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Standard works on A. S. Khaniakov consider that the 

idea of tmi ty was central to his thought, and that this idea is 

based exclusively in religion. Consequently, these works 

contradict themselves in regard to his historical thought. 

Considering that religion dominated Khaniakov's thought, historians 

conclude that according to h~ the historica1 prooess is 

detennined by faith. Finding that Khaniakov's interpretation 

conflicts with religious detenninism, they accuse him of falling 

into confusion and tend to dismiss his historical writings. 

This thesis suggests that unity was an independent and 

uni versaI idea for Khomiakov. He applied i t in religion, history, 

and other fields, but did not base i t exclusi vely in any one 

of them. If approached with this in mind, Khaniakov's historica1 

thought appears not contradictory but coherent and original. 

The idea of tmity is seen penneating it. Religion appears as only 

one historical factor, not always dominant. Mter outlining his 

general historica1 views, the thesis examines his interpretation 

of Russian history. On both levels, his ideas on history are seen 

to contain much more of interest and value than previously thought. 
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INTROrucrION 

Aleksei Stepanovieb Khaniakov (1804-1860) wrote more 

about history than about anything else. A stress on history is 

one of the two main features of his intellectual approach to 

problems, the other being a stress on tmity. Yet bis historica1 

thought has reœived little attention. 

In bis own time, the opposite was true. The Slavophile­

Westemer dispute from which sprang 50 mueb of Russian though_t __ 

was primarily on the historical nature of Russia, her past and 
1 

destiny. Khaniakov was one of the leading Slavophile spokesmen. 

On history in general, and on specifie historical points, he 

became embroiled in disputes between the two camps. 

No canprehensive plan shaped Khomiakov' 5 work. Most of 

his important essays were argmnentati ve responses to the views 

of others. His work lacks organisation, to the point that students 

of bis thought tmiversally canplain of this handicap. His eight 

volume collected works canprise one volume of longer general essays, 

one of religious essays, one of shorter articles on various subj ects , 

one of plays and poems, three whieb contain bis Notes on Universal 
2 

History, and one final volume whieb contains correspondenœ. His 

Notes and the articles touch a multitude of subjects. His writings 

leap in mid-paragraph and mid-generalisation to join the MOst 

disparate matters. 
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The three volumes of Notes on üniversal History represent 

Khomiakov's only sustained writing effort. History receives the 

most attention in his other works as weIl. The indexes of the 

two volumes of general articles have a number of headings indicating 

the content of each article. A survey of these headings finds 

history most present. A detailed analysis of his best-known 

articles shows them treating history above all other subj ects. 

In Khomiakov's religious articles as elsewhere history stands 

high. His two plays, making up most of Volume Four of his works, 

treat historical subjects, as do many of his poems. Beside 

forming the subject matter of the three-volume Notes on Universal 

History, history frequently recurs in bis final volume of 

correspondence. In all his work, concem with historico­

philosophical matters, with pattern and causation, accompanies 

his more specific historical interest of the manent. Philosophy, 

religion, and particular social and political matters, usua1ly 

given the ~ emphasis in works on Khomiakov, appeared as separate 

major interests only toward the latter part of his life; history 

stood as such throughout his wri ting career. 

Khomiakov valued his historical writing most of all his 

work. Only his historical ideas pranpted him to expressions of 

personal pride. Several times he referred to past events or 

historicaJ princip les as ''not tmderstood up till now" , that iS J 

tmtil his treatment of them. Referring to a major point in his 

article "On the Possibility of a Russian Artistic School", he 

asked the reader to realise that scientific analysis would fully 
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3 
grasp this idea only in the future. "The whole field of history", 

4 
he asserted, "awaits reworking". Khaniakov felt that Russia 

would rescue Europe in historical thought, pointing out Western 

errors and revealing to the world the proper path to historical 
5 

tmderstanding. Furthennore, he held that the learning most 

instrumental in bringing reconciliation and greatness to Russia 
6 

would be historical learning. In this he clearly meant the 

historical learning that he, wi th sane of the other Slavophiles, 

was pioneering. 

Asserting . history to be Khœniakov' s main interest 

rais es complications. Could he have been pursuing history because 

of deeper concern with sane other problem? Should the other problem 

be called his main interest? To clarify the matter, one must 

separate interests, values, and motivations. In the realm of 

values, Khaniakov seemed to place Orthodox Olristiani ty, and what 
7 

it stands for, above aU. His motivations for historical study, 

in additi'dn to simple inclination, probably were his concern to 

defend Orthodoxy, to assert Russia' s value vis-a-vis the West, and to 

point the way to future greatness for Russia. The statement that 

history was his main interest means only that it took up more 

of his written thought than any other question, that he seemed to 

like historical study most, and that he valued his historical work 

more than his other work. 

But works on Khaniakov value it least. He gathers praise 

for philosophy andtheology, his social thought gains attention, he 
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receives credit for helping to develop Russia's national 

consciousness. Various authors employing various approaches 

stress various "ft.mdamental characteristics" in his wide-ranging 

and disorganised work. In nearly all of these treatments, his 

historical thought finds little place. 

l t recei ves correspondingly small value. Treatments of 
8 

Khomiakov in English, by Christoff and Riasanovsky, seem to deal 

with it only enough to dismiss it. Russian works find basic 
9 

flaws and JIU1ch of fantasy in i t. The one West European work 

on Khomiakov, A. Gratieux's biography of him, gives his historical 

thought more attention than others, but fails to deal wi th i ts 
10 

ftmdamental structure. And the difficulties that have produced 

varied approaches to Khomiakov' s work in general seem to have 

allCMed no clear depiction of bis historical thought. 

Studies on Khomiakov above aU stress the importance 

of religion in his work. When his historical writing is mentioned, 

a predominantly religious view of history is attributed to him. 

Starting fran this premise, studies find contradictions in 

Khaniakov' s historical views. This is li ttle wonder, for nei ther 

in his treatment of Russian history nor in his philosophy of history 

was Khomiakov' s thought daninated by religion. 

The contradictions are not really there. Although 

Khomiakov treats wildly varied subjects in a generally disorg-
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anised marmer, his approach remains simple and consistent. One 

basic idea is ftmdamental in his work fran beginning to end. It 

daninates his work on Russian history as it does his writings 

on religion, philosophy, and society. This is the idea of uni ty, 

contrasted to division. 

The frequency wi th which the word "tmi ty" appears in 

Khomiakov' s work is astonishing. 11 He often uses other tenns for 

the same idea, such as "wholeness". "totality", and "integrity". 

In context, these words denote a synergistic tmity, where the 

parts actively contribute to the greater whole. 

The stress on unity characterises both Khomiakov' s 

approach to problems and the solutions he finds. In his approach, 

he seeks to combine, to relate things, to find truth or value 

in reciproca1 relationships. He continuaily reverses ideas. and 

even tenns of speech, with disdain for the straight-line cause 

and effect style of thought. His solutions resemble his approach. 

and wholeness appears as objective value. The unity principle 

he explores is the highest of principles to him. Khaniakov asserts 

unity's value in his first article, dealing with Russian history. 

Thereafter, its manifestations appear as goal in each field that 

he treats. 

With this ftmdaIœntal idea goes a basic concem with 

history. Above aIl his interests. i t is in ail his interests. 

He uses historical evidence, examples, and analogies in wri ting 

on religion, philosophy, society. and a host of minor matters. 

But mainly, he is concemed with history itself; with tmiversal 

history and with Russian history. the great question of his day. 
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He seeks to discern historical princip les by which to explain 

Russia' s past and guide her future. 

Historical ties appear in the goals he seeks. Organic 

historical continuity usua1ly figures as a necessary element in 

tmity. Wholeness is Khomiakov' s main idea, history his main 

interest. He thinks about each in tenns of the other, and of 

things in general in tenns of both. Both are uni versaI, this is 

why they are connected, and both are universally applied. They 

daninate his work fran beginning to end. 

In history itself, tmity appears as both process and 

goal. Khomiakov postulates an ideal and perfect unity, which 

rests on love and freedan. Besides this ideal unity, he treats 

the unity princip le active in history. This princip le motivates 

a society mainly characterised by wholeness in its composition 

and activities. If the tmi.ty princip le should develop to 

completely dominate a society, that society would then express 

ideal tmi ty. Until this occurs, however, man finds ideal uni ty 

oost accessible in its conternporary living expression: the true 
12 

Christian Cllurch. 

