean impulses.” L'Ordre Nouveau placed more emphasis upon "spiritual

! Beyond these rather vague safe-

vigilance" to maintain the purity of their revolution.®
guards, both groups seemingly relied on fate and the righteousness of their cause to justify
their action and keep it authentic.

In response to accusations that personalism was impractical, utopian dreaming,

both groups insisted that they were not espousing a "heaven on earth". L' Ordre Nouveau

argued that personalism was possible because it was not a social, but a personal change

"Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.” OE, 148.

Mounier, Personalism., 74,75.

“Mounier, "Esprit et les mouvements de jeunesse.” OE, 841.
*""Question tactiques." L'Ordre Nouveau. (Jan. 1935). 1040-1049.
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that existed "déya chaque fors qu'un homme devient personnel” ™ The soctal parameters
of their revolution could therefore only be defined when enough persons were developed
to effect the concrete changes. To provide a specitic, complete bluepnnt ot thesr new
order would deprive persons of therr freedom and role 1n creaung their own "personalities
of persons” {parries]”  Esprir tollowed this same general bine and insisted that human
beings must liberate themselves and create then own new realities ™ However, they also
suggested that their critics were "blinded” by the complex truth and the "radiant heht” ot
their mission.

Nous partons sur un chemin ol nous »avons que Jamals nous ne serons

désocuvrés, jamats désespérés  notre ocuvie est par-deld le succds, notre

espérance par-deld les espowrs  Vayers X Bruges Le mariage mystigue de

sainte Catherine  Quelque part sur lu torle 'événement s"accomplit

’enfant-Dieu passe I'anneau au doigt de la sainte Tous les personnages

cependant détournent la téte, et par ceite distraction méme nous imposent

une hallucinante impression de présence. Ceux qui ne nous trouvent pas

immédiatement assez "pratiques”, nous n'avons pas de medleur apologue
A leur dire.™

Thus, like the Russian Populists, the French personalists believed that they could

symbolically "go to the people”, educate the unenlightened o become persons, and then,

2de Rougemont, Politique de la Person , 178,

BA. Marc and René Dupws, "La Corporation.” L'Ordre Nouveau. (Apnl, 1934)
596.

“Mounier, Personalism., 72 , Esprit vicorously denied that personalism was utopian,
they insisted that even the new personalist world would hold trials and suttering
[Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.”, OE, 141 | Disciples of Dostoevsky, and oniginally
of Christ, they were not oftering a life ot matenal case, of "bread”, in return tor depriving
people of their freedom and uniqueness.

$QE, 134.
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spontaneously, their revolution would occur.*

It would be a mistake, however, to interpret French personalism as a pacific,
impotent movement. With their commitment to action and their acceptance of elitism,
they were potential despots. Marc had learned from the Russian Populists and from his
experiences in the Revolution that the mass of people will never improve themselves
without the direction of an ehte; Mounier’s revoiutionists were to lead, mnspire, and
educate "as a religious order”* The personalists’ "knight-monk" imagery supported an
ideology that expected and demanded action, even violent action, in the name of their
revolution. Mounier insisted that,

...personal life necessitates the confrontation of violence by violence; to try

to eradicate aggressiveness altogether from education, or too early to

swamp the virile energies of youth in idealistic hopes - this is less likely

to realize any ideal than to spoil the fighters for it.**

L'Ordre Nouveau condoned terrorism and violence in the course of dismantling the old
order and power structures. Committed to a new "truth”, the personalists wanted to
annihilate ail the lies of materialism, all the past errors, and inaugurate the Second
Renaissance.

Elle nait du mouvement de violence spirituelle intense par lequel I’homme
parvient i rompre le contact avec I’ordre établi qui 1’opprime et a créer en

*In the summer of 1874 several thousand members of the intelligentsia left the cities
and went "to the people” to educate them, learn from them, and incite revolution. Herzen,
Lavrov, and Bakunin all inspired this movement. Although in practice, their effort failed
(the narod frequently summoned the local constable to arrest these idealists and they
made no effort to revolt against the Tsar [Stuart Tompkins, The Russian Intelligentsia.
(Norman, 1957)., 111.]) this movement remains the symbol of Russian Populism.

Mounier, "Révolution communautaire." OE, 190.
*Mounier, Personalism.. 50.
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parvient A rompre le contact avec ['ordre €tabli qui 'oppnme et ) créer en

lui-méme de nouvelles valeurs, situées au-deld des déterminismes du taux

ordre existant.®
Even their approach to the development of the person contained strains ot violence  “the
person attains self-consciousness, not through some ecstasy but by torce of mortal
combat; and force 1s one of its prnciple attnbutes”.”  The personahsts also made a
hierarchical disinction between persons and other human beings  Persons, their "knight-
monks", were elevated, superior beings who "call to all those around and below them”
to rouse others out of thewr "drowsy, vegetative slumber”™  L'Ordre Nowuveau
charactenzed its movement thus:

manifeste toujours |'appariuon d'un prncipe de vie nouveau, le

reclassement de tous les faits humains auwtour de ce pnncipe, le

renouvellement de toutes les valeurs par 'accession A un plan radicalement

différent, en un mot, par un changement total ”

The violent approach of the French personalists to revolution s remimscent to that
of Russia’s radical revolutionaries: Bakunin, Russia’s tirst “professional revolutionary”,”

applauded destruction as a creative force. With this outlook, 1t 1s not surprising that he

accepted the revolutionary tactics of terrorism and violence, and that he advocated an

®René Dupuis, "Révolution permanente." L'Ordre Nouveau. (Feb. 1934)., 502.
“Mounier, Personalism., 49.
*'Mounier, Personalism., X.

*Marc, "Ni révolte, nt réforme: Révolution frangaise.” L'Ordre Nouveau. (July,
1933)., 114.

”RP1., 379.
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elite, centralized, dictatorial organization for a revolutionary party * Chemyshevsky also
advocated violent revolution However he had no desire to allow the potential chaos that
Bakunin's anarchism would permit. Rather an elite group of revolutionanes, culled trom
the intelhgentsia, would ettect a coup d'état and replace the present regime with 1its own
dictatorshtp.  Once 1t obtamned power 1t could nstitute soctalsm  from  above.”
Chemyshevsky's theories were taken to the extreme by Petr Tkachev (1844-1885) who
espoused revolutionary techmques which horritied most of his peers. He advocated the
formation of an elite revolutionary group and scorned all 1deas ot prepaning the narod tor
the revolution; he considered the masses incapable of treeing themselves.® Rather, his
destructive elite alone would change Russta. Thus like Chernyshevsky, Tkachev, and
Bakunin, the French personalists translated ideas of philosophical retorm into concrete,
elitist, revolutionary action.”’

Dogmausm, which had been Berdyaev's greatest enemy when he lived tn Russia,
infiltrated French personalism  The personalists 1gnored the warnings of Herzen and
Dostoevsky who reahzed that radicalism, any attempt « completely remake the world,
was doomed to be contaminated by past truths which 1t either 1gnored or shunned. Yet

Berdyaev must accept some responsibility for the radicalism embraced by the personalists.

™ Bakunin, Paris Commune and the Idea of the State., (London. 1973), 4.

%Chernyshevsky, What 1s to be Done. (Ann Arbor, 1971).

*Walicki, 229.

Yswolsky considered the greatest weakness of Esprit to be its elitist, academic
language which prevented the transmission of thewrr message to the masses; their "fixed
frames of thought" and archaic expression instead engendered contempt and suspicion
from the common people. [!swolsky, 115.]
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Despite his long experience with revolution, his extensive knowledge of history, and s
essentially reform-oriented philosophy. he retused to accept that the personalist revolution
might be no more "right" than any other revolution

When people tell me that a "new order” 1s to be brought about and man

is to be released by a change in the mechamsm of society, I want w say

to them: for God’s sake retresh your memory' Your new order 18 as old

as any other. There has never been a tume when man was treed by

society: he was always at 1ts mercy, at us secular or religious mercy. A

new "‘order’’' will arise on the ashes of all orders and as a result of the

only effective, the personalistic revolution.”™

(My emphasis)

Esprir and L'Ordre Nouveau were convinced that they had already unlocked therr
personal doors into the spiritual umverse  As burgeontng persons, they could thus
correctly and beneficially lead France and the world to a new hnsoncal wdea, 0 4
renaissance, a new world order. The emphasis in Slavophile philosophy and Vekh: had
been upon creating one’s own integral personality; French personalists believed they had
attained this posinon. Now they could move on to the revolutnon. And the personalists
certainly evolved a more concrete doctnne pertaiming to thewr new society than the

Slavophile’s or Vekhi’s vague sobornost’. The plattorm of Esprit and L'Ordre Nouveau

was the incarnation of Berdyaev’s vision of a New Midale Ages.

*D&R., 309.
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Chapter 3. The New Middle Ages: A Third Way.

French personalism sought an alternative ideology to individualist capitalism,
fascism and communism. The personalists’ opposition to communism derived from their
impressions of the despotic regime 1n the Soviet Union, and from the opinions of Russian
emigres like Berdyaev and Marc. Berdyaev's philosophy of communism was especially
significant because of his first-hand experience with marxism' and the early communist
restructuring of Russia: he was able to place commumsm within the spectrum of world
and Russian history rather than rejecting it as a temporary aberration. Berdyaev’s theory
was also attractive to the French personalists, because it did not simply dismiss the
socialist "truths" of communism, but rather asserted that communism was a perversion of
Christianity; by establishing a religious critique of communism, Berdyaev offered the
personalists a spiritual method to combat its rising influence in France.

Berdyaev began his attack on marxism in 1901. His first book, Subjectivism and

Individualism in Social Philosophv, (1401), attacked marxism for its failure to provide a

'In 1895, Berdyaev joined the Social Democrats in Kiev under Lunacharsky and soon
became a leading theoretician. For three years in Kiev he was a dedicated and persuasive
communist. He enjoyed working with the proletariat cells, and possessed an unusual
ability to communicate with the workers: "During my Marxist period in Kiev...a number
of workers who were hostile to the intelligentsia made an exception in my case,
welcomed me and treated me with great friendliness.” [D&R, 62.] His commitment to
marxism even led to a four-year exile in Vologda for conspiracy and inciting revolution.
rlowever, Berdyaev soon grew disiliusioned with marxist ideology and severed his
allegiance with the Social Democrats. During his exile, Berdyaev became thoroughly
familiar with the Russian revolutionary tradition and the specifically Russian marxist
mentality: "...they believed the gospel of Marx would bring a golden age of happiness for
all mankind. As Turkova says, ‘They did not know life, and considered it unnecessary
to know it"." |Lowrie, 41.]
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concrete philosophy that legitimized its social claims: 1t merely demgrated all other
philosophies.” Having studied philosophy for three years at the Umiversity of Kiev,
Berdyaev realized that it was not sufficient to consider the morality of the proletanat
superior to the morality of the bourgeoisie, merely because one felt sympathy with the
proletariat’s situatton. He felt that marxist sentimentahity had eroded its abihity to draw
logical philosophical conclusions. For Berdyaev, a persuasive philosophy required some
"objective moral sanction". a concrete rationale. '

After the 1905 Revolution, Berdyaev increased his attacks on marxism, and more
gcnerally, on the entire attitude of the Russian intelhgentsia. He participated in the 1909
review Vekhi with an article entitled. "Philosophical Venty and Intelligentsia Truth” in
which he asserted that Russia’s historical development had not only retarded the study of
philosophy, but had also limited such study to wholly utilitarian goals. The intelligentsia
had become so committed to social change for the benefit of the narod that they were
unable to accept any ideas that did not immediately further this cause

For most of the intelligentsia, interest in philosophy was hmned to the

need for philosophical sanction of its social sentiments and aspirations
These are neither shaken nor re-evaluated as a result of philosophical

*Berdyaev, "Subjectivism and Objectivism.”, in RP3, 149.

‘Berdyaev, "Subjectivism and Objectivism” RP3., 151., "Berdyaev explamns his
spiritual movement away form marxism in terms that some otherwise intelligent thinkers
have not yet discovered today, half a century later. ‘The dialectic theory of the necessity
of social catastrophe is not only unscientific, logically inept, conflicing with the facts of
life, but it is profoundly anti-idealistic’ - this within a few years after marxism had been
hailed by the mass of Russian liberals as the all-sufficient, scientific answer to every
problem!" [Lowrie, 106.]
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reflection; they remain fixed, as dogmas.*
In this attack, Berdyaev reuerated Dostoevsky's position agawnst the 1illogical and
matenalistic ¢nvironmental socialism. Like Dostoevsky, Berdyaev could not accept the
renunciation of pmlosophmcal truths 1n the name of "bread” or social justice;” he feared
the intolerance ("us” versus "them") propagated by such dogmatism  Without a concrete
philosophy or at least a developed plan for the future system, the intelhgentsia was 1n
great danger, not only ot inciung ternble violence and repression, but also of producing
a replica ot the past system where the degraded "us" became the oppressors of the
"them", and eventually the new autocrats of Russia.’

Berdyaev did not leave the Russian intelligentsia bereft of a possible solution.
After his blistering attack, he called for introspection and an intensive search for a wholly
Russian philosophy that would produce a logical and humane blueprint for a new Russia.
Berdyaev, 1n an attempt to resurrect Slavophile tdeology, asserted that the tntelligentsta’s
goals were, 1n fact, the goals of Russian philosophy:

But Russian philosophy does have features that make 1t akin to the Russian

‘Berdyaev, "Philosophical Venty and Intelhgentsia Truth” in Vekhi., 161.

. love for egalitanan justice, for social good, for the welfare of the people,
paralysed love for truth and almost destroved all interest in truth. But philosophy 1s a
school of love for truth above all...Even Kant was taken up only because criuical
Marxism promised to base the socialist 1deal on his thought. Then we set to work on the
quite indigesuible Avenarius, for his extremely abstract and "pure” philosophy, unbeknown
to him and through no fault of his own, suddenly presented itself as the philosophy of the
Social-Democratic Bolsheviks." [Berdyaev, "Philosophical Verity and Intelligentsia Truth."
Vekhi., 162.]

Dostoevsky's critique of matenalist socialism 1s most concretely presented 1n his
novel The Brothers Karamazov.

*Berdyaev, "Philosophical Verity and Intelligentsia Truth." Vekhi, 164-169.
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intelligentsia: the thirst for an integral world-view. for an organic merging

of truth and good, of knowledge and faith...hostility to abstract rationalism.

I think concrete idealism, combined with a reahistic attitude to lhite, could

become the foundation of our national philosophical creation and could

establish the nauonal philosophical tradition that we need so much.’
Unless this national philosophy was formed, Berdyaev foresaw the transformation of
Russia, through revolution, into erther chaos or a new despotism - marxism.

As history bears witness, Berdyaev's message was not received. Russia plunged
into the chaotic 1917 Revolution from which the Bolsheviks emerged triumphant
Berdyaev was soon vindicated by the Bolsheviks™ wholesale oppression of religion, the
aristocracy, and even of competing revolutionary parties: the Constituent Assembly was
violently dissolved by the Red Army and protestors were unmercifully gunned down.
Although dismayed by the abrupt end to Russia’s "renaissance”, Berdyaev never became
discouraged. He felt "that there was some genuinely human element released” by the
Revolution and he applauded the end of the Autocracy: he intended to assist the
"liberation of communist Russia from within"." During the next four years he refined
his opposition to communism: accepting the truths of communism, Berdyaev did not

entirely condemn it, but rather concentrated on pointing out its flaws; he viewed

communism as,

"Berdyaev., "Philosophical Verity and Intelligentsia Truth.”, Vekhi, 171. Berdyaev
does note that by "national” he is not referring to a "national truth” and he accepts that
truth 1s universal, but rather he is referring to a mentality that to him appears uniguely
Russian: that is towards religious philosophy.

¥D&R, 236.. "Least of all did I desire restoration. | was entirely convinced that the
old world had come to an end and that a return to it was alike impossible and
undesirable.” [D&R, 228.]
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On the one hand the search for the Kingdom of God and integrated truth
and justice, capacity for sacnfice and the absence of the bourgeois spurit;
on the other hand, the absoluteness of the State and despotism, a feeble
grasp of the nghts ¢f man and the danger of a featureless collectivism.’

And he vocally opposed the Bolshevik regime.'” Besides lectunng and engaging 1n

debates, Berdyaev wrote copiously, Before 1922 he had fimshed The Meamng ot

History, The Philosophy of Inequality, Russian Freedom, and Dostoevsky. All but the

last, however, were not published untl he left Russia in 1922, Thus the most important
contribution that he could make was denied to the Soviet populace unul 1987. His book
Russian Freedom would be later edited and transtormed 1nto three of his most famous

works, The Ongin of Russian Communism, Chnistianity and Class War and The Russian

Revolution.

In his books, Berdyaev produced a complete and devastating critique of
communism. He attributed the socialist rebellion against the injustice of capitalism, with
which he was in sympathy, to a singular, and beneficial, inherited aspect of Chrisuamty -

the Jewish tradition,

ORC, 188., "Communism was for me from the very start a challenge and a reminder
of an unfulfilled Chrisuan duty. Chnstians ought to have embodied the truth of

communism: had they done so, its falseshood would never have won the day.” [D&R,
228.]

'"Berdyaev organized lectures at his home and he also gave guest lectures at a variety
of societal gatherings. [Lowne, 150.] As a "famous artist" Berdyaev was one of about
twenty "favoured sons" who were not persecuted or hampered by the new Regime: he was
allowed to continue his wnting although only Dostoevsky was published in Russia; he
initiated the Free Academy of Spiritual Culture and became president of th * All-Russian
Society of Writers; he was elected to the Chair of Pmlosophy at the .. ‘ersity of
Moscow 1n 1920; his family was even allowed to maintain their current residence and
received double tood rations. [Ibid., 149-152.]
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This dualism of the Jewish historical consciousness gave nise to the

religious millennium which asptred toward the tuture in a passionate

demand and longing for the fulfilment of the millenary Kingdom ot God

on earth, and the advent of the Day of Judgement when evil would finally

be vanquished by good, and when an end would come to the injustice and

sufferings common to the terrestrial destiny ot mankind "
Postulaung that Christianity evolved out of two sets ot histonical traditons - rehigrous and
racial - Berdyaev idenufied a polanty between the Greek and the Jewish religrons, and
the Aryan {Indo-European] and Jewish races.”  The Greek religion attributed to then
many gods not only superhuman strength, but also very human charactensucs  They
placed significant change beyond the reach of human beings a god might feel hke
helping humans, he might just as easily destroy them, people had some recourse through
sacrifice and prayer, but the success of these supphicauons was never guaranteed
Moreover, because the Greeks believed in a cyclical pattern to hife, they never saw
specific events and changes as part of a concrete progression, they were at the mercy of
therr gods’ quarrels and whims. The Jews, while not possessing a particularly mercitul
God, believed that their acuons influenced the hnear accesston toward the Messiah,

human salvation depended upon solving scctal injustice.'’ In Berdyaev's racial polanty,

the Aryans were obsessively preoccupied by their individual souls and lite after death

""MH, 90.
2MH., 90.

BMH, 21., "I believe that socialism 1s based upon a Jewish religious pnnciple, upon
the eschatological myth and the profound dualism oi the Jewish consciousness...This
dualism...gave rise to the religious millennium which aspired toward the future in a
passionate demand and longing for the fultilment of the millenary Kingdom of God on
earth, and the advent of the Day of Judgment when evil would finally be vanquished by

good, and when an end would come 0 the injustice and sutferings common 1o the
terrestnal destiny of mankind " [MH., 90}.
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They never concerned themselves with the collecuve good or will." The Jews, on the
contrary, possessed a collecuve desuny: "the alhance of the Jewish spint with the destiny
of the people make of the Jews a collective people "'* Consequently the Jews could not
ignore any person’s phight 1f they wished to tulfil their own desuny Berdyaev asserted
that, in the tormation of Christianity, these traditions were co-mingled, and that the
specific charactenstics of each appeared 1n the European Christtan world.

From this base, Berdyaev described the progression of these influences 1n
European history. Capitahsm - an expression of excessive individuality or Aryan
philosophy - became the reigning economic ideology. It legitimized individual profit, and
allowed the degradation and economic enslavement of the proletariat. The decline of
feudalism led to enclosures and the formation of commercial tarms which dispossessed
the old peasant class of their villages and cooperative life. Christanity was sundered by
schisms (the greatest of which was Protestanusm), and then lost most ot 1ts meaning and
importance :n the hives of the people. Individualism was the creed and totem, the only
religion and the only poliucal focus. Then socialism arose, not solely to protest the great
wrongs committed in the name of individualism, but also as a consequence of the Jewish
tradition. Being a collective and progressive people, the Jews espoused an "Heaven on
earth” - utopia.

This intense longing [for utopia] symbolizes the religious collectivism of

the Jewish people. It could accept neither Christ nor the mystery of His
Crucifixion because he came as the bearer of a meek and not a triumphant

“MH., 82-88.
SMH., 90.
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truth on earth. His whole life and death were a repudiation of the longing
for terrestrial beatitude chenshed by the Jewish people.'

The Jewish tradition gained populanty and strength in Europe among the disentranchised
as modern systems undermined and replaced old traditions and communities

Socialism, 1 believe, s the outcome of the disintegration of human society

and communal hte, and ot man’s isolatton produced by the extreme

development of individualism  The terror ot abandonment and solation

in the face of destiny, and the lack of all commumon with other people,

incite man 1o re-establish some form ot communal and compulsory hite
As an advocate of freedom, Berdyaev had sertous problems with the compulsory aspect
of this utopia. Yet he agreed that excessive individualism had been a curse to most ot
mankind: it had subjugated them to the "fittest”, and he tully supported a change wn the
status quo.

Berdyaev's quarrel was with the format this change would take, for he saw 1n
marxism an excessive expression of the Jewish principle

...his [Marx’s] proletanan theory was not scientfic but religious, messianic,

mythical; he created the myth of the messiah-proletanat, the unique class

free from the onginal sin of explontation, the elect people ot God, saviours
of mankind, endowed with every virtue *

Berdyaev objected to the 1dolizaton of any class, and he tound Marx’s sequence of social

change highly illogical. Marx insisted that humans must undergo the abuses ot

'*MH., 96.

"MH.,, 148. This opinion was also held by Jacques Mantain. A contemporary ot
Berdyaev, Maritain perceived in manasm the greatest threat to humantty: "Mantain
interpreted Communism's messianic dnve to liberate man from all limits and to install
him in a self-sufficing secular kingdom as the most vengeful face of anthropocentrism

that would acknowledge no material, natural, or spintual boundanes 1n 1ts dnve for total
power.” [Amato, 143.]

BC&C., 42.
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capitalism, see that "exploitation is an evil and a sin, even the greatest evil and the worst
sin", before they could achieve the communist utopia.

But his [Marx’s} morahism 1s perverted, even demontacal: he looks on evil

as the only mghway towards good, an increase of darkness 1s the only

means of getung light; brotherhood, equality, and friendship among men

are born out of envy, hatred, malice, and all uncharitableness, vioience and

repression bnng treedom in thesr tran.'”

Berdyaev was perpleaed as to how the proletariat, encouraged to be "bitter, envious.
vindictive, and prone to violence” by marxism, could suddenly create "a new and beter
social system.. new and better relations between men" * He also disagreed with Marx's
irrational assertion that capitalism was the ultimate evil. "In the end what remains of his
[Marx’s} (and still more his successors’) work is a crude libel in which the bourgeois
classes are accused of deliberately criminal intentions."”

Marx attacked capitalism because 1t "turns relations of men into relations of
things".” Berdyaev recogmzed this as Marx's best and most authenuc truth, but he then
applied this condemnatson to Marx's own theory. If capitalist materialist economics
dehumamzed man, then there must be more to hife than labour, and man must have a
spiritual side which 1s sufled in the capitalist system. Hence if capitalism 1s wrong, then

beyond the economic and matenalist world must exist living men and creauve beings

whose work and energy are appreciated. Theretore, economics 1s no more than the

Pc&C., 45
®C&C., 71.
*C&C., 21.
2C&C.. 39.
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struggle of living creatures; 1t 18 a part of their creauve activity, "There 1s no substantal
economic reality; consequently, all economic categones are only histoncal cate gones, and
not eternal principles as the classical bourgeos politcal economy teaches " Having
established this, Marx then contradicted himself  he asserted that all men belong o a
class, which 1s a thing, an object; Marx derided capitahsm tor objectitving man and then
proceeded to do exactly the same thing with his own system “"The very process ol
dehumanization which Marx denounced 1n caputalism, takes place i materahistic
Commumsm...Both may twrn man mto a technical funcuon.”*  Marx tollowed the
capitalists 1n placing economics above humanity; he replaced the capautalist idol ot profit
with his own idol - class; he reduced "man 1n his highest manifestauons and his decpest
spiritual experiences to a subordinate function of the class" **

From cuirent events Berdyaev demonstrated the addictve and corrupting power
of bourgeois caprtalism. In France, the efforts ot trade unons had improved the
economic situation of the proletanat, who, appeased by better conditions, began to support
reform and not revolution. Socialism lost 1ts zeal as the proletaniat aspired to become

bourgeois:

Socialism is definitely becoming a party which supports good order, the
practical reforming elements are coming uppermost tn social democracy,
and the revolutionary and messianic pathos 1s vanishing. Communists are
most indignant at this state of atfairs, but they are themselves only the

BC&C., 39.
MBerdyaev "Marx versus Man" in RP3., 163.
®C&C., 33.
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bourgems of tomorrow or the day after.”

Not only was the appeal of marxism declining, said Berdyaev, but the one example of
prolo-communism, the Soviet Union, had in fact completely adopted capitalist ethics:

Commumsm has taken the form of State Capitalism and allows no

professional and trade associations which do not depend directly on 1tself.

After having absorbed personality, society 1n turn finds iselt absorbed by

the state, which 1s thus enabled to become an oppressor and exploiter, 1o

invent new sorts of slave-labour, to turn working-men once again 1nto

bond-men, and to perfect a new system of tyranny.”’

Thus for Berdyaev, Marx had completely failed in his attempt to destroy caprtalism.
Rather Marx had developed a system that was completely corrupted by materialist
capitalism.

Berdyaev could not accept a marxism that subjected people to the "faceless
collective" as a solution to the slavery of capitalism. For Berdyaev, "class" could not be
"good, intelligent, or noble", only each specific person could exhibit these characteristics.
Berdyaev again pointed to Marx's only success in Soviet Russia:

But will the success of the proletanat, the aboliion of classes, the

establishment of this orgamzed rauonality be a victory for man? He was

borne down in the past by classes and class warfare. Will he survive in the

future?” No. He will definitively disappear, leaving only a "collective”

betind hum.*

It was tor this reason that Berdyaev dedicated his most concrete attack of marxism,

Christiamty and Class War., to Karl Marx, "who was the social master of my youth and

whose opponent in ideas I have now become".

*C&C., 48.
C&C., 76,71.
BC&C., 42.43.
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Despite his opposition to marxism, Berdyaev never accepted caputahist ethics. He
abhorred the materialist conception of the individual, and feared that excessive
individualism would lead to as tragic an end as marxism. When Berdyaev became
associated with the Symbolists 1n Moscow (1904-1907)%, he was ntroduced o the
philosophy of Niwetzsche For Berdyaev, the destuny ot individualism was Nietzsche's
"superman”, a construcuon which he abhorred. Berdyaev could notaceept the superman’s
sacrifice of contemporary human beings: its tuture existence dismissed the entire course
of human history, reducing to the positien of transitory, those whose sole worth consisted
in preparing for the arrival of the superman. "Man 18 a rope stretched between the animal
and the Superman - a rope over an abyss. What 1s great 1n man 1s that he 15 a bnidge and
not a goal...”® Not only did Berdyaev reject the validity of this unknown utopia, but
also he abhorred Nietzsche's easy dismissal of the importance of humanity."
Furthermore, the superman was, for Berdyaev, an inhuman entity, it lacked all spirituality
and grace, and was bereft of humanity; as the pertect machine, the superman contradicted

Berdyaev’s personal conception of human beings and offended his strong Christtan

¥When he found rigidly materialist Marxism unsatistactory, Berdyaev turned to the
"God-seekers": the Symbolists in St. Petersburg and Moscow who devoted therr
discussions to the Russian apocalyptic soul: "Now we can hear the music of the symbols,
which speak to us of another world. But our art 1s not the final goal - art must give place
to theurgy. We strive for the incarnauon of eternity by means of the transfigurauon ¢

resurrected personality, the perception of spiritual reality behind the vistble.” [Andre1 Bely
in Lowne, 87.]

“Nietzsche, in The Great Thoughts. George Seldes, ed., (New York, 1985), 312.

YIMH., 138.
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heliefs.”

Berdyaev asserted that Nietzsche's superman was the result of his atheistic
rauonalism: unable to reconcile the tragedy of good and evil and to accept the principle
of human redemption as mamtfested in the Crucifixion, Nietzsche refused Chnst's
salvation because 1t provided no simple solution to the problem of treedom.

The thing which Dostoevsky and Nietzsche knew 1s that man 1s ternbly

free, that liberty 1s tragic and a grievous burden to him. They had seen the

parting of the ways in front of mankind, one road leading to the God-man,

Jesus Christ, the other to self deification, the man-god [the superman]...”?

It was for this reason, Berdyaev explained, that Nietzsche turned to the temptation of the
Antichnist and destroyed humamty for his illusive, ommpotent superman.* Berdyaev
perceived n Nietzsche the "dead-end” of individualism.

To Berdyaev, Marx and Nietzsche were pursuing the way of the Antichnst:
Where Nietzsche would destroy mankind for ms anu-human superman, Marx subsumed
man to the inhuman faceless collecuive.

Two paths lie open to contemporary man faced by a schism at the apex of

modern history. He can either submit himself to the highest divine

principles of life and thus streng..on his personality or he can become the

slave and subject of nondivided ev- and superhuman principles.”