With time, Khomiakov's stress on unity in the historical 

process gave i tself to elaborations in many different fields. In 

the Olurch, especiaIly, the ideal of unity, and the implications 

of freedam and love that he explored, were explicitly stressed.13 

But Khaniakov made it plain that the unit y princip le appeared in 
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history long before the caning of Christianity. The caning of 

Christ, and his teachings, only brought to ideal unity its 
14 

clearest definition and expression. Khomiakov may have found 

the uni ty ideal and the whole idea of uni ty in religion. Whether 

or not he did, he fonnulated and applied it as sanething 

independent and universal. 

Studies on Khomiakov show a different picture. Before 

exarn;ning his general historical fram~~o~k and his interpretation 

of Russian history, a closer look at previous work on Khomiakov is 

necessary. 

For Khomiakov' s critics, religion dominated all his 

thought. To the idea of ideal uni ty, wri ters on Khaniakov have 

attached the name "sobornost' ", a word which he used, on a very 

few occasions, in connection with the Russian Orthodox Church. 

Fran this dubious beginning, they proceed to assert that "sobornost' " 

is a specifically religious conception, and that therefore religion 

detennined Khomiakov' s thought in aIl the fields where the idea of 

uni ty appeared. Among other things, this assunption produces the 

idea that Khomiakov felt that religion determined all history. 

These wri ters take an application of a uni vers al principle in a 

particular field, that of religion, and say that the particular 

field of application determined all of Khaniakov' s thought. They 

confuse unity in its ideal fom with the general princip le of 

unity active in aIl history, and give both a religious basis. 

It seems likely that the stress on religion in treatments 

of Khomiakov sternmed fran the first works on him in Russia, which 

were written by men concerned with religion. The publication of 
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Khaniakov' s theological works in Russia, which was penni tted 

only in the last part of the century, provoked much theological 

interest, asshown in early treatments of Khaniakov. 15 The 

religious note was very strong in V. Zavitnevich's fundamental 

biography of Khomiakov, and it remained sc in later interpretations 

of his thought. Another factor perhaps contributing to the 

exaggerated stress on religion is the tendency of modern writers 

to look for a completely religious world-view in former writers 

treating the problem of religion. It 1eads to an oversimp1ification, 

which in Khaniakov' s case is mis1eading. 

Of the more important modern interpretations, N. Berdiaev' s 

book on Khomiakov continued the trend of giving religion first 

place in his thought. The opening pages assert that the main 

contribution of the Slavophiles consisted in first realising and 

fonnulating the truth that the Russian spirit is religious, and 

that Russian thought has a re1igious cal1ing. Slavophi1ism rose 

from collective religious experience, he asserts, not from 

1iterary or phi1osophica1 influences and ideas. Khomiakov' s 

strength 1ay in his church consciousness and church feeling. Slavo-

phi1ism, Berdiaev states, had its source and living nourishment in 

Khomiakov' s religious thought, and it signified the expression of 

Orthodox Olristianity, as a special type of culture and a special 

1- - - 16 re 1910US exper1ence. 
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Berdiaev finds the re1igious motive force apparent in 

Khani akov , s phi10sophy. He fee1s that Khaniakov affinned the 

dependence of phi10sophica1 tmderstanding on re1igious 1ife and 

re1igious experience. Slavophile phi10sophy was not theo10gica1 

so much as i t was re1igious. 17 Khaniakov' s phi10sophy could not 

be understood unless it was seen as sternming fram his membership 

in the church.18 1he originality of Khomiakov' s gnosio10gy was 

that i t was church gnosio10gy. 19 

When it canes to Khomiakov's views on Russia and on 

history, Berdiaev displays dissatisfaction. Regarding the 

Russian state, he begins by saying that Khomiakov and the 

Slavophiles were anti-state; this was because Russia had a 

religious mission that demanded freedam fram politica1 power 

for i ts fulfillment~Dy et, he saon asserts that Khamiakov opposed 

any church-state division, not understanding that the state 

power is imbued with anti-Christian spirit. 21 Khaniakov and the 

Slavophiles didn't realise that the patriarchal-family elements 

in society are more pagan than religious. Khaniakov' s over-

valuation of the camnune, Berdiaev maintains, contradicted his 

own religious doctrine of society.22 

Khaniakov's treatment of Russia's history and her mission 

greatly dismays Berdiaev. The main interest of aIl his historical 

work, Berdiaev says J was to substantiate the Russian and Slavic 

mission. 23 But, according to Berdiaev, Khamiakov Wlcritically 
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confused scholarly and religious bases in his historica1 justification 

of Russian messianisme He seemed to deduce Russian messianism fram 

Russian history, Berdiaev canplains, as an empirica1 fact. As in 

the Notes on Universal History, he wrote as though history were 

not ceaselessly sUbjected to Divine providence. 24 He confUsed the 

natural characteristics of the Russian people with the religio­

prophetic basis of Russia's mission:
5
Khomiakov gave historical 

condi tions al together too much importance. Berdiaev takes issue 

wi th the idea that the spirit of the Russian people could be 

placed in dependence on social and econanic conditions. For 

religious mission, he asserts, depends on prophecy, while the 

Slavophiles fell almost into econanic rnaterialism. Berdiaev feels 

that Khomiakov' s confusion of religious and scientific history, 26 

of religio-rnystical and scientifico-historica1 reasoning, marred .. his 

whole interpretation of Russia. 27 

According to Berdiaev, the sarne trouble arises regarding 

Khorniakov' s philosophy of history. Berdiaev found difficul ty in 

deciding if the fundarnental princip les of his philosophy of history 

were fram a religious or a scientific source. Most of his historico-

philosophical affinnations were double, and herein was his philosophy 

of history's basic fault. In Berdiaev's opinion, he established 

religio-philosophical prerequisites for it, but at the sarne time 

pretended to be scientific and scholarly. 28 Reluctantly but finnly, 

Berdiaev keeps pointing out Khomiakov's confusion. 
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Having credited all of Khaniakov's thought with a 

religicus basis, Berdiaev fil"lds eXCç-ptiorL5 tû û~is in his 

historical work. Instead of questioning his own assunption, he 
29 

attributes fatal flaws to Khomiakov's historica1 thought. 

Western writers, perhaps influenced by Berdiaev, display the 

same error regarding Khomiakov' 5 historical views, and severely 

criticise him for deviating fram what they establish as the 

basic detenninant of his thought. Professor N. Ri as anovsky , who 

gives much space to Khorniakov in his book Russia and the West 

in the Teaching of the Slavophiles, treats sorne major aspects of 

Khomiakov' s thought in his article "Khomiakov on Sobornost' ". He 

begins by stating that the concept of sobornost' was of the most 

fundamental importance for Khaniakov, even though he hardly ever 

used the word. In a footnote i he continues: 

./.ctually, Khomiakov uses the tenns "sobo;nri" 
or "sobomost' Il on remarkably few occasl.ons. 
[Besl.ê1ë what Riasanovsky calls his one 
"explicit discussion and definition"] one 
may cite examples, ibid. [in Volune II], pp. 
S, 12, 25, 70-71. I~e first three cases 
the adjectival fOIm of the word is 
included as a part of the set description 
of the Church taken fran the Creed. The last 
instance is more interesting: the usage 
is more indi vidual, and the key tenn is 
the not.Dl "sobomost' ". "Sobor" is, of course, 
used often ihroughout Kham1âkov's writings 
to denote a church cot.Dlcil. Because Khorniakov 
discussed the tenn sobornost' only once, and 
that in the year of hl.S dëath, one is 
tempted to suggest that he had not realized 
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its full potential value for his own 
û~eûlûgical dûctrLïes until he begôn 
to compose his rebuttal of Gagarin's 
speech [in which the Russian Jesuit 
Gagarin had attacked the Russian 
Olurch' 5 standard use of "sobo21i" 
as the translation of "cathoÎl.c ,and 
that he would have etm?loyed it more often 
had he lived 10nger. 3D 

Khomiakov, i t appears to Riasanovsky, didn' t realise 

what was of ftmdamental importance for his thought. He literally 

did not know what he was talking about. 

Riasanovsky then quotes in part the major discussion 

to which he refers. This occurs in a brief letter in which . 

Khaniakov defended the: use of "sobomyi" as the translation of 

"catholic". In discussing "sobomyi", Khomiakov used the phrases 

"tmity in multiplicity", "the Olurch according to all", "the 

Dl.urch according to the uni ty of aIl", and "the Dl.urch according 

to free unanirnity". Riasanovsky fails to note that Khomiakov did 

not here use the noun fonn "sobomost' ". At any rate, a few 

paragraphs after this rather vague "explicit de fini tion", Riasanovsky 

refers to sobornost' as the organic unit y of love and freedan. 

This concept, as the essence of the Cllurch for Khomiakov, detennined 
31 

his whole thinking about Orthodoxy, according to Riasanovsky. 

To use sobomost' in this sense, as a tenn applied 

to the Dl.urch, whether or not Khaniakov did 50, would be perfectly 

acceptable. The organic uni ty of love and freedan was indeed the 
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essence of the Church for Khaniakov. But the trouble cornes when 

Riasanovsky gi ves the who le idea of tmi ty, together wi th i ts 

implications and various applications, a pure1y re1igious basis. 

The concept of sobomost' be10nged 
proper1y to the dâfuâiri of theo1ogy, 
but Khomi akov , s use of his favorite 
idea was by no means 1imited to that 
realm. ••• Khomiakov emp10yed sobomost' 
to criticize Roman Catho1icism and 
Protestantism and ••• in the process 
of this criticism he drew a complete 
and necessary out1ine of Western history. 
Khomiakov aIso used sobomost' to exp1ain 
wor1d history, to assa11 everything he 
disliked in life, to promote al1 the 
institutions and al1 the doctrines he 
championed, in short, for every purpose. 
In the process the Church was at 1east 
partial1y rep1aced by such a1ien entities 
as the Iranian princip1e~ Slavdan, Russia, 
or the peasant CanInlUle. 3 

Here as before, Riasanovsky bnp1ies that fai th tota11y 

detennines history for Khomiakov, without recognising Khomiakov' s 

assertion that histor)' aIso detennines fai th. Not Khomiakov, but 

Riasanovsky, is confusing religious and other matters. 

Riasanovsky then attacks Khomiakov' s phi1osophy of 

history. Ascribing re1igious deteminism to Khaniakov, Riasanovsky 

sbnp1y identifies his phi1osophy of history with his historical 

scheme of the deve10pment of faiths. Khaniakov, as will be seen 

1ater, divided faiths into two fami1ies. The Iranian group, culminating 

in Chris ti anity , gave freedan to the spirit. Societies holding an 
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Iranian faith displayed creativity and life. In contrast to this, 

the Kushite family of faiths gave not freedan but "necessity", 

as Khomiakov called i t, inculca,ting canpulsion and constraint 

in spirit and society. Although he previously stated that sobomost' 

dominated all of Khaniakov' s thought, including that on history, 

Riasanovsky now suggests that the "Iranian principle" preceded 

the idea of sobornost' in Khomiakov' s thought. He adds that 

Khomiakov tried and failed to bring together l ranianism and 

Orthodoxy in his interpretation of human history. Still, according 

to him, Khomiakov' s attempt to associate the two linked Orthodoxy 

with aIl sorts of prejudices which May be fotmd in Khaniakov' s 
33 

treatment of lranianism. 

Following this attempt to deal wi th Khomiakov' s general 

historical framework, Riasanovsky points to sane specific matters. 

Khomiakov sinned by crediting the Slavs with peaceful, brotherly, 

conuntmal quali ties, because these quali ties are associated wi th 

the religious idea of sobornost'. Riasanovsky indignantly asks 

where Olristianity begi.'lS and Slavdom ends, and how the two are 

related. But it is Rias anovsky , not Khaniakov, who has stateà that 

religion explains all history in Khomiakov' s work. Lastly, according 

to Riasanovsky, Khomiakov saw pre-Petrine Russia as a land of 
34 

"spontaneity, freedom, and brotherly love". In fact, Khaniakov's 

interpretation of it more closely resembles the negative of this 

picture. 
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The latest Western book on Khaniakov, by P. K. Cllristoff, 

proceeds on the same assumption as the others, and develops the 

same contradictions. Christoff makes sobornost', as a religious 

idea, Khomiakov' s central conception and the fountainhead of his 

ideas in general. He gives a short sumnary of different attempts 

at defining this tenn as useà in Khomiakov's work; most of them 

include the elernents of freedom, unity, and love present in what 

is here called ideal uni ty • 

Olristoff makes the statement that although sobornost' 

is seldam rnentioned before 1848, references to it become frequent 
35 

and bold after that year. This statement is twice wrong. First, 
36 

as Christoff admits, Khomiakov hardly used the word sobornost' • 

Olristoff is referring to the concept that he himself identifies 

as sobornost'. Second, even before 1848 Khomiakov associates uni ty 
37 -

with freedom and love. It is true that the implications of ideal 

unity, i.e. freedom and love, get more frequent and explicit mention 

in bis later work, but they are present before. The concept of 

ideal uni ty, however, never becomes particu1arly identified wi th 

the word sobornost'. 

Olristoff goes to great lengths in the attempt to identify 

the ever-present idea with the aliÏlost totally absent word. Perhaps 

this is because when Khamiakov does mention sobornyi, it is in a 

religious applicption; if unity can be conr~cted to sobornyi, 

i twill also be cOIUlected to religion. Cllristoff clutches at straws 
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in this effort. As noted, Khomiakov' s one short letter on 

sobornyi defended the word as a translation of "catholic" in 

Russian church usage. This letter, Christoff notes, was written 

in French, but the word sobornyi was rendered in Russian. This 

procedure seems nonnal enough in discussing a translation; Khaniakov 

uses the word "catholic" in the original Greek in the same letter. 

But Christoff finds great significance in the use of sobornyi 

in Russian. It shows not rnerely the untranslatable character of 

the word, he asserts, but also shows that to Khorniakov the word 

defied definition because sobomost' syrnbclised the indefinable 
38 

spirit of Otristianity. 

Uni ty operates in history, as will be seen, and is 

expressed in its ideal fom by the Christian Church. But this 

does not rnean that the Church dominates history aIl by itself. 

Failing to see that unity is an independent and universal idea, 

Otristoff like the others criticises Khamiakov for confusing 

Oturch and non-Church ideas. He aIso fails campletely to understand 

Khamiakov's philosophy of history, and consequently condenms it. 

Khorniakov, he says, showed his inabili ty to build a historical 

outlook in "strictly theological, Christian, or philosophical 
39 

tenns". As usual, Khaniakov is judged in the light of what the 

cri tic wishes to find in his work. 

Riasanovsky's criticisrn of Khomiakov depended partly on 

sorne others, such as G. Florovsky. Florovsky cri ticises the 
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Slavophiles for failing to differentiate sufficiently between the 
40 

spheres of Olurch and society. As his opinion shows. the idea 

that religion permeates Khomiakov's thought has persisted in 

Russian interpretations as in Western ones. Florovsky does 

appear to feel. however. that history was nearly as great a concem 
41 

as religion for Khaniakov. A. Gratieux's biography of Khaniakov 

also gives his historical work a stronger emphasis than other 

treatments, but he fails to Mly show its structure and bas,is. 

The emphasis is more of quantity than depth. 

In general, works on Khaniakov display the opinion 

that his historical thought reveals basic faults in its structure. 

This judgment stems fran the view that religion was the center 

of aIl Khomiakov' s thought. 

Most. if not all, of those writing on Khaniakov stress 

the dominating importance of sobornost'. They make this a 

specifically religious tern, and associate it with the ideal tmity. 

Yet Khomiakov hardly used the word, did not equate it with the 

unit y ideal, and, most important, did not make unity an exclusively 

and ftmdamentally religious idea. The word sobornost' does not 

deserve the place attributed to it in Khomiakov's thought. Use of 

the word in works on Khomiakov hinders clarification of his 

historical thought and of his thought in general. 

Berdiaev, Riasanovsky, Olristoff, and others, vainly 

trying to show that a specifically and totally religious idea is 
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ftmdamental to Khomiakov's thought, and that those of his writings 

failing to fit this dictum represent confusion, demonstrate only 

their own confusion. They find Khomiakov' s mention of history 

influencing the fate of religions particularly troublesane. They 

consequently tend to dismiss the biggest part of bis work, bis 

historical thought, as sorne sort of aberration, not really 

corresponding with what supposed.ly daninated all of his thought, 

Le. religion. Khaniakov's interpretation of Russian history draws 

especially violent attacks, for his alleged confusion of religious, 

racial, and nationalist elements. 