Berdyaev did not simply oppose the patt.: f vuarx and Nietzsche, he advocated a third

2Nietzsche’s "superman takes the place of the lost God. He cannot and does not
want to keep himself human, on the human level. In the superhuman individualism of
Nietzsche the image of man perishes." [ER., 39.]

*DOS., 63

“MH., 140.

*MH., 158.
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way, the way towards Christ and redemption, a New Middle Ages

Berdyaev's “personalist” ideology evolved out ot his untque conception ot history
The ongmnal and central theme ot s phdosophy was that man was created by
God to be. hmmselt, a creator *  Theretore. Berdvaey  categonized  history it
periods of creanvity In Berdyaev's conceptualizaton, there were tour periods
of creativity: the pre-Chnsuan, the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, and the commng
"New Middle Ages"”’ In the first and third penods, creative  treedom  was
maximized and the great works of individual art were constructed  [n the Middle ages,
asceticism flourished, stithing the creauve freedom of individuals, this umification
and forging the creative spirit was essential .or the outburst ot creauvity dunng

the Renaissance.™ It must be noted here that Berdyaev did not behieve in cyclical or

*In 1912, Berdyaev visited Florence with his wite and sister-in-law  He had already
devoted ten years to in-depth religious study and spiritual introspection, and i Florence,
seeing the great works of the Renaissance, his philosophical and spintual knowledge tused
for the first ume 1nto a wholly onginal conception ot meaning  "He (Berdyaev] had a
sudden new vision of the whole of the world’s history, human and divine. God created
man to be himself a creator. Man realizes his highest capacities in answertng God's
creative love with loving creauvaty of his own" [Lowrie, 138} This idea allowed
Berdyaev to categonze history 1nto penods of creattvity It also fed him to tormulate an
ideology which would lead humanity out of the Modern Age

“Berdyaev prophesied this era 1n his book The New Middle Ages (1923). Here he
offered a concrete description of the future and explained why he thought this age was
coming. His conviction that the world was moving wmw a new c¢ra ot history was
strengthened by the events of the 1930s (especially the Depression), by the Russian
Revolution and by World War One. Even 1n his posthumous autobiography, Berdyaev
still called for the "personalist revolution” to herald 1n the New Middle Ages

*'Indeed the whole sigmticance of Christian ascelicism lay i the concentration of
spiritual forces and the refusal to waste them  Man’'s creative lorces were concentrated
and preserved when not allowed to express themselves with sutticient treedom ” [MH ,
113.]
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repeutive history: his New Middle Ages would be no more a repeat of the Medieval Age
than the Renatssance could be called a copy of the pre-Chrisuan era.”® He chose the
term merely to tllustrate a stmilaniy 1n creative activity

The French personahists adopted Berdyaev’s chronology, but they explained history
as a gradual progression towards the unification of the spiritual and the matenal universes
mantfested 1n human beings. They replaced Berdyaev's revolving peniods of creauvity
with a continual conflict for supremacy between the human desire for interaction -
communalism - and the desire for self-perfecuon’ individuahism **  Affected by the
entre-guerre mentality, they saw their own period as the apocalypuc "final battle”
between ndividualism and communalism; humanity would either annihilate itself, or 1t
would finally resolve the conflict and transcend both instincts to achieve 1ts true desuny:
personalism. Thus the French personalists adopted Berdyaev’'s New Middie Ages as an
alternative to the "dead ends" of communism and individualism, but they did not fully
grasp his principle of creativity and its new manmfestation in the New Middle Ages.

In the pre-Christian age, Berdyaev asserted that Hellenic intluence led to deep
contemplation and great creauvity on all levels However, Greek naturalist philosophy

presumed that history was purely cyclical. This idea was passed on to the Romans, who

¥MH., 156.

“This approach to history indicates the great influence of dialectical materialism.
Despite their opposition to the materialist approach, the personalists ironically used the
laws of the materialist dialectic - development through the stages of thesis, synthes:s,
antithests - 1n thewr explanation of history. This 1s a good example of the immature
applicauon ot philosophy practiced by social activists, and precisely the error that
Berdyaev censured 1n his article "Philosophical Venty and Intelhigentsia Truth” in Vekhi
(1909).
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continued to create, but were ued to the repettive pattern' their works of art were copies
and elaborations of Greek works: their philosophy and behiets mirrored those ot the
Greeks; they were caught 1n a cycle in which no new influences or ideas could flounsh
"Christianity alone saved man trom this cycle of elemental natural hite and re-established
his dignity by restonng the treedom of the human spint, and 1t thus inaugurated a4 new
era 1n his destny.""

The French personalists were even less complimentary of the pre-Chnistian era
Refuting the natural philosophers like Rousseau, they demed that the simplicity ot the
purely "natural” life was beneficial or happy; rather they asserted that primitive humans
were completely oppressed “sous le mur d'une Necessité inhumaine et hostule” ¥ Esprut
rejected the idea that these people were inherently spuntual. contnually at war with the
elements, the pre-Christians fell prey to supersution and beheved only 1n gods that were
accomplices and spies in a "hostle and strange world",  Esprir related rehgious
spintuality to the belief 1n a kind, loving, and succouring God, not in vague appeals o
nature.®  For the personalists the pre-Christian ignorance ol “true”  spint iality
demonstrated the original supremacy of the collecuve pninciple. human bewmngs were
valuable only as a part of some group and the concept of the individual was at hest,

embryonic. Despising the individual, the philosophers of this period valued "only

“™MH., 104,
“Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.” OE., 153.
$Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE., 154.
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impersonal thought and its static order...To them the singular appears as a blemish" *

From this basis, 1t 15 not surprising that the French personalists viewed the onset
of Chnistianity as the partial emancipation of humanity from the whims ot nature and the
collecuve.®  Chnstanmity revealed to human beings their spirttual dimension “The
Incarnation contirms the unity of earth and heaven, ot the tlesh and the spint, as soon as

® With thewr new

the redempuve value of human work has been assumed by grace™*
rehigion, Chnistians were able to move beyond the conception of man as "a child of the
world and nature”, and assert therr "spintual or high anstocratic origin” which treed them
from "the baser elemental processes"."’

Berdyaev u.d not consider the Middle Ages to be a creative period; it was a time
when man forged his discipline and united spirit, as in the models of the knight and the
monk: "man’s inner being was discovered in the Middle Ages, when he was engaged in
spiritual work and stood 1n the center of the Chrisuan faith and Creauon..." ** Thus 1n
the Middle Ages people unified their enure beings, and consolidated their spiritual and
material abihities. It was a necessary precursor for the outburst of creativity during the

Renaissance.

The French personalists accepted that the Middle Ages had been repressive and

“Mounier, Personalism., XI.

“Mounier, "hefaire la Renaissance.” OE., 154.
‘“Mounier, Personalism., XIV.

YMH., 112.

“MH., 118.
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pnimitive in 1ts approach w socety, but they also agreed with Berdyaev's theory that
medieval asceticism had been necessary for the forging of human creatvity, “Muais gue
I"'homme en use spintuellement, par un maitnse éclawrée, et lobstacle devient instrument,
éducateur de Uespnt par les dufficultés meémes guiil lur oppose ™ The tragedy ot the
Middle Ages was that its pcople could not accept in totahty the message ot Chnstunity
"This vision was too new, too radical, tor all that it implied to be hknown at once” ™ A
tentative balance was reached between the individual and collecuve mmpulses, but "the
logical and conceptual machinery inhented from the Greeks, rooted in classitication and
generalization, did not factlitate” the expression of the "dignity ot matter and the umty
of the human being".”' When the balance broke down due to an “outpouning ot
creativity” in reaction to the repressive hierarchical structures ot the Middle Ages, the
Renaissance 1naugurated the supremacy of the parucular, the individual, over the
collective. "Thenceforth philosophy is no longer a lesson o be learnt . but a personal
meditation which anyone is 1nvited to begin agamn on his own account.""

Although both the personalists and Berdyaev applauded the improvement of

material conditions and the aspirations of Renaissance humamsm which was "creative and

splendid in 1ts works," they also condemned the tenets upon which the Renaissance

“Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE., 154.
“Mounier, Personalism., XIV.
'Mounier, Personalism., XV.
2Mounier, Personalism., XV.

BER., 28.

81



Sy

» ‘!!wj‘\

was founded. Berdyaev unveiled a philosophical error in the conception of Renaissance
humanism. He asserted that humanism had placed the natural man rather than the integral
man at its centre, 1t adopted the wholly rational path instead of combining reason and
taith; 1t allowed man only a mental and physical heritage and denied his spirtual essence.

It divorced him from the interior significance and the divine center of life,

trom the deepest foundations of man’s very nature: and it then gave him

the freedom ot creative development. In fact. humanism denied that man

was the image and hikeness of God; that he was a reflection of the Divine

Bemng.*
Thus as Renaissance humanism focused more upon the biological entity, humanity's
connection with its spintutl and creative source was severed. "Man’s self-affirmation
leads to his perdition; the free play of human forces unconnected with any higher aim
brings about the exhaustion of man's creative powers.">® Berdyaev pointed to the rising
trends of Futurism 1 art, Critical Gnoseology in philosophy, Socialism and Anarchism
in politics, and most of all to World War One and the Russian Revolution as the "ruin
of the Renaissance”.* "Humanism betrayed reality, which 1s holy, and man pays for this

treachery the price of his own history: he suffers disillusion after disillusion."

“MH.. 124.
“MH., 124,

*ER., 56. "The old worn-out world to which we can never go back is precisely the
world of modem history: a world of rationalist prophets, of individualism and Humanism,
Liberalism and democratic theories, of imposing national monarchies and imperialist
politics, of a monstrous economic system compounded of Industrialism and Capitalism,
of vast technical apparatus, of exterior conquests and practical achievemnents; a world of
unbridled and endless covetousness in 1ts public life, of atheism and supreme disdain for
the soul, and, at last, of Socialism, the end and crown of all contemporary history."
INMA, 78.]

“ER., 57.
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Mantain agreed with Berdyaev's analvsts ot Renasance humamsm * n
refusing to accept the spintual dimension of humanity, humamsm was unable t solve the
problem of good and evil or explain the purpose of lite Naturahist humanmsm  divorced
farth, grace. and salvation trom reason and freedom, thus denving human beings tull
access to their snherent potential. In making this mere vestge of 4 whole person the
centre ol all hite, "the end of knowledge”. and “"the purpose ol all past and tuture
existence”, this humanism had destroyed the spurit and soul of humanity and ted 1t into
“the hands ot Darwin and Freud, by claiming that he [man] was no more than an
immanent part of a brological process and a conscious point of intersection between the
demands of the sexual libido and the death nsunct” ®

The French personalists, accepting Marutain’s and Berdyaev's explanation, found
a convenient scapegoat for humamty's divorce trom the spintual” Descaries,  The
Renaissance's improvement 1n social relanons and the importance ot the individual were
countered by the "chaos méchamque” presented 1n the Cartesian polanty which divided
the concepts of "mind and body, spint and matter, truth and action” ®  Thus, although
the individual finally attained a position of supremacy in the Renasssance, 1t was
mechanized, material individual which bore no resemblance to the umitfied person evoked
by Christ.

The bleak self-characterization rendered by Renaissance humanism prompted

®Jacques Maritain, "Religion et Culture.” Esprit. (Jan. 1933)., 523-545., and MH.,
124.

¥ Amato, 142.
%Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance." OE., 155.
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people to search for any alternative. Like Kireevsky, the personalists perceived that
industry had provided such an escape:

Enfin comme la matiere n'est plus qu'un instrument servile de I'industrie,

toutes ses beautés propres. qui faisaient I'étoffe lourde de notre poésie et

de notre vie, s’effacent sous une seule admiration® 'admiration de la

puissance méchanmque; au plus nul, par le facile secret de quelques déclics,

elle apporte I'llusion d’une maitrise dont 1l elt été incapable dans un

monde sans leviers; au plus habile elle décerne le prestige d'un dieu.”

This "god" enslaved and automated humamty, but 1t also allowed people to abdicate their
preeminent position in the world and ignore the pointlessness of a solely rational, material
destiny. The culmination of this voluntary enslavement lay 1in Hegel who believed in "the
complete subservience of the individual to the State".*

As humanism collapsed, its chiid, individualism also lost all validity. Maritain had
declared that "1"'homme individuel est mir pour I’abdication..il est mir abdiquer en faveur
de ’homme collectif".”” Berdyaev had offered a simular assertion, maintaining that the
new popularity, the new religion of socialism and communism was a direct result of the

failure of naturalist humanism and individualism.*

Perhaps because of their historical
perspective, both Maritain and Berdyaev saw in marxism the reality of collectivism and

the greatest threat to humanity.”” The French personalists accepted the besieged state

of the individual and feared a new ascendancy of collectivism. However, they did not

“'Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance, OE.. 156.

““Mounier, Personalism., XVI.

“‘Maritain, "Religion et Culture." Esprit. (Jan. 1933)., 530.
“NMA, 78.

“Amato, 143.
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believe that marxism was the sole collectve threat Rather they asserted that people 1n
the 1930s, as 1n the pre-Chnistian era. were retusing to accept any responsibility over the
world, therr lives. or their desuny. Whether the new gods were industry, the state, the
communist cotlective, or the fascist and National Sociahist dictators, people had returned
10 a naturalist, non-human state in which they were completely impotent

Berdyaev equated the end of the Renaissance to the dechine ot the Roman Empire
He could not predict the tuture, but he did sce several possible outcomes  The
Renaissance had created techniques and technology which could potenually sacntice
humans to the apocalyptic end as manifested either in the anti-human superman of
Nietzsche or the non-human collecuvism of Marx *®

For he can have no viston of himself if he has none of the higher Divine

nature; he becomes a slave of the baser processes, disintegraung into the

elements ot his own nature and becoming the vicum ot the artificial nature

of the machine he has conjured up into hfe, and these depersonalize,

weaken and finally annihilate him.”
However, as the seemingly destructive cycle of Rome had been rescued by Christianity,
Berdyaev hoped for the possibility of a similar resurrection through a New Middle Ages.
He was aware of the underside of a New Middle Ages; unthinking and hysterical reacuon
to the apocalypse could result 1n chaos and barbarism Berdyaev saw fascism as an

example of this: fascism would not result 1n the apocalypuc ends of Marx and Nietzsche;

rather it would continue and magnify the errors of Renaissance humamsm and return

*MH., 138.
“'MH., 137.
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humanity to a state of primitive bestiality.*® Berdyaev called the fascists the “paganist
enemies of Chnst".** Thus, where the personalists considered history to be a
monotonous conflict between individualism and collectivism - be 1t fascist or communist -
and asserted thai the only "final" solution was the transcendence of this nvalry, Berdyaev
saw history as a progression towards Godmanhood; wdividualism and collectivism as
espoused by Nietzsche and Marx were simply divergent paths which led nowhere and
misdirected humanity, and fascism was a mindless chimera, a perversion, of the correct
pathway to Christ. Always committed to personal freedom, Berdyaev asserted that
humans could either approach the new era "by ways of darkness” and usher in a "new
chaos of peoples; the feudalization of Europe", or "by ways of hight", and rise above
Humanism to seek "salvation at the divine wells of life" - his New Middle Ages.”
Berdyaev suggested a new system of Christian ethics to assist the development of
the New Middle Ages; Maritain insisted that Catholicism alone could liberate humanity
and inaugurate a new civilizaion. Both envisioned a new society of saints, monks, and
knights - not sacral but “secular and lay" - who would lead this new Christendom.”