These writers fail to see that tmity is a universal idea; 

that as a universal idea it is connected with history; that history 

receives the major stress in Khomiakov' s work; that his work reveals 

an original and independent philosophy of history, with religion 

reciprocally relatL~g to other historical factors that can thwart 

or change it; and that his interpretation of Russian history is 

built not on religion but on his unity-based philosophy of history. 

The contradictions and ambiguities they note generally 

disappear, once i t is realised that mi ty is a mi vers al idea. 

Khaniakov wri;es about the nature of history and about Russian 

history in tenns of unity. He writes in s:imilar tenns about the 

Olurch, and about other matters as weIl. Christianity exemplifies 

wholeness, the ul timate ideal uni ty is associated wi th i t, but i t 

does not have the idea of uni ty locked up wi thin i tself. In Khomiakov' s 

thought, tmity extencls everywhere, not just to religion and not just 
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to the history here treated. Remove the label "religious" fran 

Khaniakov' s idea, and his work falls into hannony. 

This thesis proposes to take a new look at Khomiakov's 

historica1 thought. First, his general historical framework will 

be outlined. In it, his ftmdamental idea will appear as neither 

secu1ar nor religious, but universal: the idea of tmity. In the 

light of this general picture, the thesis will examine bis 

interpretation of Russia' s history, and his ideas on her nature 

and destiny. Like his philosophy of history, his views on 

Russian history will be seen to vary considerably fran versions 

previously attributed to him. Sorne of the authors who point to 

contradictions in his basic premises of general and Russian 

history accuse Khomiakov aIso of idealising pre-Petrine Russia, 

and of a high degree of nationalist or racist bias. These errors, 

they say, make his interpretation of Russian history dangerous 

as weIl as doubtful. On such specific matters, too, Khaniakov's 

work will be examined. 
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ŒIAPTER ONE 

KHCMIAKOV' S HISTORICAL FRAMEWORK 

Khaniakov' s general views on history are only partly 

revealed in bis Notes on Universal History. This three valune 

work is more descriptive than analytical. While the main 

historical stress in his articles is on Russia and the West, in 

the Notes Khomiakov gives his attention mostly to origins and 

early history in aIl lands. He treats scarcely anything wi th in 

the last thousand years. Despi te errors in historica1 interpretation, 

the Notes gi ve a vi vid and original picture of early history. 

The work is truly as tmiversal as he could make it, and its world­

wide scale makes a refreshing change from books which give a 

''world history" of one or two continents. Khomiakov displays a 

broad historical knowledge in the Notes, but his wri ting is very 

digressi ve. He produced no organised and canprehensi ve history 

as it is usually presented. As the title indicàtes, the work is 

a collection of notes. 

In the Notes, Khomiakov remarks that a capaci ty for 
1 

visualisation anà for empathy is alI-important to the historian. 

The w01"k reflects this attitude. In it, Khaniakov synthesised from 

the works of others, using standard primary and secondary sources. 

This is aIso true of his work in Russian history; Khomiakov was 
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very familiar wi th the Russian chronicles and other source 

mate rial. Though not so much his Russian history, his Notes 

show him drawing as well frem the evidence of myths, philology, 

stories preserved in religions, and whatever else he could find 

to possibly justify his speculations. 

Opponents and proponents alike have accused Khamiakov 
2 

of wri ting history which is close to fantasy. The charges are 

frequently justified regarding his speculations on early history. 

Even for a diligent man, which Khomiakov was not, an effort 

in the enonnous field of tmi versaI early history would preclude 

close investigation of every question. Khomiakov practiced the 

visualisation that he considered marked the true historian. He 

was familiar with established facts, but he often weaved an 

insubstantiaI web between them. As in his treatment of Russian 

history, his subjective views in the Notes are of greater interest 

than his historical investigations. 

In the Notes, Khomiakov attaches great importance to 

faith as a historical factor, emphasising its influence on social 

development. The life of a people, he says, nrust be studied 

together with its religion. Religion, in its turn, is treated by 

Khomiakov in conjlDlction with the whole life of a people and its 
3 

historicaI development. In addition, Khomiakov stresses socio-

econanic factors, geography, language and race. l t would be 

difficult to rank them in importance. AlI factors were relative, 
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none absolutely dominant, in Khaniakov' s philosophy of history, 

for they acted in canbinations of reciproca1 influences, and 

history could overpower any one of them. 

In treating the important factor of faith in his ~, 

Khaniakov elaborated a historical scheme of religions. He 

characterised faiths according to their veneration of freedom 
4 

or necessity, qualities associated with unity and division. The 

type of faith which fostered spiritual freedan received the generic 

name of "Iranian". It first appeared in Judea and Iran, and tended 

to be monotheistic. The necessitarian type of faith, first seen 

in Ethiopia, was tenned "Kushite", and was generally pantheistic. 

Kushite faiths gave encourag~nt to logical development and 

logica1 philosophy, but they handicapped free creativity. Kushitism 

was associated with the development of the state and the production 

of huge material monuments. Iranism created the world's great 
5 

literature and poetry. Minglings of the two types of faith 
6 

produced aIl the religions that appeared in history. Olristianity 
7 

crowned the Iranian faiths, culminating the tradition of freedan. 

That Christianity manifested a previously present princip le 

apparently did not deny i ts special di vini ty for Khomiakov, but 

this certainly made his view of Olristianity different fran that 

of the traditional religious writers, such as St. Augustine, for 

whom Christianity was a completely new beginning. 

It must be noted that Khomiakov' s historical scheme of 
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the development of fai ths is ~ his philosophy of history. The 

latter is far more complex than anything he presents in the Notes, 

which do contain many historica1 generalisations. Khomiakov 

supports these by examples drawn fran the most diverse regions and 
8 

periods. But the complex picture revealed in his articles is not 

fully developed in the ~. Generalisations are made, but not 

fully interrelated. Patterns are discussed, but not the whole 

process of causation. Sources are evaluated, but not the nature 

of historical truth itself. 

While the historical picture presented in the ~, 

and the conclusions drawn, fit the principles of bis philosophy 

of history, this is mainly developed in his other writings. 

Most of the references here cane fram the latter, especia1ly fran 

bis longer general and religious essays. His historico-philosophica1 

views are scattered throughout these works. Most often they appear 

in connection with particu1ar subjects, especially Russia and the 

West, and Russian and lVestern O1ristiani ty. At other times, he 

makes important statements without direct reference to any specifie 

historical prOblem. 

Reflecting that the present must judge bistory with 

present means, Khaniakov notes that the close, almost tminterrupted 
9 

tie of past and present makes this acceptable. But whatever the 

methods used, no absolute certainty in historica1 judgment can 

be attained. Speaking of Russia' s past, he points out that 
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indisputable facts could be used to justify two canpletely 
10 

opposed interpretations. Historical data al one give no great 

assurance of anything. Mistmderstandings can be passed from 

generation to generation; there is no absolutely certain truth 

bequeathed by time. However, insight into historical princip les 

can give a steadfast, valuable tmderstanding. Only thus can one 
Il 

raise historical probabili ty to a degree of logical trustworthiness. 

The idea of historical principles is the basis of 

Khomiakov' s philosophy of history. Princip les develop organically, 

cOIUlected with a society's past and present. Princip les canprise 

characteristic patterns of socio-economic phenomena, as weIl as 

mental phenomena, j oining them in one whole. The primary princip les 

are those of division and unity. 

In speaking 'of princip les in history, Khaniakov 

frequently seems to be saying that aIl historical phenanena 

follow a predetennined path. Yet, in the full development of his 

philosophy of history r he asserts man' s freedan in history. 

With the idea of princip les Khomiakov links faith, but 

in a subordinate relation. Someti.rnes t.~ey a.re closely cor.nected, 
12 

as with Orthodox Cl1ristianity and the tmity princip le in Russia. 

Sanetimes faith is more separated, or referred to in conjtmction 

wi th other aspects of a principl~. For example, Khomiakov states 

in one essay that the law of social development lies in a society' s 
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origins, and that the law of intellectual development lies in 

the national faith.
13 

Faith is for Khaniakov a conscious and 

willing spiritual inner conviction,14 While a princip le May 

daninate a society wi th beliefs that are much less conscious. 

Normally, but not always, a fai th corresponds to the general 

spiritual and social principle of a society. 

As the following statements show, faith wields great 

historical power. 