Their philosophies provided the foundation for the personalist manifestos of both Esprit

and L'Ordre Nouveau. First they would inaugurate Berdyaev's "New Middle Ages" and

“NMA., 89,90.

“C&C., 119.

°ER,, 56.

"' Amato, 143., "His [Berdyaev's] concept of an integral Christian society, set forth

in his book The New Middle Ages runs parallel to Maritain's doctrine of True Humanism.
[Iswolsky, 99.]
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shortly thereafter they would effect Mantain’s "Second Renaissance ™ based on “integral
humanism"; "Avant notre Renaissance, on U'a dit, 1l nous taut un nouveau Moven
Age."”

Berdyaev's New Middle Ages was no mere copy of the orntginal Middle Ages
The only similarity between the two would be man’s free submission to g “higher
principle”. The New Middle Ages would also avowd the whuman collecuve or
individualist ends  Moreover, Berdyaev intended that this era would achieve a new
approach to creativity Berdyaev asserted that man had progressed since medieval umes
"we must now experience immanendy what the Middle Ages  experienced

n73

transcendentally. Throughout the course of history, and partucularly through the

experiences of the Renaissance, humans had discovered the worth and power of freedom.

The new middle age will give place to that experiment n hiberty made by
the modern world, with all the real benefits that we owe to 1t 1n the order

of consciousness and the increased refining of the spirit that 1t has brought
about.™

Berdyaev’s philosophy focused on the field of ethics, because 1t was in ethics that he
perceived that humans still rarely asserted moral freedom. He analysed the ethics ot law,
redemption, and creativity, to demonstrate the iimitations of humanism, 1ts perversion ol

Christian morality, and the pathway to a new Chnistian humanism

"Mounier, "Refaire la Renaissance.” OE., 160., "The 1dea of "personalist revolution”
was the development of Maritain's and Berdyaev’s doctrine of Christan humamsm.”
(Iswolsky, 110.]

"MH., 157.

“NMA,, 79.
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The current ethics ot law proved the most distasteful to Berdyaev. Although he
never espoused the complete negation ot law - ‘the law 1s necessary for the sinful world
and cannot be simply cancelled” - he despised the entrenched “herd” mentality of law:
" .society lays down moral prohibitions, taboos, laws and norms to which the individual
must submit under the penalty of moral excommunication and retnibution”.”  As a
Chnstian he msisted that "the human soul s worth more than all the kingdoms of the
world".” But law presented an insurmountable paradox: although 1t subsumed the
personal needs and nature of humans t0 a social norm, it also protected the person.
"Christianity opens the way to the Kingdom of God where there 18 no more law, but
meanwhile the law denounces sin and must be fultilled by the world which remains 1n
sin."”’

Once humankind realized that laws were a product of therr own "Fall" and not
God's punishment, a substantial motivation for atheism would be removed. However, the
ultimate negation of the atheistic principle lay in the ethics of redemption. Humans were

tormented by the coexistence of good and evil n this world: the "legalistic disunction

between good and evil” insisted that people must attempt to conquer evil, but their failure

DM., 86,95.

*DM., 100. This idea is directly taken from the wnitings of Dostoevsky, Belinsky,
and Herzen.

Berdyaev noted that Charles Maurras of ['Acnion frangaise considered the Gospel
destructive and anarchistic because Chnst denounced legalistic ethics and Pharisees,
because Christ asserted that pertect purity and perfect tulfilment of law does not
necessarily lead 1o God: "the Gospel transcends and cancels the ethics of law, repiacing
it by a different and higher ethics of love and treedom." [Ibid., 99.]

DM., 99.
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to eradicate evil led them to blame God for either creating a world 1n which evil existed,
or for giving them w.e ability to 1ecognize evil.”® Although he understood this rationale,
Berdyaev asserted :hat it was illogical Human beings nad fieely chosen the "Fall" and
their new awareness: they could not blame God for their ability to know good and evil.
He also postulated that God had not created the dichotomy between good and evil: rather
it was a product of uncreated freedom, the Ungrund.” While God created the world and
humanity, he was unable to prevent the influence of the U/ngrund on his creation. It was
precisely this freedom which led humanity to choose the Fall and subjugated them to a
world in which evil would always exist. Berdyaev’s philosophy thus exonerated God for
the existence of evil upon earth. However, God, the loving Father, did send His son
Christ to give people the message of redemption: "God shares the fate of the world": He
offers the ultimate succour, the Kingdom of Heaven, but He cannot save humans from
evil on earth.”

For Berdyaev, redemption was the "message of love". Christ’s teachings and his
ultimate personal sacrifice for humanity proved to people that God would always love
them and always receive them into His kingdom: redemption placed the spuitual person,
the God-man, at the centre of life, superior to all abstract ideas including good and evil.

Christianity in its original and virginal form not merely auestioned the

supremacy of the idea of the good, but sharply opposed its own morality

based upon it..Christianity has placed man above the idea of the
good... The idea of the good, like every other idea, must yield and make

DM., 103,
Jacob Boheme, cited in DM., 103.
®DM., 103.
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way for man, It is not the abstract idea of the good. but man who is
God’s creation and God's child.*

Christ told humans "to love one another”. By founding His religion on love, Christ
established the fact that God’s morality is different from legalistic, worldly morality: love
must be directed at a concrete person; it is impossible to love an abstract idea.™ Thus
Christ gave people redemption and replaced good and evil with love. People could
improve their lot by aspiring to God’s morality of love on earth, and they were
guaranteed an end to their trials in Heaven.

Berdyaev denigrated the continual perversion of this message at the hands of
power-mongers, pharisees, and the self-righteous.

The idea of transcendental egoism, of the exclusive concern for the

salvation of one’s own soul, which some people deduce from ascetic

literature, is a satanic idea, a satanic caricature of Christianity.*’
He levelled this charge most harshly against the Church hierarchy which, in an attempt
to maintain power and control, preached self-improvement and self-serving sacrifice
instead of love. The Christian Church, in relating salvation to "good works" rather than
to love of neighbours, by advocating hypocrisy, alienated people from God and

contributed to the rise of atheism.®

$IDM., 105.

82" ove means seeing the other in God and affirming him in eternal life; it is the
radiation of energy needed for that eternal life. The Christian ethics of the Gospel is
founded upon the recognition of the significance of each human soul which is worth more
than all the kingdoms of this world. Personality has unconditional value as the image and
likeness of God. No abstract idea of good can be put above personality." [DM, 107.]

¥DM,, 114,
DM, 112.
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Another blow to the ethics of redemption was levelled by the human inability to
reconcile suffering with God’s love. Even Christ, in the Garden of Gethsemane, doubted
God’s love, but as Christ found the strength to carry His own cross, so too must people.

Suffering is bound up with sin and evil...But it is also the way of

redemption, of light and regeneration. Such is the Christian paradox with

regard to suffering and it must be accepted and lived through. For a

Christian to suffer means voluntarily to take up and bear his cross.

Compulsory suffering must be accepted freely. Suffering is closely

connected with freedom. To seek a life in which there will be no more

suffering is to seek a life in which there will be no more freedom.®

Berdyaev perceived that this element of Christianity had been best preserved in the
Russian religious-philosophical tradition in which the fundemental motif of the God-man
reconciled people to suffering, and thus to God and Christ. He found this concept more
humane than the Western preoccupation with ‘'personal salvation and self-
improvement".*® Thus, Berdyaev again advocated the merging of Russian and Western
beliefs; the replacement of egocentric hypocrisy and fear of suffering by the eternal
principle of Godmanhood.

The way to this new conception of humanity and its position in the world is
discovered in the ethics of creativity. Berdyaev believed that man’s purpose on earth was
to create, and he saw man the creator as the true "image and likeness" of the Creator-God.
The symbol of the Trinity explained the relationship between Berdyaev’s ethics of

creativity, law and redemption:

GOD) Law is predominantly social; it is concerned with maintaining society,

¥DM,, 119.
%DM, 122.
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often at the expense of the individual's freedom. However 1t does allow all
individuals life. Thus it protects the individual but it does not save him.

CHRIST) Redemption 1s concerned with the individual and grants him hope,
wholeness, and value. Through the individual 1t may improve society but that 1s
not its main concern. [t gives grace to individuals.

HOLY SPIRIT) Creativeness comes from within cach individual; lke

redemption 1t starts from man. But 1t is applied to society Creativeness changes,

improves, and tries to build a system of meaning in which both law and
redemption can work better.”’

Creativity was both a link between law and redemption and a way to aspire towards God.
Yet the act of creation was 1n itself a paradox: 1f people devoted all their energies to
creation (as they did during the Renaissance), they became fragmented and lost their
wholeness, their communion with God; if they did not create, but rather turned to
asceticism and the improvement of their own couls (as they did during the Middle Ages),
they were denying God's gift of creativity.® Berdyaev's New Middle Ages combined
the best of the Renaissance with the best of the Middle Ages: people would continue o
create, but they would introduce an element of spirituality, of asceticism, 1nto the creative
act.

The first, and most important creation that they must make was that of a new
system of ethics; one that overcame 2nd moved beyond the old divisions of law,
redemption, and creativity:

Three new factors have appeared in the moral life of man and are

acquiring an unprecedented significance. Ethics must take account of three
new objects of human striving. Man has come to love freedom more than

DM., 133.
%DM., 131.
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he has ever loved it before, and he demands freedom with extraordinary
persistence. He no longer can or wants to accept anything unless he can
accept it freely. Man has grown more compassionate than before. He
cannot endure the cruelty of the old days, he is piuful in a new way to
every creature - not only to the least of men but also to ammals and to
everything that lives. A moral consciousness opposed to pity and
compasston 1s no longer tolerable. And, finally, man 1s more eager than
ever before to create. He wants to find a rehgious justuification and
meaning for his creativeness. He can no longer endure having his creative
instinct repressed either from without or from within. At the same time
other instincts are at work in him, instincts of slavery and cruelty, and he
shows a lack of creativeness which leads him to thwart it and deny its very
existence. And yet the striving for freedom, compassion and creativeness
is both new and eternal. Therefore the new ethics 1s bound to be an ethics
of freedom, compassion and creativeness.*

This new system o ethics would save mankind trom the two anti-human destinies of
Marx and Nietzsche, and from the paganist barbarism of fascism; it would be the destiny

of Christ - the New Middle Ages.”

¥DM., 153.

*Berdyaev sought, not only the solution to the end of the Renaissance, but also a true
realization of the Russian populist vision.

"We never knew or experienced individualism in the Western sense of the word,
as formulated in the humanist civilization of Europe; but this did not prevent us
from deeply appreciating the problem of the relation between personality and
universal social harmony. No one, in fact, has stated this problem with such
power and understanding as, for example, Dostoevsky or Belinsky. Russian
populism, both of the left and of the night, the various religious and social
movements of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries: Herzen and
Mikhailovsky, Khomyakov and the Slavophis, Vladimir Soloviev and Nikolai
Fyodorov, Rozanov and Vyacheslav Ivanov, Bely and Florensky - all these,
whatever the differences of their respective positions, were concerned with the
relation of collective, organic and sobornyiculture to the individualistic culture of
the West. But Russian pracuce was, more often than not, illustrative of distorted
and falsified sobornost’. Thus Russian communism 1s a travesty of sobornost’,
inasmuch as it subjects the creative freedom of man to the demands of a
collectivized and mechanized society. And the Russians go on dreaming of
sobornost’ which would embody the integral treedom and communion in religious,
social, political, and cultural relations. [D&R., 157.]
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The practical parameters of the New Middle Ages arose from Berdyaev's system
of ethics. The commitment t¢c freedom would result in people going beyond the
influences of family, church, nation, and every other social group to make their own
moral judgements; "he must consider at first hand, 1n the hight of his own conscience, the
judgments of the social groups which influence him and separate the truth from falsity
in them."®" Such responstble judgement would replace the "past commitment to lying”
with "ontological truthfulness”®®  Berdyaev explamned that lying stemmed from a
misalignment of the means with the ends. The ends had always been an abstract 1dea -
the good of the state, the church, the people - made supenor to the tree individual; as
preeminent, these ends justified any means; in order to prevent popular dissent with these
means, the institution involved was compelled to lie. He pointed to the Soviet Union
where the communists had "created a whole system of lying which they regard as a moral
duty, since the object of it is the realization of world communism and the preservation
of their own power which has become an end 1n uself".”® In parliaments, members were
s0 involved in lying for their own means that they could never agree on an end: "whal
is humanist Democracy if not an assertion of the right to error and falsehood, a political

relativism, a sophistry, a giving-over of the decision of truth to the votes of a

'DM., 161.

%DM., 163.

DM, 165.
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majority?"* The cure which Berdyaev offered was to go beyond this system of means
and ends and accept that no abstract idea can take precedence over human beings.
Humanity must "build up an ethic of ontological truthfulness, to seek in everything for
what is pnmary, first hand original, i.e. to seek for the source ot hfe and power".”
Moreover, the ethics of compassion demanded that no one be subjected as a means or to
an end. People must appeal to their own conscience, "that aspect of man’s most inmost
nature which comes into contact with God and is receptive to His message and hears His
voice"*

Having accepted the responsibality to make their own tree moral judgements,
pecple would escape the dehumanizing temptations of fanatics. Moreover, in adherning
to the ethics of compassion, they would be repulsed by the fanatic's message: "A fanatic
is always an idealist in the sense that an idea means more to him than concrete human
beings and that for the sake of the idea he is ready to oppress, torture, and kill
others..."” Tolerance, "a considerate attitude to human souls and their path in life which
is always complex and painful”, would supersede the fear of otherness, heresy hunting,

and suspicion”™ Here, Berdyaev was explicitly referring to the Christian Church. He

believed that Christianity was the force leading to his New Middle Ages, yet he was

*NMA, 87., and DM., 164.
*DM., 166.
*DM., 167.
DM., 170.
%DM., 173.
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aware of the Church’s failings: "a creative completion of Christian eitucs 18 particularly
necessary”.” The Church had interpreted "love for one's neighbour” as a means of
salvation _and an "ascetic exercise in virtue”, but "love cannot be merely a means to
salvation and redempuon. Love 1s the creation of a new ife "™ The Church, through
its fear of anarchy and its passion to rule had been guilty ot the same dolatry as Marx
and Nietzsche: 1t had placed its love of abstract 1deas before its love ot humanty,™
This censure also applied to the power and position of the stite which was tselt
an abstract idea and not a hiving person. The sacnifice ot people to the state would he
inconceivable in Berdyaev's New Middle Ages. He did not suggest that the state should

be dismantled: "the people cannot govern uself. it must be governed”.'” But he

“DM., 188. Berdyaev's reform of the Chrisuan Church apphied equally to all its
manifestations: Orthodox, Catholic, and Protestant: "Man had been left with only his
bodily envelope and the lesser faculties of his soul; he could no longer see the dimension
of depth. The Orthodox Church began this deprivation when she relegated spintual hte
to another and transcendent world and created a religion for the soul that was home-sick
for the spiritual life it had lost. This process could only lead to postuvism, gnosticism,
and materialism, that 1s, to the uzier despirituahzation of man and his umverse." [DOS.,
36.]