And again: 

Faith penneates the Whole being of man 
and all his relations with his neighbours. 
As if by invisible threads and roots it 
envelops and interlaces all his feelings, 
aIl his convictions, and all his endeavours. 
• •• Faith is also a high social princip le, 
for society i tself is nothing but the 
visible manifestation of our inner relation­
ship wi~ other people and our union wi th 
them. 

The fate of a society of ci tizens depends 
on What spiritual law is recognised by its 
members and on how high is the moral sphere fran 
which they take lessons for their own life 
in relation to positive law. 16 

Such statements might pranpt the classifying of Khomiakov 

as a religious detenninist. He might seem to be saying that religion 

always daninates, as econanics ultimately controls all in Marrist 

theory, or else that the principles with which faith is associated 
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inevitably and eternally rule historical phenanena. But examination 

reveals modifications which allow freedan of choice and action 

for man. Furthennore, it will appear that Khomiakov's whole 

philosophy is directed toward what he considers a still greater 

freedan, that of ideal unity. 

There is no real substance to the idea that Khomiakov 

espouses religious detenninism. Faith, a conscious acknowledgment, 

may sanetimes differ from the deeper. less conscious, but more 

important intellectual-spiritual principles that are held by a 

society, and which generally correspond to the principle of the 

social structure. ~lJhen this occurs, these deeper elements can 

overpower conscious faith. For example, the Western mind, influenced 

by the division principle dominating Western society, distorted 
17 

Cllristiani ty • 

Although religion shapes humanity, Khomiakov held, it 
18 

can do so only slowly, over the centuries. Meanwhile, history 

can undergo a mu! ti tude of i ts own deep changes, and can shape 

religion as weIl. The tenor of the people's mind [narodnaia mysl'] 

can stamp gods, as when the Ranan gods quickly lost any true 
19 

similarity with the Greek gods on whan their pantheon was based. 

History can thus change religion in i ts essentials. A country. 

it appears, must be suited to a religion or spiritual principle, 
20 

or it will change it. Early Russian iliristianity provides a 

good example of religion's weakness before history. The material 
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obstacles created by disunity, and the mental barriers of 

ignorance, Khomiakov says, could not he conquered by the new 
21 

illlJlÜ.nating princip le • In this leference, we see not only 

the historica1 conditions prevailing over the acknowledged inner 

conviction, but aIso mate ri al factors closely associated with 

this dominance. Faith and general intellectual-spiritual 

princip les, as weIl as socio-economic principles affect each 

other, and none is inen tably daninant. 

A princip le, the Western religious example shows. 

carries unconscious beliefs that May be stronger th.an consciously 

defined ones. These beHefs, making up a general world-new. 

influence society and history, and are influenced in tum by 

social and historical phenanena. Conscious faith can sucaJDb 

to the greater general principle, even though the latter may he 

unconscious. However, of all the factors active in history, 

fai th is MOSt stressed by Khomiakov. 

A limited detenninism does appear in cœmection with 

the faith or intellectual-spiritual principle displayed by man. 

This is not a general dete!!!'.inism t.~at directs ail histcry alcr.g 

a certain course. Wri ting on Orthodoxy, I<haniakov asserts that 

faith can absolutely compel certain actions. Without the 
22 

manifestation, he says, faith would be only logical knowledge. 

So long as a faith is deeply held. then. it may involve 
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inevitable consequences. The same detenninism is inherent in the 

deeper spiritual-intellectual principles posited by Khomiakov, 

which may shape faith or which may, if faith is strong enough, 

be shaped by it e Any detenninism, however, always depenès on t.~e 

faith or spiritual principle being strongly and finnly held. It 

is thus a detenninism which is detennined by man. Regarding faith, 

man IIUlSt freely choose and securely hold it, and, being man, he 

finds great difficulty in doing so. 

Thus, although a basic, unquestionable, but conditional 

inevitability appears in Khomiakov's philosophy of history, it 

depends on belief, on its strength and duration. In these tenns, 

even faï th is difficul t to hold, as i twill be seen later, and 

deeper general beliefs yet harder to grasp firmly. 

Khamiakov imposes severe conditior~ on any extension 

of detenninisrn into history. In the first place, not only can 

history overpower religion, but it also creates and can change the 

deeper historical princip les • 1 t creates them at the beginnings of 

societies. For example, Khomiakov states that anyone at aIl 

acquainted with the laws of history must recognise that contemporary 

conditions in the West originated as logically inevitable 

consequences of the historica1 situation found at the beginning of 
23 

the Western world. 

In an established and stable society, barring stresses, 

the original principle is likely to remain dominant and strong. 
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Despi te his strong assertion of the influence of origins, KhaniakO'1 

allows for a good deal of change in the principle originally 

dcminating a society. While the law of the relations between 

princip les remains inmultable, new princip les may produce new and 
24 

different phenomenal Such changes are most likely to appear 

through interaction between different principles. 

The interaction of principles may bring about war. 

Indeed, Khaniakov sanetimes seems to view war more as an aspect 

of the struggle of principles than as a distinct state opposed 

to peace. Conversely, the very reaction of war can threaten 

peaceful principles. Thus, early Gennanic tribes, peaceable and 

family-based, through collisions with Rane changed into a people 

based on division, expressed in their extemal, conqueror-conquered 

style of social relations. Khaniakov notes in this cormection that 

a war fought in defence of one' s native land can be wi thout the 
25 

hannful conseEllJences of an tmjust war for conquest. 

Khomiakov treats war as a generator of evil and division, 

and in this treatment he reveals a notable characteristic of his 

thought: a connection between ends and means. "Fatal seeds produce 
26 

fatal fruits ... ". Evil methods will make evil appear ultimately 
27 

in the very good they may have sought. That the Slavs weren' t 

greatly successful in their age-long struggle with the Gennans was 

a blessing in disguise; they might have becane hereditarily 
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28 
branded wi th the stamp of violence. For according to Khaniakov, 

acquired social characteristics can be inherited. 

Peaceful influences aIso are dangerous. In his 1860 

''Message to the Serbians", which sets forth many of bis social 

views, Khaniakov warns the Serbians that what is good for one 

people rnay become an evil and minous princip le when adopted by 

another people. A nation like other li ring creatures has i ts own 

1aws of existence, i ts own order and hannony. A foreign principle, 

however good in i ts birthplace, can becane a principle of disorder 
29 

and discord when introduced into a nation based on different laws. 

Drastic change may also occur even without a clash 

with foreign principles. Within a society based on a division 

princip le , full developnent brings collapse. For this reason, 

Khomiakov hOlds, a realistic historical consciousness will 

seek the cause of a society's collapse not in the immediately 

preceding epoch. as is usually clone, but in the basic princip1e 
30 

moving this society. 

Even the tmity princip le can be threatened fran inside. 

As Khomiakov warns the Serbians, the most noble principles, through 

vague de fini tion or one-s ided developnent, may be corrupted and 
31 

endanger a nation. Without freedan. especially freedan of 
32 

opinion. al! good princip les fade and disappear. 

Al though principles and faiths make history, history 

in tum develops and disposes of principles and faiths. Khaniakov 
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rejects the concept of their imposing a predetermined and 

complete pattern of development on a society. He also rejects the 

idea that man is canpletely helpless before the interplay of 

these greater forces. 

One of Khomiakov's major essays refiecting on history 

is "On Kireevsky' s Article 'About the Otaracter of the European 

Enlightemnent and its Relation to the Russian Enlightenment' ". 

This essay demonstrates Khomiakov's tendency to make statements 

that appear contradictory except in the context of his whole 

historical framework. The whole article seeks to guide Russians 

toward the best path of historical development. The choice is 

within their power. l'lithin the article, however, he states in one 

place that indi viduals can only stimulate, not change, the general 
33 

developrnent of the princip le lying at the root of a society. 

By this statement, it would appear that man collectively makes 

history but carmot change it by his own volition. He appears to 

have responsibility without pOl'ler. 

Remarks made elsewhere by Khomiakov also point to man' s 

helplessness. History can change man's innennost being. Hunan 

organs according to Khaniakov develop as much under historical 
34 

as under mate ri al influences. And the soul i tself can be 

reshaped by history, as happened through the false development of 
35 

O1ristianity in the West. 

But Khomiakov also asserts man's counter-influence on the 
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historical princip les that shape his ends. In the first place, 

the assertion of freedom appears clearly in faith, so closely 

associated wi th princip les and so influential in history. Man must 

choose to recognise a faith, and in doing so he demonstrates 
36 

freeàom. !!Faith is an act of spiritual freeàan •••• !! Man believes 

at his choice. Furthennore, Khomiakov holds, the power of free 

investigation stands behind this freedom of choice. Even if 

God himself moves amant s soul toward conversion, man in 

recognising his voice woul.à:.begin his conversion in "an act 
37 

of free investigation". 

However, his abili ty to best use this freedan depends 

on his degree of reasoning consciousness. Although consciousness 

exists at all levels of activity, only at the highest level does 
38 

i t becane a truly independent clarifying force. This consciousness 

serves not only man but also faith. To be strong and secure in man and 

society, faith needs the free investigation and logical definition 

that reasoning consciousness provides. According to Khomiakov, free 
39 

investigation "constitutes the single fOWldation of true faith". 

Beset by problems and passions. man needs a strong logical defining 
40 

consciousness to strengthen his grip on faith. Speaking of faith 

on this best, most conscious level, Khaniakov often uses the 
41 

tenn "thinking fai th" [smisliashchaia vera]. 

Faith can affect history. In theory, then, the choice 

of faith provides a good method for man to consciously change 

his historical destiny. This is possible but Wllikely. The extent of 
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preconceptions and prejudices among the masses makes such a 

willed change difficult, says Khomiakov in speaking of the 
42 

possibility of the West's conversion. He does not emphasise 

this as a rnethod of changing history. 

In Khorniakov' s opinion, man' s best chance to shape 

history lies in dealing with the more general princip les , in 

their more mal le ab le aspects. Khaniakov' s interpretation of 

the past, and his exhortations in the present, give the greatest 

inq>ortance to change or resistance to change in varied aspects 

of intellectual life, social conditions, and general characteristics 

of a people' s way of life. Khomiakov directs attention to rnatters 

which are widely important, but which often lack concentrated 

support such as a fai th would have. The dominance of a principle 

can be ended by changing those aspects of society which express 

the principle. Without vigilant protection, principles May fade 
43 

away. Leaving faith mostly as ide , Khomiakov stresses the great 

influence of changes in marmers, traditions, law, dress, custans, 

language, etc., rnatters which affect all of society but which 

often have no powerful group or factor behind them to prote ct thern. 

The principle is no superhuman force, but a social and intellectual 

phen~non, dependent on man and wi thin his power to change. But 

this power to be useful depends on his having a good historical 

consciousness. 
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That princip les are so vulnerable when viewed in 

connection with their various widespread manifestations is 

due to lack of consciousness. Princip~s have tended to he less 

consciously perceived and defended than faiths. Without 

conscious definition, a princip le stands on shaky grotmd. Its 

manifestations and its daninance are threatened fran within 

and without. 

A society fu1ly penneated by any one 
feeling or thought can manifest i t 
without full consciousness; but in 
such a case, i tacts as a living and 
whole person. But a society consisting 
of elements which are tmequa1ly or 
weakly penneated by any moral law can' t 
yet manifest it, if consciousness hasn't 
achieved ripeness and definition •••• 
Reasoning force remains almost frui tless , 
if it is not accompanie~4by a clear and 
defining consciousness. 

In consciousness, Khomiakov feels, lies the answer to 

man's weakness and society's instability. Important above all in 

this is historica1 consciousness. With this, man can cliscard the 
45 

false and evil, and achieve the true and good. Analysis of 

historical princip les , Khaniakov feels, will more than any other 
46 

leaming pave the way for future greatness in Russia. This 
47 

leaming will also point the way to love as necessary to tmi ty • 

~{utual love can be part of society' s development and 
4B 

society's final nonn as weIl. The preservation of historical ties 
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is also necessary to the attairunent of tmi ty in society. One must 

guard the tmi ty principle by guarding aU the religious, social, 

national, or individual manifestations of it that the past bas 

bequeathed. By this, it seems wholen~ss is kept between past 

and present. In thus choosing and holding mU ty, man is free: 

On its surface, Khomiakov's historical framework sounds 

detenninistic. In reality, it shows a great deal of historical 

uncertainty, and a certain amount of hunan freedœn. The various 

elements scattered throughout his work do present a coherent 

picture of the historical process when they are pieced together. 

One can reconcile his more extreme detenninist statements with 

his more extrere assertions of uncertainty and freedan. It is 

necessary to remember that although principles always motivate 

his tory , the daninance of one principle can be changed by the 

inwTVention of another. A certain detenninism daes exist, but 

i t depends on man' s holding to his beliefs. However, Khaniakov 

notes that man is such a weak plaything of his passions that he 
49 

never reaches a secure spiri tuaI hannony. A detenninism that 

depends on man is as weak as he is. 

Al though, through consciousness, man gains influence 

over history, he can never banish the two basic principles of 

uni ty and division. Even if he had canplete and perfect historical 

consciousness, he could do no more than choose one or the other, 
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or sane canbination of the two. The two basic princip les express 

themse1ves, c1ear1y or obscure1y, in pure or mixed fonn, in 
50 

everything. 

One can free1y choose the princip1e of tmity, through 

choosing a faith which expresses the principle of who1eness, 

or through conscious acknow1edgment of the very princip1e. Those 

who choose it must live according to the princip1e by having a 

who1e relation with each other in society. The ideal unity that 

Khomiakov wishes for society, the goal to which he hopes a society 

mainly daninated by the unity princip le in history may proceed, is the 

same tmi ty that exists in what he ho1ds forth as the true conception 

of Cllristianity and the Church. This ideal tmity invo1ves love, 

and brL~s man his greatest freedom. 

To free1y enter tmity is an act of love. God suggests 
51 

mutual love to man, but on1y man can give it. It is a "free and 
52 

intelligent love" that must bind a united society. Keeping a 

faith that stresses unity based on love preserves the unity which 

society needs. This faith is above al1 Ol',:"istianity. Unity based 

on love is the essence of the Cllristian Church; the ''moral 1aw of 
53 

mutua1 love" is its one true f01mdation. 

To gain unity, men should willingly love each other, 

wi11ing1y love the princip1e of unity, a princip1e which àemands 

mutua1 love, and wi11ing1y love what manifests this princip1e. 

There cannot be real tmity without love; any spiritual princip le 
54 

not penneated by love shows division and exc1usiveness. When 
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Khaniakov speaks of ideal uni ty, love must be understood as an 

element of it. Although the Orthodox lliristian Oturch in its 

tr.le ccnc...aption best Tl'.anifests it, this unity in love between men 

is Khaniakov' s ideal for all society, without regard to faith. 

Iàeal uni ty: s necessary implication of love has been 

mentioned at such length because Khomiakov' s tenninology has 

caused much confusion. It is not necessary to keep saying "unity, 

love, and freedan", for Khaniakov's "unity" means, in its ideal 

fom, aIl three. Not realising that a basic princip le implies 

many manifestations, sane have given to the derivations of a 

principle the importance of the princip le itself. For ex~le, 

Olristoff feels canpelled ta keep listing rationalism, fonnalism, 
55 

legalism, and individualism as the basic faults of the West, 

although for Khomiakov these are only manifestations of the 

basic Western principle of division. 

Unity, if true and canplete, also implies freedan. This is 

the ultimate freedOOl toward which Khomiakov's thought aims. It means 

more than rational freedom of choice, where. man is bound ta make 

his decisions taking into accoun.t external circumstances. In ideal 

uni ty, there is no externali ty. Man is united by willing love ta 

others as to willing love itself. As long as he subscribes ta the 

love-including prlnciple of unity, he is free to act as he wishes. 
56 

He cannot act wrongly or falsely, for love is the highest moral 

law. He thus gets moral freedan as weIl as freedom fram rational 
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extemality. Unity in its ideal form necessarily implies love and 
57 

freedam; rejecting unity means rejecting freedam. 

Unity manifests a multitude of blessings, such as 

cultural development, mental ability, strength in war and peace, 

etc. For Khomiakov, practically everything good is a manifestation 

of tmity, and everything bad a manifestation of division. 

The princip le of unity in history has one great weakness. 
58 

It is so full and many-sided that man finds it hard to grasp. 

Not having a finn and defined consciousness of a principle, man 

may under stress fail to hold it firmly. 