"If the Church wields autiiority by dnving me into contormity with the collective
consctousness of ecclesiastical society, I find myself against the same kind of
phenomenon as the ugly but very instrucuve Moscow tnals of the veteran Communists.”
[Berdyaev, "Marx versus Man" in RP3, 174,175 ]

'%DM., 188.

1911 ove of ideas and values, of truth, goodness and beauty, is merely the unconscious
and imperfect expression of the love for God and the Divine. One ought to love God
more than man, and the love tor God ought to give us strength to love man. We may
have to sacnfice love of our neighbours to the love of God. .But we must not sacnfice
the love for our neighbours, for living beings, for God's creauon for the sake of purely
abstract ideas of justice, beauty, truth, humility and so on. [DM, 190.]

2NMA., 114.

96



advocated a social organization "in which the principles of personality, society and the
state interact and mutually mit one another, giving the individual the greatest possible

freedom of creauve spintual life” '™

Poliucal parues and leaders would no longer
pcssess such "apparent importance”; parhaments would be disbanded as "parasitical
growths on the body politic"; the stock-exchange and media would no longer "control the
world".
Social life will be sim.plified; making an honest living will require a lower
standard and less aruticiality. It is likely that men will form themselves
into unified groups. not under political emblems.. but according to
professional categories of trade, art, and other work, spiritual and
material... Instead of poliucal 'talking-shops® we shall have assemblies of
professionals representing real bodies, not intriguing for political power but
bent upon dealing with vital matters - for themselves and not in the
interests of parties.'”
People would receive as much freedom as possible while still remaining a part of society
"in communion with others” The New Middle Ages would be "of the people”, but it
would not be democratic because "democracies are inseparable from middle-class
domination and the industrial-capitalist system".!”® Instead, Berdyaev envisioned
peasants and the proletariat moving toward "corporate professional representation” -

sobornost’ - "living associations, professional economic and spiritual".'® Above all,

“pM.,, 199.
“NMA., 112,
'“pM.,, 199.
'“NMA, 114,
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the state must "become religious, not by external constraint but freely and from
within".'”’

This strong Christian commitment impelled Berdyaev to condemn capital
punishment. In concurrence with the Russian Slavophiles, he maintained that "capital
punishment is murder pure and simple".'” Although this murder is not committed by
a specific human being, the state performs the execution, "the whole people inflict it, in
so far as they demand capital punishment and approve of 1it". Berdyaev was iepelled by
the cold and innumane expression of this "murder”, but his main charge was against the
state "overstepping its legitimate boundaries”. Using the Slavophile argument, he insisted
that "human life belongs to God, and not to man, and the final settlement of human
destiny...is outside the province of the state".'”

Finally, Berdyaev saw no unquestionable sanctity in the realm of marriage and the
family. The only profound aspect of the Orthodox marriage service, he asserted, was the
"comparison of marriage crowns to martyrs’ crowns. For in a true marriage that has

meaning, husband and wife have to suffer and bear each other’s burdens.."'"" The

family, too, he saw as a place of succour, where burdens were shared and thus lightened,

"Berdyaev reiterated his plea once given to the Russian intelligentsia in Vekhi:
humans must look for "the foundation and strengthening of State and society in religion."
[NMA, 105.]

'Constantine Aksakov wrote, "Death penalty is legalized murder, but murder
nevertheless...And when you say a criminal cannot repent, you are judging the soul of
man, a judgment which belongs only to God." [Riasanovsky, 142.]

1®DM., 205.

DM, 234.
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but he also behieved that a ume would come when 1t was right to leave the tamily behind.

just as there was 4 time to return to i

In all judgments, tamily relatons should be
a matter of personal conscience and a personal decision - there was no correct way to
cond.ct these relations.

This social program demanded the creation of a new person. Berdyaev recalled
the medieval symbcls of the saint, the knight, and the monk as the highest aspirations 1n
nis new age. The knight and the monk enshrined nobility, loyalty, devouon and sacnfice
to faith and duty: the saint was that one who attained the highest point that the new
spiritual man could reach.''” Berdyaev's system of ethics was designed for a new
coterie of knights, monks, and eventually samnts:

Ethics must detend the ideal image of man as a personality, as a tree and

original being, having access to the first sources ot beings, and oppose all

attempts to derive that image from the herd-lite  The 1deal image of man

is first and foremost that of an 1deal personality. ldeal society 1s based

upon personality A spiritual soctety 1s a reality, but it does not exist apart

from persons. The 1deal human personality 1s one 1n which the image and

likeness of God are fully revealed. The 1deal image of man 1s the tmage

of God i him. And that image embraces the whole nature ot man and not

certain aspects of 1t onty.'""

Thus the New Middle Ages was designed for the new personal man who would replace
the materialist, natural man, could hive by Berdyaev's new system of ethics, and would

lead humanity away from the apocalyptic ends of Marx and Nietzsche towards a

responsible, "better" world. This was Berdyaev's personalist philosophy.

DM, 238.
12pM., 243,

I3pM,, 243.
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Chapter 4. Sobornost’: The Personahst Doctrine.

The French personalists elaborated 4 complex bluepnnt tor a new France
Although their doctrine left many details to be decided by the future persons who would
form the nucleus of their new society, it did descnibe a concrete poliucal and economice
plan. Inconcurrence with their philosophy of the primacy ot the spirttual, the personalists
asserted that politics would be subordinated to spintuality; the spiritual well-being ol
every human was more important than material comforts and prospenty. The primary
goal of personalism was to encourage and educate people to discover thewr spintual
potential and become persons. To nsure the inviolable nghts of each person, the
personalist doctrine included the starut interconféderal de la personne This would be a
political charter similar to the Amencan Bill of Rights  The statut interconfédéral de la
personne enshrined the liberty, spintuality, and hife of the person, and 1t would apply
every future personalist patrie; abuses to the charter would be dealt with by a central
authority controlled by the spiritual elite.!

Because communion with other people was perceived as necessary for the full
development of the person, the personalists advocated the formation ot small, integrated
communities: patries. The patrie was modeled upon the Russian mur: 1t would be

organic, reflect the character of its composite members, and be "l'expression d’un contact

'Mounier, "Manifeste au service du personnalisme." OE., 615-619.
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chamnel, sentimental entre I'homme et le milieu dans lequel il vit".* This was a direct
transmission of the Russian idea of sobornost’:
Sobornost’ creates a dialectical tension between the welfare of the
community and the welfare of the individual, ensuring the sanctity of both.
This situation is reahized in the obshchina which the Slavophiles
considered, ".. the highest form of social, moral, and political organization
because 1t emphasises the primacy of the social over the individual and yet

guarantees the freedom of the individual. as a part of, not apart from, the
community."

Berdyaev expounded the theory ot sobornost’ in his many philosophical works, and Marc
received the idea from Belinsky:
...society or a nation is not an abstract concept but a living individual,
indivisible in body and soul: that is born not contingently, not of human
convention and will, but of the will of God...Society consists of people, of
whom each belongs both to himself and to society, is both an individual,
an end in himself and a member of society, a part of the whole, who
belongs not to humself but to society.*
Thus the French personalist doctrine insisted that, "the primary action of the person,
therefore, is to sustain, together with others, a society of persons, the structure, the
customs, the sentiments and the institutions of which are shaped by their nature as
ns
persons.

Despite the Slavophile and Populist idealization of the mir, sobornost’ was an

accurate description of the narod’s conception of their community. In their proverbs, the

*The patrie provides, "La défense de I’homme contre le déracinement, contre tout
retour offensif de 1'Etatisme, contre tous les "méchanismes oppresseurs”... A, Marc, "Le
Christianisme et la révolution spirituelle." Esprit. (Mar. 1933)., 969.

‘RP1., 163.
*Belinsky as cited in Marc, Diary, June 14, 1919.
*Mounier, Personalism., 21.
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narod attributed the following characteristics to the mir:

God alone cirects the Mir.

The Mir 15 great.

The Mir 1s the surging billow

The neck and shoulders of the Mir are broad.
Throw everything upon the Mir, it wall carry 1t all.
The Mir sighs, and the rock is rent asunder.

A thread of the Mi1r becomes a shirt tor the naked.
No one 1n the world can separate from the Mir

What belongs to the Mir belongs also to the mother’s little son.
What 1s decided by the Mir must come o pass.
The Muir is answerabie for the country’s defense.’

As these proverbs suggest, the mur was not an objectified social nstitution to the narod,
rather it was, in itself, a person. Both the narod and the intelhgentsia who adulated the
mir saw it as an organic, living body with strength, intelligence, and a soul.

The personalists indicated their acceptance of this Russian 1dea by calling the
patrie a "personality of persons".” Their groups, L'Ordre Nouveau and Esprit, may be
considered embryonic parries: united by a common purpose and similar 1deologies, their
members found security and were able, through discussion, to improve and develop their

personal abilities.

La commune O.N. [L'Ordre Nouveau] est le groupement sur ua territoire
limité de ceux qu'unit une communauté de vie et d’esprit local. Ainsi les

hommes qui la composent éprouvent le lien physique qui les unit au sol
et le lien humain qui les unit entre eux.?

The major condition for the spontaneous formation of a patrie was therefore a similarity

Baron von Haxthausen, The Russian Ezapire: its People, Institutions, and Resources.
(London, 1856)., Vol. I, 229.

"Mounier, "Manifeste de Personnalisme.” OE., 194.

*Lipiansky, 62.
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in interests and vocation. This again resembled the actuality of the mir or artel’. Both
were homogeneous communites: in the mir, the narod were involved in farming and
husbandry and shared the same labour and burdens; 1n the artel’, all members performed
the same craft; if a person grew tired of this labour or was nept, he/she could be
adopted or married into a new community - another artel’ or the agricultural mir.’
Although the personalist intellectuals had more choice in their community, they sought
the homogeneity fostered in the Russian obshchina.

The enduring appeal of the obshchina was partially engendered by the narod’s
continued dignity, despite being subjected as serfs for centuries. Russian intellectuals
who "went to the people” noted that the narod, "...united in their semi-patriarchal, semi-
republican village communes, exhibited a great share of self-respect, and even capacity
to stand boldly by their rights, where the whole commune was concerned".'® But to the
alienated Russian intelligentsia, and to French intellectuals confronted with an atomized,
urbanized society, it was the inherent sense of belonging of the narod which proved most
alluring. Moreover, the narod’s close connection with the land, especially in the mir,
corresponded to the French personalist aspirations to reunite "I’homme 2 la terre".!!

Size, location and the membership of the patrie were much less important

considerations, although the personalists did warn that too small and closed a society

%von Haxthausen, Vol. 1., 56.

'9Stepniak, The Russian Peasantry (London, 1905). 1 17.

"Marc, La fédéralisme révolutionnaire." Esprir (Jan, 1933)., 567.
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could result in moral tyranny and oppression."” The obshchina's average size, between
51 and 300 inhabitants,”* may be regarded as the parrie’s mmmum  Because parries
were supposed to form spontaneously, the personalists did not attempt to delineate the
specific forms which each should adopt. Rather they advocated diversity  French persons
should form the patrie most suited to their needs and the conditions under which they
lived. This flexibility was legitimized by the spontaneous diversity found in Russtan
obshchinas: a "simple obshchina" consisted of a single village which owned and
cultivated that land contiguous to it; the "composite obshchina” encompassed several
mirs which shared and cultivated the same land; the "distributed obshching”" occusred
when several mirs held overlapping territory, but only one mur had the right to farm it.
These last two forms occurred most frequently 1n north and northeastern Russia and
fostered a greater degree of individuality. In the second instance reparution of land was
often waived." Thus, as the narod had adapted thewr obshchinus to their needs and the
environment in which they lived, so too could the future persons.

The personalist’s were most attracted to the idea of autonomous, self-sufficient

communities. Russian Law rarely interfered with the mirs’® and they were free 1o

12C. Chevalley & Alexandre Marc, "A la taille de I'homme: La Commune." L'Ordre
Nouveau. (Apr. 1937)., 134-152.

BJerome Blum, Lord and Peasant in Russia From the Ninth to the Nineteenth
Century. (Princeton, 1961)., 506.

“Francis Waters, "The Peasant and the Village Commune."” The Peasant in Nineteenth
Century Russia. Ed., Wayne Vucinich. (Stanford, 1968)., 142.

'*The narod did not have legal codes: Justice was administered according to peasant
traditions [Stepniak, 127]. The narod’s system of justice bore little resemblance to
Roman Law, "...and yet peace of the Russian countryside 1s never disturbed by complaints
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manage all economic concerns in common:
the land,...the forests, the fisheries, the renting of public-houses standing
on therr territory, etc. They distribute among themselves as they choose,
the taxes falling to the share of the commune according to the Government
schedules. They elect the rural executive administrauon - Starost and
Starshina - who are (nominally at least) under their permanent control.'®
Each mir had its own council (murskoi skhod)"” where internal disputes or changes would
be decided: all adults participated in this council, but only the heads of each household
were allowed to vote; if the patriarch could not be present, he appointed a proxy, which
could be his wife, to vote in his stead. For minor decisions, a majority was required,
crimes, movement, religion, and other important issues were decided with a two-thirds
majority; land redistribution required unanimity."
The mir recognises no restraint on its autonomy. In the opinion of the peasants
themselves, the mir's authority embraces, indeed, all domains and branches

of peasant life. Unless the police and the local officials are at hand to prevent
what is considered an abuse cf power, the peasants’ mir is always likely

or litigation.... The petty differences that arise are quickly settled either by the elders or
by the commune: everyone abides by such decisions without reservation”. [Alexander
Herzen, The Russian People and Socialism., (London, 1956)., 183.]

'Stepniak., 127

""The mirskoi skhod was led by the Starosta (Old one) who was chosen by the narod.
The heads of ten families would choose, from within the obshchina, ten assistants
(Decemvirs) for the Starosta. The Srarosta received a substantial salary, but the
Decemvirs worked for free. In associated communes (sel’'skoe cbshchestvo) - generally
existing on State, rather than private land and composed of several obshchinas - there was
also a Starshina. He was elected from the ranks of the various Starosta by the heads of
each family in the district. The sel’skoe obshchestvo could contain up to S00 or 600
families.[Haxthausen, vol. 1., 17.]

*Blum, 524.
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to exceed its authority."

For example, in 1884 a peasant Theodor made a petition to his mir council asking them
to dissolve his former marriage (his wife had run away several years before) and accept
another woman as his new wife and as a member of the mir. The council decided that,
as Theodor needed a wife - no man should live alone - and as his first wife was to blame
for his present situation, his request should be granted. Ignoring Russian state and religious
laws, they annulled all rights and claims of his first wife, dissolved that marriage, remarried
him and legitimized his new wife’s children.”

Like the mirskoi skhod, the patries should recognize no external authority and their
rules and traditions would be unanimously decided by those affected by them; the putrie
would act as the centre of administration and justice; no "outside" force should determine
people’s rights.?!  Together, the members of a patrie would decide on the communal
budget, the customs to be enshrined, the election of administrative officials and their authority
over civil matters, and the regulation of disputes between members except when they affected
the status of the person. In short, each patrie would control the civil and administrative
matters pertaining to its community autonomously.

The Conseil communal (an equivalent of the mirskoi skhod), which would govern

“Stepniak, 132.
®Stepniak, 133.

2] ’autonomie de la région [patrie] doit étre développée jusqu’a sa limite extréme:
cette limite, c’est I’interét supréme de la Révolution. Dans la mesure oa elle ne paralyse
point ['élan révolutionnaire, la région doit jouir d une indépendance absolue." Marc &
Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire." Esprit., (Nov. 1932)., 319,

106



each patrie, was to be selected by one of three methods: an election by all members of
the community, irrespective of sex; nomination from the federal, central council; or cooptation.*
The first and third methods would be the most commonly used depending on whether the
specific patrie agreed with universal suffrage or decided that nomination by a few or by
the pre-existing Conseil was more appropriate for their particular situation. The second
method was included as a restraining method which the central government could apply
in situations where a patrie was abusing the rights of the persons within its community.

The French personalist doctrine encouraged the family and advocated its maintenance
as: "...the place of contact between public and private affairs, combining a certain range
of social relations with a certain intimacy. It socialises the private life while it interiorises
the life of manners and customs. Through this mediatory function, the family becomes
an essential factor in the personal universe."”® As the Slavophiles supported the family
as a repository of tradition - "the fémﬁly forged bonds of love in time as well as in space,

it united successive generations and made tradition and society possible"*

- the personalists
emphasized the importance of family life in developing a child’s conception of human relations,

in transmitting past traditions, and in encouraging the first steps towards a spiritual person.

However, personalists were aware of the potential for family despotism and regarded the

2Cooptation - "ce principe de nomination qui ne laisse qu’une place limitée au suffrage
et retenu pour toutes les institutions." [Lipiansky, 63.]

BMounier, Personalism., 107.

APeter Christoff, An Introduction to Nineteenth Century Slavophilism. Vol 1., (Mouton,
1961), 132.
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patrie, with its close ties to and involvement in each family, as a necessary corrective. ™

Again the similarity of this view to the natural conditions n the nur 15 striking:
the mirskoi skhod’s jurisdiction over marnage, wills, land, and religion™ served to lmut
the power of any one family member; it checked undesirable traits within members of the
mir. The principle of "what is best for the mur" also influenced the nature of the famly.
Bastards and stepsons were considered equal to legiumate children ¥’ Famuly decisions
were made by the patriarch, who was usually the oldest male with tull possession of his
faculties, although it was not uncommon to find the eldest woman or a junior male actually
in charge.® Women could not inherit land, but they did receive dowries which might
consist of land or livestock. The family, until the emancipation of 1861, was large and
extended: two or more married brothers, their children, and often their parents lived under
one roof. When an adolescent married, he/she usually remained 1n the household.”” This

reduced the burden and responsibility of raising a tamily and managing the tarm. The

“Mounier, Personalism., 107.

% As late as the seventeenth century, the mir elected its own pniest and paid negligible
attention to bishops. Although this practice was rarely exercised 1n the nineteenth century,
the narod still reserved the right to remove their resident Pop [priest] 1if they did not hike
his approach. They could also alter the accepted creed: when a dissenung preacher arrived
they would hear him speak, debate his message, and if they liked 1t, they would bring the
matter before the mirskot skhod. With a unanimous vote, the mir would tum shaloput and
adopt the new creed as their own. [Stepniak, 134, 135.]

7’Stepniak, 129, 130.

#Mary Matossian, "The Peasant Way ot Life" The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century
Russia. Ed., W. Vucinich. (Stanford, 1968.), 17.

Matossian., 18.
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sheer material value of the family often precluded blood restnctions. Families might
be composed of distant cousins, the offspring of in-laws, and even outright strangers.

...the Russian cannot live without a strong family tie; 1f he has none, he invents

one; 1f he has no father, he searches for and chooses one for himself, and

has the same veneration and affection for him as for a parent. In the same

way, if he has no children of his own, he adopts some.”!
With such conventions, the mir limited the social oppression of "untortunates”; these traditions
made it difficult to disparage a bastard and self-defeating to abuse women. Rather, a certain
tolerance and a form of sexual equality were enshrined.

On marriage, the personalists remained rather vague. They did emphasize that children
were essential for a fulfilling union between two people, and they did encourage a "less

sordid view of sex”,”? but they did not delineate a program concerning the status of legitimacy

or family composition. Asin most matters, they left these decisions to the will of the patrie.

“Extended families were partially promoted by Russia’s taxation system. Instead of
paying individual tax, the family paid a riaglo (tax on a unit of labour); each able-bodied
labourcr equalled one riaglo, and an adult son added a new riaglo to the family upon his
marriage; once a family had two tiagla then they were granted two plots of land by the
mir. Thus, the family could increase its holdings with each marriage as long as the married
couple remained in one residence.{Blum, 514] This system could also benefit the obshchina.
The obrok or corvée was determined as a lump sum for the entire obshchina. The amount
paid, or land worked was divided among all the obshchina’s tiagla. Therefore, if there
were more tiagla, each member either owed less, or was obliged to work less.[Haxthausen,
vol.1., 122.] Ia sociological terms, this system made marnage and large families living
together communally very popular.

Haxthausen compares this situation to the prevalent system 1n Europe: "In Western
Europe, among the lower classes, a large famuly is a burden; to the Russian peasant it constitutes
the greatest wealth: the sons always bring an increase in land, and the daughters are so
much sought after that a portion is rarely required. Hence the vast increase of the population..."

{Ibid., 123.]
MHaxthausen, vol.1., 103.

2Mounier, Personalism., 108, 109.
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Inspired by Bakunin's federalism.™ the French personalist doctrine regarded the
nation as "large" families, oftering both closeness (belonging) and social opportunities (more
diversity than the patrie). Their nation would not be a source of racial or cultural supremacy
Arising spontaneously from a tederation of patries, the nation would provide, "a corrective
to the vital egoism of individuals and of tamilies, of the domination of the state, and of
servility towards cosmopolitan economic interests.”” Three essential charactenstics of
federalism were elaborated by L’'Ordre Nouveau:

1) Il part de groupements humains himités, donc cohérents et compétents, parce
que n'excédant pas les possibilitgs d’expénience et d’activité d’un homme,

2) Il permet A ces groupements limités de se tédédrer selon des associations, non
pas arbitraires ou hiérarchiques, mais déterminés par leur activité et leur existence
mémes;

3) I subordine a ces groupements et A ces associations un certain nombre d’orginismes
communes d’exécution et de coordination, que I’on peut appeler organmismes d'état.**

Politically, the Nation would simply be a place where the patries could compare their actions
and progress with each other., The only political jurisdiction of the Naton would be 1n
areas that would otherwise fall into chaos: the postal service, customs, and the military.*

This conception of "nation” resembles the Slavophile’s mystical notion of the narod:

BMichael Bakunin (1814-1876) advocated the complete dissolution of the State and
Church and their replacement by a spontaneous federation of autonomous communities.
Bakunin, The Paris Commune and the Idea of the State. (London, 1971). Marc read Bakunin
and cited him in his diary {Diary, Jan. 4, 1921}; L'Ordre Nouveau's articles on federalism

referred directly to Bakunin and Esprur also quoted him. See Mouner, "Anarchie et Personnalisme.”
OE., 653-728.

¥Mounier, Personalism., 110.

%"Planism et plan" L’Ordre Nouveau. (July, 1935)., 1226.
*Roy, 104.
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that it was the people who defined Russia and it was their mentality, not their race, creed,
or class that evoked patriotism.”” The narod also possessed an intercommune council,
the Volost. Nearby obshchinas or Associated Communes would chose one representative
for the Volost at a general assembly - usually ten obshchinas would be involved. The head
of the Volost was the Golova who had junsdiction over all civil and criminal (except capital)
offenses for every member in the region; only one party in a dispute needed to be from
that region.”® The practical reality of the Volost, provided the same "corrective” as would
the personalist Nation.

Composed of a federation of patries, the Nation would be governed by a constrained,
highly limited state.”” The personalists agreed with Berdyaev and acknowledged that
the state was necessary to prevent social disorder, but "I’existence de 1’état représente une
menace constante dirigée contre 1’indépendance de ces groupements [patries] et la liberté
des personnes qui les composent."*® In order to minimize this risk, the personalists adopted
the Slavophile approach to state control:

...the first relationship between the government and the people is a relationship

of mutual non-interference ...Defense in general is the meaning and duty

of the state. Its guardianship consists in providing greater comforts of life
and not in managing it...Its entire virtue must consist in its negative character,

YORC, 30.
®*Haxthausen, vol.1., 17.

¥Personalism was not anarchy. They did not accept Bakunin’s theory that correctly
motivated societies did not need a state, but they did try to limit state oppression.

“A. Marc, "L’état sans majuscule." L’ Ordre Nouveau. (Oct. 1934)., 921.
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so the less it exists as a state, the better it accomplishes its am..."*!
As an alternaiive to the centralized state, the personalists advocated 2 state structure modeled
on that ofthe United States and, in concurrence with therr spiritual emphasts, a state whose
authority, "en tant que créatrice et tmtiatrice, est essentiellement spirituelle”, rather than
a state whose power, "en tant Guinstimtion est naturellement matériel” ** The central
body would be the executive Conseil supréme composed of members elected or coopted
from each patrie. Under this central council would be two legislative branches, Consetl
administratif fédéral and Conseil économique fédéral The first would legislate laws to
ensure the primacy of the person and to alleviate inter-parrte nvalnes; the second would
regulate the national economy and represent the interests of ditferent syndicates and corporations
internationally.®

The Conseil supréme would be a separate body in the government, the highest power
and the court of last appeal (like the Supreme Court in the United States). [ts authority
would counteract the power of the two lesser bodies by acting as "garant des libertés personnelles
contre les tyrannies admirustrauves”.* These checks indicate the pragmausm of the personalists
ideally they intended that their state would be composed of a spiritual ¢hite who "will govern

always for the good of all citizens and their education, and will not seek the suppression

“I. Kireevsky as cited in Riasanovsky, 151. This conception of the state appealed 1o
Marc: his experience with the Bolshevik "autocracy” led him to embrace Nietzsche's attack
against the "cold inhumanity" of the State. Marc remained commutted o the dismantling
of all centralized, despotic, taceless governments. (Diary, March 17, 1919 ]

421 " autorité assure les libertés.” L'Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1937), 327.
“"L’autorité assure les libenés." L'Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1937)., 329-332,
4L’ autorité assure les libertés.” L’Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1937)., 332.
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of the minority"; however they recognized the temptation of power and the will to rule.**
At first, the personalist revolutionaries would govern the state. Beginning with their embryonic
patries - I'Ordre Nouveau and  Esprit - they would gradually branch out through France
und add more communities to their personalist nation. The revolutionary elite would:

Pousser a I’extréme, I'automatisme dans la zone colonisée [patries] pour

éviter & ’homme le plus grand nombre possible d’efforts périmés et lut faire

tirer ainsi le profit le plus grand des victoires déja remportées et des conquétes

déja faites. Ainsi déliverer la faculté créatrice et les forces personnelles

en les concentrant sur les conquétes nouvelles, qui se présentent sans cesse

A la zone non colonisée.*
Once the nation was created, the revolutionaries would remain in power to carry out the
complete transformation of the state.

Le "Comité de vigilance spirituelle” ne doit & aucun prix étre confoundu

avec I’organe exécutif d’un super-état quel-conque. Il est appelé a veiller

sur I'intransigeance et la pureté de I'élan révolutionnaire, a le préserver des

tentations et des erreurs dont I’histoire montre tant d’examples, et  assurer

I’application et I’épanouissement du statut de la personne.*’
Eventually, a new spiritual elite would be trained to replace them and the system of election
and cooption would be launched.  Another check upon the power of the state was the
insistence that people evoke their natural sovereignty. Having already encouraged maximum
political participation in the patrie, the personalists insisted that every person serve at least

once in the social service of the patrie or the nation.® They also asserted that it was

the person’s responsibility to meet and protest through strikes and boycotts any abuse of

““Mounier, Personalism., 114.

*Robert Aron & Arraud Dandieu, La révolution nécessaire., 219.

*’A. Marc & R. Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire." Esprit. (Nov, 1932) 320.
*Marc & Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire." Esprit. (Nov. 1932)., 323.
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state power.*

Finally, the personalists advocated the strict rule of law as the ultimate protection
of the person’s rights. Concumng with Berdyaev, they dishiked the impersonal, staust concepuon
of the existing hberal laws, but they recogmized that law 1s essential 1n any social organization
Therr conseil supréme was only a minor legal body, 1tdid not possess the power to resolve
"le conflict inévitable entre 1'ordre et la liberté, entre 'unité et la diversité” ™ Instead,
they wanted the people to embody the law. Alexandre Marc elaborated the personahst
conception of the law’s role:

Il assure un mimimum tndispensable d’ordre et de sécurité, 1l tournit une

base stable et solide, une armature intanseque, aux "éditices” dans lesquels

s'incame I'activité humaine, aux groupements humains diversifiés. 11 fournit

enfin, un wemplin d'ob s’ élanceront les conquétes et les créauons spirituelles

nouvelles, dans la mesure ol il permet de revenir A la source personnelle

de I’étlique dont la violence meéme brise 1'horizon du droat ™
This law would not be maintained nor implemented solely by the state, but rather by local
communities and persons.

The decentralization of law was again modeled upon the obvhchina. The narod
not only ignored Russian law and us jurisdiction over them, but also trequently practiced
their customary law through the meetings of the murskoi skhod and Volost!

The mir torms indeed a microcosm, a small world of its own  The people

living in it have to exercise their judgement on everything, on the moral

side of man’s life as on the matenal, shaping 1t 50 as o attord to their small
communities as much peace and happiness as 18 possible under their very

“Mounier, Personalism., 115.