However, provided a society can retain a dominating 

unity in its life, the advantage lies with it. Real force exists 
59 

only where love and freedom are. Khaniakov does not mean that 

canplete and total tm.i ty is required for strength; such ideal 

unity is attainable only in the Oturch, and remains a far-off 

ideal for s~iety. But the society which has gone farthest in that 

direction, i.e. which has more of the elements of unity, love, and 

freedom, as shawn by class relations, peaceabili ty, and such 

qualities, is t.~e stronger society. For KhOIl'.ia.1cov J this explai.1'lS 

why the Olristian states have spread 50 in the world. And among the 

Olristian states, he claims, those that grow largest are those which 
.. 60 

best keep the Christian law. Fina1ly, while societies based on 
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division collapse wi th full development, those built on Olristian 

unity simply keep growing stronger to their fullest possible 
61 

manifestation. 

Before i t can achieve such success, a society needs 

As noted above, this condi tional aspect mi tigates any detenninism. 

It provides a sort of reciprocal relation, one might even say an 

inseparable wholeness, between freedan and detenninism. Khaniakov' s 

view that principles a1ways daninate, but that any one princip le 

can be superseded by another, also shows that his philosophy of 
62 

history is basically non-deterministic. 

Unity in a· society requîres love between its members, love 

of the past which made it, and love of the ties with this pasto 

The conscious mind, asserts Khomiakov, must be linked by loving 

fai th to the force of life and creation inherent in the whole 
63 

body and past of a society. To belong to a people, one must wi th 

conscious and rational will love the laws, moral and spiritual, 
64 

which have taken shape through the people's historica1 development. 

Members of a whole society must not only love eaCh other and love 

uni ty, or a fai th expressing uni ty, but also love the historica1 

life of the society and the princip le i t expresses. To gain 

wholeness in the present, society needs wholeness between past and 

present. 
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Khomiakov says less about the division princip le than 

about bis favourite principle of unity. As the other basic 

princip le in history, division constantly opposes unity. Division 

irnplies externality, and has many general manifestations: necessity, 

force, one-sided rationalism, and a multitude of particul.ar evils. 

Division has one strong point: less rnany-sided than 

unity, it more easily lends itself to conscious definition. A 

society may even achieve a temporary superficial uni ty in holding 

a division principle. Until it reaches full developrnent, a division­

based society can appear perfectly healthy. Conditional and rational, 

i t can develop more quickly than one based on the ''whole, all-sided 
65 

principle". 

This health remains superficial. Division can never 

produce the great manifestations that unit y can. For example, the 

division daninating the West severely sttmted the development of 
66 

true folk art. "One-sided faith in logica1 knowledge", a 
67 

characteristic of division in society, "deadens true reason •••• " 

High moral and spiritual development is a general social property, 

not an indi vi dual one, and i t can exist only in societies of social 
68 

and spiritual uni ty • The idea that division is inevi table, or 

that struggle shows society' s vigor, is wrong. The real resolution 
69 

of division is death. When a society based on division reaches its 

full development, it collapses, its lack of wholeness finally 
70 

exposing itself. 
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Division's relation to historical ties is opposite to 

that of tmi ty. For Khomiakov, rejection of historical continuity 

usua1ly approximates rejection of tmity, and vice versa. 

The tmi ty princip le , properly held to, will prevail 

over division. In addition, unity can reconcile other principles. 

Divisive princip les in a society can be brought to hannony only 

wi thin the higher, fuller p rincip le • This law, Khaniakov asserts. 
71 

"is witnessed by history in aIl its periods". 

For Khomiakov. new consciousness and leaming, es~cially 

historical learning and in particular his own, could speed the 

final triunph of a whole society. in which 

Each pri vate person, no matter how high or 
low his rank, how hunble or brilliant his 
abilities, feels that by the single moral 
worth of his life he made a significant 
contribution to the general treasure-
house, and that, on the other hand, no 
matter how much he gi ves, he always recei ves 
fram it , hundred-fold more than he is able 
to give. 2 
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œAPTER TWO 

KHCMIAKOV' S INfERPRETATION OF RlJSSIAN HISTORY 

Khomiakov's general historical views are usually 

fotmd in conjtmction with bis treatment of particular 

problems in Russian history. Probably this indicates that 

bis philosophy of history developed in coIUlection with his 

interest in his COtmtry's past. The question of Russia's 

bistorica1 nature was of central importance in the Slavophile­

Westerner dispute, and Khomiakov' s interpretatian of Russian 

history will show how his general views worked in application 

to a much-debated and crucial historical problem. 

Khaniakov' s stress on tmi ty in history is straight­

forward and strong in his writings on Russia's past. He feels 

that he shows the princip le of unity to be the principle of 
l 

Russia. Understanding of history would help Russia to adhere 

to her proper principle, and to present this principle to the 

world. 

Unity's slow triunph in Russian history canprised 

first the gaining of a certain degree of spiritual, Cllristian 

tmi ty. followed by the tmification of the state, and finally. 

after the Time of Troubles, by a coalescing of all that had been 

gained separately. 
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In the original stage, tmity of language by itself was 

fruitless in producing unit y • Nor did the Varangians provide tmity. 

The Varangian federation, Khomiakov states, joined ~~e tO't.T.5 

together only as a guard force. They were war"captains, not princes, 
2 

and in their time the towns were still independent. 

Russia' s basic social conditions, however, contained 

sufficient tmi ty to allow the early acceptance of O1ristiani ty 

by the people, and to enable its preservation in its true fom 

of Orthodoxy as defined by the Byzantines. Khomiakov makes i t 

clear that historical social factors allowed this acceptance of 

the spiritual tmity principle contained in Olristianity. The strength 

of family ties, the tmSpoiled individualism, the ancient customs 

of Russian life, the absence of any stain of conquest, the presence 

to an extent of the law of justice and mutual love, and, above all, 

the commtmal princip le present in early Russian social and econanic 
3 

life allowed the adoption of the new faith. Unity fostered 

Christiani ty • 

And Christianity in tum fostered unit y • Without 

Christiani ty. Khomiakov asserts. the tmi ty princip le wou Id have had 
4 

little chance to express itself; ''with Olristianity began the 
5 

development of Russian life". Although rnost villages took <llristiani ty 

without a clear understanding of it. their already gentle mores and 
6 

family-cammmal way of life were to an extent penneated by it. 

Khomiakov gives Christianity and the Church l1U1ch of the credit for 
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creating the tmity of the Russian land, but only over a period 

and in canbination wi th other factors. 

Cllristianity met great problems. The social wholeness 

and hannony necessary for i ts full and rapid development was not 

present in sufficient degree. Russia's lack of natural frontiers, 

leaving her open to hostile neighbours, worked against any 
7 

attainment of peaceful uni ty in society. Regional separations, too, 

\'lOrked against the unity of Russia, as did the freedoms enjoyed 
8 

by tht:! towns. 

The most basic obstacle appears to have been the rudeness 

and lack of defining consciousness associated wi th the material 

obstacles in early Russian society • 

••• The ve~ enlighteninî princi~ its 
own â1l-S1 driess and tu iness d 
for 1tS dëveiopment an Lnner w~oieness 1n 
soc1eg. Wh1dî was lackirig, and ••• 1t 
couian t g1ve that Wholeness by peacefUl 
gathS because of the un-fûll concept1on of 

rthôdoxy 1n a s1~f1cant part o~the 
tiirsons CmOS1ng e RûSs1an people, and 

e 1nsûf~1encr of def1n1ny consc1ousness 
1n al1.~ [EriiPfias1S Rhœu.âkov s.] 

As Khomiakov says, wi thout Cllristiani ty Russia could not 

have raised herself, but i t was not Christianity alone that raised 
10 

her. Social and political unification progressed by less 

exalted means. Since in their spiritual condition the independent 

districts allowed no secure and peaceful tmi ty, says Khomiakov, "the 
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Il 
appanages had to fall". The regions might want freedan, but 

reason demanded tmity. The main instI'lJl1ents in obtaining it were 

the P",;",,,,os .;,..;,.,;..,,.,. +hO rlis+"';...+e hy +hO;,.. .c--..;,y +he d-u .. hi'rl~ ......... -..... J J"'~ ....... ~............ .....a. ........... ~ LI "",,,.&...,~.a. .C;U.l~.L 'W '" IM. ____ , 

12 
and the priesthood. Khomiakov admits that the Rurikides tore 

Russia apart while unifying it, but in the process, he asserts, 

the higher aspiration of tmity won over division. Important in 

this triumph were the new towns, which lacked the tradition of 

local independence and egoism. But the Tatars rea1ly resolved the 

quarrel between tmity and local division. Destroying what they 

touched in their wanderings, they unwittingly helped create one 

great and whole Russia, by bringing hurut:: to the people the great 
13 

need of uni ty for protection. Thus, in Khomiakov' 5 view, 

Rurikidean riot, Tatar terror, and the 1055 of independence by towns 

and principalities all contributed to the worthy cause of state 

unification. 