"L’ autorité assure les libertés." L'Ordre Nouveau. (May, 1937)., 338.
S'Lipiansky, 66.
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arduous circumstances.™
The narod were not saints: they were as selfish as any, but the mir, did not allow "bad
elements™ to tlourish; in having to constantly exercise moral judgements on their neighbours,
the narod became tolerant: "with the Russian mir the law 1s nowhere, the ‘conscience’
1s everywhere."* They never attached a social sugma to crimrnals, or showed them contempt;
rather they telt sorry for them. In the peasant vocabulary, criminal was not associated with
bad or evil, merely with the generic term "unhappy”. As Gogol wrote: "of all nations,
the Russian alone is convinced that there exists no man who 1s absolutely guilty, as there

"* Moreover, the French personalists agreed

exists no man who is absolutely innocent.
with the Russian Slavophues that customary laws were more just and appropriate than centralized,
abstract codes:

Custom, unwritten and unarmed, is the expression of the most b sic unity

of society. Itis as closely connected with the personality of a people as

the habuts of life are connected with the personality of a man. The broader

the sphere of custom, the stronger and healthier the society, and the richer

and more original the development of its jurisprudence.”
Sotoo did the personalists advocate customary laws based on precedence and jurisprudence

instead of centralized "state" law.*®

“Stepniak, 135.

$Stepniak, 139.

%Gogol, cited in Stepniak, 143.

¥A. Khomyakov cited in Riasanovsky, 143,

*Jean LaCroix "Le sens de I'évolution juridique.” Esprir. (Jan. 1933)., 653-665. Mounier
described the pre-requisites for the protection of the person as: "public and statutory recognition
of the person and constitutional limitation of the powers of the State; a balance between
the central and the local authorities; the established right of appeal by the citizen against
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With such a return of power to the particular from the general, the personalists opposed
the concept of the Nation-State; the right to rule lay only in the hands of the person. The
idea of the Nation-State had divided the people of the world and national sovereignty had
become a synonym for dogmatism and exclusion. The personalist Weltanschauung called
for the creation of a European federation based upon the same federalist principles as was
their Nation.

Fédéralisme: C’estla patrie concréte, c’est-a-dire la région qui est I'élément
constitutif et le fondement réel de notre fédéralisme...Nous avons déja montré
ailleurs que la région était le "climat” et la défense naturels de 1'homme
de chair et de sang. Il faut donc que cette maternelle gardienne de la richesse
et de D'originalité de I’homme puisse opposer une dique 2 toute tentative
de tyrannie centraliste.”’

The political platform of the French personalists envisioned the gradual realignment of
the world: first the person would be developed; to facilitate and encourage the development
of more persons, spontaneous homogeneous communities would arise; these would then
form a decentralised federation called "Naticn"; and finally the federation would extend
through Europe and perhaps throughout the world. At Plans, in 1931, I'Ordre Nouveau
introduced the Front unique de la jeunesse européenne which called for:

"Retour i I’homme réel”; "fédéralisme"; "élaboration d'un Plan eutopéen”
subordonné aux "besoins réels et sains" et a la "liberté de la consommation”.
Pour construire une Europe logique et libre, pour établir un systtme économique
organisé, éliminant I’injustice sociale, pour sauver I’Esprit, formons le front
unique révolutionnaire de la jeunesse.™

the State; habeas corpus, limitation of the powers of the police, and the mdependem,e of
the judicial authority." [Mounier, Personalism., 113.]

S"Marc & Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire.” Esprit. (Nov. 1932),, 318,
Lipiansky, 15.
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In France, the front included L'Ordre Nouveau, Plans, Réaction, Combat,”® and Esprit.
Marc also made several connections with youth movements in Germany, Belgium, and
Britain in order to expand their cause against "the established disorder".”

The idea of a loose federation of autonomous communities was elucidated by the
Russian populists and made famous by the anarchist Bakunin. The Slavophiles advocated
the reform of Russia into a loose amalgamation of federated obshchinas® united under
a weak, patriarchal Tsar: their own class was to aid this transformation and then leave their
"unnatural" life and go forward to a new personal integrity fostered within the obshchina.*
However, the Slavophiles were predominantly concerned with Russia, and committed to
reform, not to a complete renovation of existing systems of government. Michael Bakunin
(1814-1876) transposed this idea onto a world-wide canvas. An ardent opponent of State

and Church control, Bakunin suggested that man’s model should be Satan, "the eternal

$Combat was merely a front for the members of L' Ordre Nouveau. It was a means
to increase their input and influence in the movement. [Lipiansky, 13.]

“Lipiansky, 14.

*"The Slavophiles considered the obshchina to be Russia’s original social structure and
a uniquely organic community. They substantiated this claim with Baron von Haxthausen’s
The Russian Empire; its People, Institutions, and Resources. (1848). Von Haxthausen
was a German sociologist and a fervid monarchist. Nicholas I invited him to do a study
of Russian society, especially the obshchina; Nicholas I intended that von Haxthausen’s
study would legitimize the institution of serfdom, and put an end to all demands for the
emancipation of the serfs. His plan backfired. Von Haxthausen provided a detailed and
complementary portrait of the obshchina, and asserted that it was a specifically Slavic institution.
He also concluded that serfdom would have to be abolished if Russia was to compete economically
with Europe. He proposed that the obshchina remain as an institution and autonomously
govern its members. [von Haxthausen, vol. 1., XIX, 27-36, 120, 128.]

“’Riasanovsky, Chapter 4., 91-156.
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rebel, first freethinker and the emancipator of worlds™.** He refused to consider any compromise
with the present order and ridiculed all reformist ideas. The revolution must occur from
the bottom up and remove all vestiges of the State and Church power. Then a free association
of workers in communes, then regions, nations, and finally "a great intemational and universal
federation" would naturally occur.”

As in political matters, the personalists intended that economic decisions would
be regulated by the patrie: "c’est la région qui exerce également le droit de propriété sur
toutes les richesses que servent de moyens de production”®* Marc adopted this idea from
Victor Chernov during his involvement with the Socialist Revolutionaries.

They [the SRs] rejected as historically false the proposition that only powerful

states could breed good or happy citizens, and as morally unacceptable the

proposition that to lose oneself in the life and welfare of one’s society is

the highest form of individual self-fulfilment.*

The SRs’ program favoured the maximum decentralization of power in Russia: each obshchina
would establish its own form of self-government which would be loosely supervised by
a central authority. Aware of the conditions and needs of their locale, the obshchinas could
determine how much land was needed to support the populace, collect the gross income

from agriculture, and then redistribute it among each member. Hired labour was to be

strictly prohibited. The role of the central government was only to guard against gross

e

3V.G. Bakunin, God and the State. (New York, 1970.), 10. Bakunin not only shunned
the existing forms of government, but also the revolutionary programs of Marx and Lassalle
which advocated "state socialism". [Walicki, 275.]

#Bakunin, Paris Commune and the Idea of the State.., 1

5Marc & Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire." Esprit. (Nov. 1932),, 322,
%Berlin, 230.
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strictly prohibited. The role of the central government was only to guard against gross
regional differences and inter-regional disputes.®’

Chemov founded his revolution upon the obshchina because 1t had fostered a collective,
but autonomous system since the Kievan period. Although the obshchina took diverse
forms, certain standard customs were adhered to: the common use of forests, pastures,
and rivers, and the communal sharing of obligations and profits.*® Generally, the obshchina
consisted of plots of land which each family ulled and harvested, and common or shared
land of meadows, forests and pastures. Strict rules applied to common land: a peasant
could not dig up and take any piece of common land without the agreement of the entire
community.” So binding was the communal nature that when peasants migrated to new
lands they did so in companies (the Steppes were vast and the common farming technique
was to use one area of land only until it became unproductive; they then moved to a new
one). When first settling in a new area, the people frequently lived communally until separate
family homes could be built.” In the northern areas, where forests had to be cutand farming
required more effort, the communities were usually permanent. In the tenth century, territorial
communes began to replace the smaller family and patriarchal organizations. Although
still bound by mutual need and similar interests, these obshchinas were diverse and less

interdependent. Families lived separately in their own dwellings and worked individually;

“Oliver Radkey, The Agrarian Foes of Bolshevism. (New York, 1962), 27.
“Howard P Kennard. The Russian Peasant. (London, 1907)., 166.

®Maxime Kovalevsky, Modern Customs and Ancient Laws of Russia. (London, 1891).,
1.

Kovalevsky, 78.
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each farmer usually owned his own equipment and animals. However, they maintained
the common use of pastures and forests, and shared communal obligations.”

Due to its unique historical development, Russia maintained this system uatil the
twentieth century. In a country which was invaded thirty-two times, and changed its form
of government almost every century, the obshchina provided a reassunng continuity. As
the Russian legal historian, Kovalevsky suggested: "...the village communities [obshchinas)
represent a distinct period in the social development of mankind. a pennod which ought
to be placed between the patriarchal and feudal periods.. “* Thus the Slavic communal
society was probably not a function of racial trait or religious behef,” rather it was a
consequence of fate: the obshchina could not provide immunity from wars, serfdom and
taxation, but it did offer support and brotherhood to mitigate the worst depredations; the
narod stayed in the obshchina because alone he would die.

Despite the harsh reality of the narod's situation, the Russian populists found their
communal redistribution of wealth extremely appealing. In tact, as socialism gatned popularity
in Europe, the populists suggested that the obshchina serve as its model:

...Europe, now on the point of taking the first step forward 1n a social revolution,

is confronted by a country that can provide an actual instance ot an attempt -

a crude, barbaric atiempt perhaps, but still an atempt of a sort - 1n the direction

of the division of the land amongst those who work it. And ohserve that

this lesson is provided not by civilized Russia but by the people themselves

in their daily lives. We Russians who have absorbed European civilization
cannot hope to be more than a means to an end - the yeast in the leavening -

"Blum, 25
2Kovalevsky, 72.
™This was the argument of the Slavophiles and von Haxthausen.
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a bridge between the Russian people and revolutionary Europe.™
This was finally realized in the 1930s by Alexandre Marc who encouraged the French personalists
to accept the Russian obshchina as the basic model for their patrie. In an interview, Marc
clearly explained the influence of Russian ideas upon his ideology:

the mir was a bit of commune, and not only from the municipal point of

view, but from the point of view ot work. They worked together not because

they were ordered to by someone, but rather because they organized themselves

among themselves - the mir. And so for them to build socialism was to

federate the different mirs, that is the different agncultural communes, and

from there to build! And all of that attracted me. To such an extent that

I have always stayed on the same path!™

The communal sharing of profit and financial obligauons would immediately undermine
the capitalist system. However, the personalists also accepted, to a degree, the mir's approach
to private property as the ultimate cure to atomizing capitalism. The Roman tradition in
Europe had allowed the owner of land almost total autonomy: as lord and master he could
exploit his workers, remove people from their homes, and subject tenants to a life of squalor;
private property gave profit supremacy over human dignity. This situation divided people
between owners and non-owners, rich and poor, haves and have-nots, and personalism was
trying to bring men together; it was,

the affirmation of the unity of mankind, both 1n space and time, which was

foreshadowed by certain schools of thought in the latter days of antiquity

and confirmed in the Judeo-Christian tradition....The conception of a hurnan
race with a collective history and destiny, from which no individual destiny

™Herzen, The Russian People and Socialism; An Open Letter to Jules Michelet., 189,
190.

Interview, 7a-333, 7a-334.
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can be separated, is one of the sovereign ideas of the Fathers of the Church.™

The mir fostered such unity by having no conception of private property: "the land
belongs to the family or commune; each individual has only a claim to usutfruct, to which
all persons born in the Commune have an equal nght."” This elmnated many disputes,
and if two interests did clash, the "harder” worker was always favoured The mir did not
recognize primogeniture or family seisin over land: 1f a man died, his land was given to
the best worker in the family, or to someone else if no such good worker could be found:
there was no possibility of disinheriting one child as last wills would simply be annulled
if they favoured the poorer worker.”® Such a system obviously reduced internal family
tensions by preventing disputes over succession, favouritism, and tamily despotism. It
also continually strengthened the community by weeding out negative elements and encouraging
positive ones. The mir also had a unique method for the redistribution of land which ensured
that all families had equal access and rights. As ownership, as such, was uivested in the
entire obshchina, each male inhabitant was granted the nght 1o use an e¢qual share. The
birth of each boy required a redivision of land, and the death of any man reverted his land
back to the obshchina. Only the arable land was divided; forests, streams, hunting-grounds,
and pasture were used in common.”

The land is first divided, according to its quality, position, or general value,
into sections, each possessing on the whole equal advantages; the secions

*Mounier., Personalism., 30.
"Haxthausen, vol.1., XVIL.
®Stepniak, 128., Haxthausen, XVL
PHaxthausen, vol.l., 119.
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are then divided into as many portions, in long strips, as there are shares
required, and these are taken by lot.®

These redivisions took place at varying times (5 - 40 years) subject to the needs and dynamics
of each obshchina.“‘ The whole mir would assemble, including the women and children,
and everyone would have their say. "A very just spirit prevails, and disputes never occur.
If too small a share 1s supposed to have fallen to any one, it is made up to him out of the
reserve."®

In this manner, the mir and artel’ ensured that the narod always had employment
and a home. One could choose to leave the security of the mir, but was always allowed
to return. The German sociologist, von Haxthausen (1848), found this the most admirable
trait of the obshchina. Aware of the growing problem of the proletariat and the unemployed
in Europe, he applauded this system where "people without a home, land, or a proprietor
to provide for them, people in general vis & vis du rien were unknown"® However, von
Haxthausen was not blind to the disadvantages of the communal system, and especially
the policy of repartition. Insecure in their possession, the narod had little incentive to invest

in and improve their land.® Originally, this was not a problem; if the land became less

fertile, the mir simply moved to a new location; but landlords, taxes and government restrictions

8Haxthausen, vol.1., 119,

*IBlum, 526, 527. Kachovolsky related the time between redistribution to geographic
locale. He asserted that as one moved from east to west, such divisions occurred less frequently.
In White Russia and the Ukraine, redistribution had often ceased entirely. [Waters, 142].

%Haxthausen, vol.1., 119, [in footnote]

®Haxthausen, vol.l., 57.

“Haxthausen, vol1., 124. Waters, 152.
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halted the narod' s mobility and gradually the mir’s approach to agriculture led to decreasing
production and economic distress.

The economic problems engendered by a complete negation of private property
concerned the French personalists; they realized that people needed security in their land
to imprnve it and to maximize production. However they were more troubled by the Berdyuev's
warning that although private property divided humanity and was used to oppress people,
it was also an expression of personal worth and independence. With no private property
one becomes a "slave of society and the state which will deprive him as well of the freedom
of thought, conscience and speech, of the right to move about and even of the right to live".*
Berdyaev’s solution was the conception of property as enshrined in the obshchina and advocated
by both the Slavophiles and Victor Chemov of the Social Revolutionaries:

The absolute right of property belongs to God alone, the Creator of the world

and of man, but certainly not to the creatuie®...The right of private property

must be morally recognized as a limited right, as the right to use but not

to abuse. The right of property is justified by its creative result. The same

limited right of property must be accorded to society, to free co-operations

and to the state. The right of owning matenal things and economic goods

must be divided and apportioned between the individual, the society and

the state, and in all cases must be limited and functional.”’

Thus people should only occupy and use property. They should not ultimately own it,

nor were they legitimized in abusing others through the use of that property.

Following Berdyaev’s formula and Marc’s populist approach, the French personalists

¥DM., 271.

%Chernov equated land with air, it could not be possessed nor owned, it could only
be used. [Oliver Radkey, "Chernov and Agrarian Socialism before 1918" Continuity and
Change in Russian and Soviet Thought. Ed., Ernest Simmons. (Cambridge, 1955)., 69-71.

DM., 218.
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advocated a property policy which strongly resembled that of Chernyshevsky (1828-1889).*
Chemyshevsky’s revolutionary dictatorship would divide Russia into State and private sections.
The State lands would be controlled by the obshchinas and would guarantee land, food,
and the basic necessities to all Russians. If a person wanted to improve his situation, he
could leave the obshchina and purchase private property for his purposes. If he succeeded,
he could profit fromi his efforts, but if he failed, he could return to his obshchina and obtain
succour.” The French personalists called their property categories personal and anonymous.
Personal lands, like Chernyshevsky’s State lands, would belong to the patrie and every
member would have the right to their use; as in the obshchina the people would share the
obligations and the profits of this land among themselves. "Anonymous" property provided
the alternative for the risk-taker to improve his livelihood and experiment with different
modes of production; as long as the owner obeyed the central laws and did not oppress
any other person with this property, he had an inalienable right to the land and was assured
a degree of economic independence.”

To further dismantle the capitalist system, the personalists intended to eliminate

% Although Chernyshevsky endorsed the obshchina, he did not consider it superior
to Western capitalist development. Rather, he believed that Russia was so "backward"
that its entrance into world economic system in the 1860s coincided with capitalism’s decay
in Europe. As Europe was about to enter the next phase of evolution (post-capitalist collectivism)
it would be better for Russia to simply skip the capitalist phase, go directly to communism,
and then attempt to "catch-up" with Europe’s superior industrial capacity by building on
the latter’s achievements.[Franco Venturi, The Roots of Revolution. (London, 1960)., 147-150.,
Walicki, 199-200.]

¥Chernyshevaky, in Stuart Tompkins, The Russian Intelligentsia. (Norman, Oklahoma,
1957), 58.

®Marc, "Le Prolétariat." Esprit. (Jan. 1933)., 567-569.
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the proletarian condition. This was one area where the personalists were not prepared to
allow each patrie to make its own laws.”! With a series of federal laws they would reduce
the work-week, redistribute the wealth more equitably among society, assure that each person
received enough money to live and that everyone was housed. encourage the participation
of the proletariat in enterprise decision-making, and restore the proletaniat’s mitiative and
responsibility.” In short they embraced socialist economucs insofar as they mean:

The abolition of the proletanan conditon; the supersession ot the anarchic

economy of profit by an economy directed to the fulfilment of the totahty

of personal needs; the socialization, without state monopoly, ot those sectors

of industry which otherwise fosier economic chaos; the development of co-operative

life; the rehabilitation of labour; the promotion, 1n rejection of all paternalist

compromises, of the worker to full personality; the priority ot labour over

capital; the abolition of class distinctions founded upon the division of labour

or of wealth; the priority of personal responsibility over the anonymous organizanon.”

Just as they intended to subsume politics to the spintual principle, the personalists
placed the person and the spiritual concept of work over the matenalist mechanism of economics.
In this they followed Berdyaev's philosophy of labour.  Berdyaev advocatea a complete
reappraisal of the spirituality of work. He decried capitalist exploitation, shunned the compulsory
and dehumanizing tenets of communism, and saw in socialism only a partial improvement
insofar as it ameliorated the conditions of workers, but socialism did not consider the spiritual

aspect of labour and continued to regard it as worthless.* Berdyaev believed that “in

its origin and meaning, labour is sacred and has a religious foundation".

"Marc & Dupuis, "Le Fédéralisme révolutionnaire.” Esprit. (Nov. 1932),, 321.
%Marc, "Le Prolétariat.” Esprit. (Jan. 1933)., 560-563.
%Mounier, Personalism., 104.

DM, 213.
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Economic life depends on work, which itself depends on spirit and is a spiritual

activity energizing in a physical environment. the same can be said of manual

work...The yoke of work is the personal destiny of man, and as such it must

be borne religiously; considered internally, work 1s an etemnal ascetical element

in life.”
Instead of altempung w “free men from the burden of work™, Berdyaev advocated the sanctificanon
of work. He foresaw a more austere, monastic world where work would be understood
as "a participauon in creation, and great occupational activity combined with acutting-down
of 'wants’".* He did not see an ultimate solution to the problem of labour during man's
time on earth: the economic needs of society would always, to some degree, conflict with
the desires of the individual. But instead of the divisions between the "haves" and the
"have nots", and the subjugation of manual workers to the chimera of the dollar, he envisioned
a "hierarchic whole" in which all forms of work and creativity were distributed.”

In order to be able to go on living it is possible that the bankrupt peoples

will have to enter on a new path of self-denial, by curbing their covetousness !

and putting a check on the indefinite expansion of their wants, and by having ;

smaller families. This would be a new asceticism and the negation of industrial-capitalist .

. . 98 s

principles. }
Berdyaev advocated a revival of the rural economy, a return to trades and a co-operative
approach to work and industry; competition would be replaced by cooperation; the town

and city would again trade fairly and equally.

Thus, the personalists believed that the majority of problems in industry, including

5C&C., 55,56.
®NMA.,, 116.
DM, 216.
“NMA., 94.
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the proletariat, had been caused by a misinterpretation of the meaning of work. Instead
of regarding labour as a dirty, ignominious task, as both the capitalists and socialists did,
the personalists encouraged the development of the worker-creator.” To facilitate this
they advocated the replacement of humans by machines whenever possible to relieve the
drudgery of manual labour; work which required the human touch should be considered
creative and the people involved in such labour should be encouraged to spintualize and
experiment with their creation; retraining programs could be established to allow people
to vary their work.'™ The patrie system was designed to encourage more communication
at work and therefore more spiritual development and satisfaction with the labour process.

The use of the term "New Middle Ages" led some to accuse personalism of being
a hopelessly reactionary ideology which was trying to turn back the clock and actually
reinstate the Middle Ages.'® It is true that the majority of personalists felt a sympathy

for the land and to farm communes; most abhorred the physical manifestations of industry;

%Dandieu, "De la Religion du travailleur." Esprit special edition, "Le travail contre
I’homme." (Aug., 1933)., 572-584.

'“Dandieu, "De la Religion du travailleur." Esprit special edition, "Le travail contre
I’homme." (Aug., 1933)., 580-584.

19'Esprit advocated the philosophy outlined in Nikolai Berdyaev's A New Middle Ages.
The tenets of this philosophy have often been misinterpreted; Berdyaev responded to one
critic:

"I ought to say a word or two about Hecker’s false interpretation of my own views.
The terminology which I use, the words ’aristocratic principle’, 'the new Middle Ages’,
etc., clearly lead him astray. He regards me as a supporter of feudal aristocracy, which
is almost laughable. When I say that the world is moving towards a new Middle Ages,
I certainly do not mean a return to the old Middle Ages and least of all to feudalism. the
phrase is only an indication of the type of society in which man will strive after wholeness
and unity as opposed to the individualism of modern history, and in which the significance
of the religious principle will increase even though it may be in the form of militant anti-.eligion.”
[ORC., 179.]
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Marc even called for the reestablishment of a "rapport entre ’homme et la terre".
However, they realized that industry had improved the quality of life for human beings
and, like the Social Revolutionaries in Russia, were more than prepared to allow the continuation
of private corporations.'” By not legislating the size or location of patries, they accepted
modern social organization; they did not intend to make a mystique of "lost little communities",
of "nearness" or "smallness".!™ Their doctrine merely asserted that if man was reunited
with the spiritual, then modern alienation would be overcome and natural communities,
in the factory, farm, or city, would emerge.

[t goes without saying that although the personalists advocated a communal system,
they were not communists. Essentially they asserted Berdyaev’s theory of communism
to explain this decision; they agreed with his differentiation between communality and communism.
Personalists felt that communism had subsumed the person to the interests of a disembodied,
mechanistic state. They abhorred the brutality and destruction of the person which they
witnessed in the Soviet Union. Most of all, they despised communism’s intrinsic materialist
atheism: without the spiritual element, the personalists felt humanity was doomed.

The French personalist doctrine began with the philosophy expounded in Berdyaev’s

works. It subjected politics and economics to spirituality and transferred power from institutions,

“Marc, "Le Prolétariat.” Esprit. (Jan, 1933)., 567.

'“"Marc, "Le Christianisme et la Révolution spirituelle." Espriz. (Mar. 1933)., 971.
The SRs did not intend to immediately socialize industry. They would allow industry to
develop along its present lines - with the amelioration of working conditions - until it reached
an adequate level of production to justify it socialization. [Radkey, The Agrarian Foes of

Bolshevism., 72, 73.

"™Mounier, Personalism., 25.
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ideas, and society to the person. Inspired by the Russian organic community, the mir and
the artel’, the personalists advocated communality, the redistnibution ot protit and obhigations,
and the decentralization of law and state. Their concepuon of a autonomous spiritual parrie
was a direct expression of sobornost’, and thewr world-plan for a federation ot parriey mirrored
the Russian populist vision. Berdyaev's philosophy and Marc's ideology gave French personalism

a distinctly Russian character.
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Conclusion.

During the entre-deux-guerres years, France sought a new ideology which would
alleviate the problems caused by industrialization and prevent another devastating world
war. The Russian Revolution had challenged the legitimacy of capitalism, marxist
ideology had undermined the liberal democracies, and the first major reaction to
communism - fascism - had toppled the governments of Italy, Germany, Hungary,
Romania, and Spain. French intellectuals viewed the rapid change of Europe with
apprehension and struggled with the problem of finding the correct path for France; their
only agreement was that the current order could no longer stand. However, Catholic
intellectuals found little appeal in the atheist aspirations of communism, and they often
shunned the paganist, dictatorial directions taken in Germeny and Italy. Desiring an
alternative - a "third way" - they searched for any ideology which would provide
communality and proclaim the primacy of the spiritual. Into this milieu arrived Berdyaeyv,
Marc, and some two-hundred thousand Russian emigres fleeing the Bolshevik regime or
cast out as "dangerous elements”. They brought a uniquely Russian ideology: populism.

Although the Russian Populists were predominantly concerned with social, and not
religious ideas, there existed a mentality in nineteenth and early twentieth century Russia
which is most accurately labelled populist. Helen Iswolsky described it thus:

A familiarity with Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and, of course, Soloviev, is as

important to the understanding of my people’s mystical soul as is the

official teaching of the Orthodox hierarchy. The Russian social movement

is altogether inspired by the ideals of Christian humanism...The genuine

social aspirations of the Russians is expressed not in Marxism but in
populism. Populism was both a social and a religious movement. It
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claimed that the Christian ideals of truth and justice are innate in the
Russian people.!

Russian populism was founded upon the two beliets of sobornost” and Godmanhood.
Sobornos;' is the social dimension as manifested in the Russian mir; it defined a society
which enshrined the rights and uniqueness of each person, and yet subsumed that person
within an organmic community which possessed a personality of its own.

Russia’s unique historical development resulted in the conunuance ot close-katt,
natural communities long after Europe had moved on to feudalism and then atomized
capitalism. Sobornost’, so dramatically idealized by the Slavophiles and their followers,
had its roots in the ancient proverbs and attitudes of the narod, seen as a true "personality
of persons”, the mir strove 10 maintain its strength, cast out its weak elements, succour
its "children”, and encourage fertility and growth. It appealed to the disillusioned Russian
intelligentsia as a society free from isolation and a disinterested, bloated bureaucracy: it
provided a model for change for the French personalist intellectuals. A homogeneous
community which promoted communication and decided its own customs and laws
seemed a reasonable alternative to a centralized parliament which produced few solutions
and spent its time, and people’s money, in senseless bickering. Alexandre Marc

acknowledges sobornost’ as the inspiration for his ideology, and advocated mir as a

model for Europe’s communal organization’; Mounier celebrated community as

'Iswolsky, 156.
®See, Chapter 4., page 121.
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"Russian" trait.’ Sobornost' was the first Russian contribution to French personalism.

The second element of Russian populism was Godmanhood As a philosophical
idea, it was first developed in Kireevsky's bluepnnt for the "integral personality.”
Dostoevsky, in his tortured novels, uncovered the ultumate reality of the God-man as a
product of humanity’'s uncontroilable freedom. Soloviev elevated Godmanhood to its
apogee transcending the differences between the Catholic and Orthodox religions.
Berdyaev combined Godmanhood with his own idea of "creativity”, to forecast the role
of humanity in the "New Middle Ages": people would no longer be subject to the whims
of careless gods of their own making, be they divine or material; state, industry, race or
the church would no longer command blind allegiance or lead astray through lies and
neglect. Human beings would freely accept their spiritual nature and responsibility to
humanity, and become the creative God-man.

The idea of Godmanhood is not new: its principles were clucidated in the New
Testament parables of Jesus Christ, but Christians shunned that message. Perhaps, as
Mounier suggested, they were not yet ready to accept it. The Russian philosophers
grasped Godmanhood, but were themselves shunned by their peers The French
personalists, searching for a "third", spiritual way, also seized upon this idea as the very
centre of their philosophy. French personalism advocated that personnes would develop,
through the realization of vocation, incarnation and communion, their full and godlike
potential. The personnes would then sponaneously form true communities, the mirs or

patries which would become the new centres of government in Europe. Thus, through

*Mounier, Personalism., 69.
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sobornost’ and Godmanhood, Russian populism provided the "third way" of personalism
for entre-deux-guerres France.

The problem with ideas is that they are only cherished by those who comprehend
them. Christ passed his message on most concretely to his apostles: the Russian populists
found themselves despised by the narod which they idealized, and like Vekhi,
Chernyshevsky, Tkachev, and Bakunin appealed only to a small elite. In the same way,
the French personalists created their "knight-monks" in the sure knowledge that only an
elite could convince people to develop in the "proper” direction. Truly mingling the idea
of "the good of the mir" with Godmanhood, these ideologies remained elitist, potentially
despotic, and ultimately irrelevant to the people they intended to help.?

Nevertheless, the study of ideas suggests that although Russian populism and
French personalism did not consumate a personalist revolution in 1930s France, they left
a legacy which appears in all subsequent humanist, religious ideologies. It is beyond the
scope of this thesis to explore the influence of the ideas of sobornost' and Godmanhood
on the "flower children”, Vatican I, the European federation, New Age religion, and the
New World Order. But it is unquestionable that the French personalists of the 1930s

found in Russian populism a model on which to base a new France.

*The only drawback [to the Esprit movement] was that it, like so many similar
movements was confined to a comparatively small group, unable to do anything which
could effectively influence its environment. It could only ’endure’ and try to understand
the modern world, in which everything seemed to move in a direct contradiction to the
aims of Esprit." [D&R., 275.]

"It is to be regretted that the Esprit movement never went beyond a small elite...It
was mostly supported by University men, schooled in fixed frames of thought...there was
no common language between the French elite and the masses.” [Iswolsky, 115.]
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