The struggle between tmi ty and di vision was long and 

disastrous. According to Khaniakov, both sides were equally strong, 

and they had "almost" equa1ly legitimate demands. The end1ess civil 

wars, he asserts, were only the visible aspect of the deeper 
14 

struggle between the two principles. 

Dealing with the mechanics of unification, Khaniakov 

says that northem Russia tmited tmder the Rurikides by the general 

will, but middle and southem Russia were brought into the union 
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tmWi11 ing1y • Khomiakov stresses the druzhina as a tmifying agent 

in this forced marriage. He speaks of i t as one, wi th different 

bran~es. It moved with princes fran city to city when the rule 

of succession ordered them e1sewhere, or wandered independent1y fran 

prince to prince, considering this a right. Khaniakov suspects 

that the druzhina members were most1y foreigners. Whether or not 

this was true, he says, the druzhina was, in its basic position 

and significance in society, foreign to the land and founded on 

different princip1es than the native way of 1ife. When extema1 

attacks forœd the prince1y druzhina members into the center of 

the land, they became a strong anny for the ruling prince. The 

druzhina was high1y instrumental in the victor; vver regiona1 egoism 
15 

and the rise of the Moscow princes. 

In historica1 theory, Khomiakov opposes any justification 

of means by ends. In his treatment of Russian unification, however t 

this idea sometimes goes by the board. It seems almost that the 

more virtuous side 10ses. With living roots in the past, social 

who1eness. spiritual wannth, and cultural richness, the regional 

e1ements present a more attractive picture than the druzhina and 

the other groups working for tmi ty. The latter 1eaned more to dead 
16 

rationa1ism and fonnalism, not to mention violence. 

The Rurikidean and Tatar destruction. the rise of 1ess­

free towns. the 10ss of appanage rights, and the force used by 
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the druzhina 1eft a hannful legacy to the state they unified. 

The aspiration to unit y was legitimate, Khaniakov says, but the 

means used introduced much distortion into Russian life. With 

passive du1lness stamping the ccnquered, and priàe and abuse 

becaning strong tendencies arnong the victors, di vision was recurring 
17 

in the 1ife of Russian. society. As tsardan grew in power, signs 

of the purer farnily-conmuma1 condition decayed. Vieche, "thousands" 

and town freedoms declined. People began to live alongside 

rather than wi th each other. Moral goodness in Russia remained 

more as fom than as content. Above all these evils was the fastening 

of the people to the land, w!'I..ich Khaniakov sometimes refers to as 
18 

their enslavement. 

Important in this dec1ine in the Russian way of life 

were the developmant of aristocracy and mestnichestvo. The lm­

Russian druzhina was responsible for this. In contrast to ''the 

allodial [sic] druzhina of the West!: which created feudalism, 

the druzhina of Rus' formed itself into the unprecedented 

mestnichestvo system. Its beginnings were in the serving ranks and 

in the family 1adder. Both fOlDldations, Khomiakov states, were 

simi1ar1y foreign to the general 1ife of the land, and the seniori ty 

system of the cities was a separate matter. Ivan the Fourth ended 

any pretensions of the druzhina to independence, but druzhina and 

mestnichestvo fonnalism left traces. They deadened general 1ife, 

introducing foreign princip les and the seeds of petrification and 
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eleath, and weakening Russia before her enemies. They were hannful in 

their elevelopment, their fullness, and their fall, hinelering Russia's 
19 

cultural development and the elevelopment of Olristianity. 

In the methods they used and the consequences they left, 

the agents of unification damaged Russian life. AlI this is 

justified for Khomiakov by the need of unity. He applauds the 

development of the Russian state with a full consciousness of the 

abuses canmi tted in the process, and of the paradox that 'the 

agents working for uni ty proceeded wi th di visi ve means. Unification 

seems to absolve all evils for those working for it._I~ess pf.:;·. 

the morali ty of the princes, Khomiakov asserts, their aim was 

legitimate, for it involved the rescue of Russia fram foreign 
20 

dangers threatening her. In addition, Khomiakov gathers up sorne 

other justifications. 

The aspiration [to unity] I have named the 
higher; and I named it so not only because 
external peace is a great thing and a 
condi tion of prosperi ty; and not because, 
to me, as a Russian, it is happy to look on 
the material greatness of my native land and 
consider that other peoples can fear and 
envy her: no. I say this because a great 
state more than others presents to the 
soul the realisation of that high and 
hitherto inaccessible aim of peace and 
good will among men, to which we are called; 
because the emotional union wi th millions J 

when it is realised, lifts the soul of man 
higher than even the closest tie among 
some thousands; because a visible and cease­
less animosity always roams around the 
close borelers of a little society, and the 
removal of this ennobles and pacifies the 
heart; and because, finally, by the secret 
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(but, perhaps, intelligible) sympathy 
between the spirit of man and the extent 
of society, the very greatness of mind fld 
thought belongs only to great peoples. 2 

Thus, Russia' s forcible unification struck a blow not 

only for Christian peace and good will, prosperity, and security, 

but for intellectual development and emotional satisfaction. 

Whatever the merits of this justification, Khomiakov's view of 

this period invalidates the charge that he idealised pre-Petrine 

Russia. To Ivan Kireevsky' s picture of a fonner ideal Russia 

corrupted by fonnalism, Khomiakov replies that the ide al Russia 

never existed. No nation merits such praises as Kireevsky: lavishes 

on old Rus', let alone a land darkened by the bloody quarrels of 

princes, and by deeds such as blinding princely heirs and hiring 
22 

pagan hordes to fight Russians. 

The dark and bloody picture Khomiakov paints hardly 

co.nfonns to the opinion that he saw pre-Petrine Russia as the 
23 

land of "spontaneity, freedan, and brotherly love". The fourth 

stanza of his poem "To Russia" better displays Khaniakov' s 

particu1ar type of love for Russia: 

Smeared with dark injustice in the law courts. 
And branded with the mark of slavery; 
Full of godless flattery, fouI lies, 
Of deadly apathy and vice, 
And every other known depravi ty 1 

llnworthy of your calling, 24 
You are the chosen nonetheless! ••• 
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AIso false is the opinion that Khaniakov postulated an 
2S 

":immutab1e national spirit". Describing Christianity' s effect on 

Russian roores, Khomiakov points to many Russian characteristics 

that the new faith encouraged, inc1uding humi.lity, kindness, 

strength of spirit, patience, capacity for self-sacrifice, justice 

in genera1 judgment, strong fami1y ties, and loyalty to tradition. 

Others would do well to imi tate these quali ties, but he questions 

whether it is possible to imitate what is the "consequence of a 
26 

whole historical deve1opment". The Russian character J however 

great and however forttmate in the circumstances which deve10ped 

it, is not immutab1e. History shaped it. Khaniakov's statement that 

"a Slav cannot be a complete Slav outside Orthodoxy" aIso shows 

attention to conditions of deve10pment rather than to an overriding 
27 

racialisrn. 

Khomiakov' s portrait of Russia' s past depicts a good deal 

of division. He describes Russian history as full of b100d and 

corruption. He admits that the local e1ements opposed to Russian 

unification disp1ayed better qua1ities than those fighting for it. 

He refers to the aspirations toward unification and toward local 

isolation as almost equa11y strong. Such situations make it 

difficu1t for Khaniakov to support his view that Russia's history 

revealed unity to be her basic princip1e. He is forced to make 

numerous minor qualifications, such as his statement that the druzhina 
28 

was large1y foreign in membership and canp1ete1y so in conception. 

The basic answer on which he relies, however J is that division 
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was never acknowledged as a legitimate principle, through a 

division-based faith or othelWise. It was never supported by 

conscious acknowledgment and logical definition, as it was in 

the \'lest's spiritual and intellectual history. Division was a 

consequence of chance and misunderstanding for Russia. Only "the 

princip le of wholeness and unity" held indisputable right among 
29 

the Russian people. Though many faults appeared in Russia, 

they were never accepted as right and good. If the law of 

mutual love did not always perfectly penneate social relations, 

still the people acknowledged no other law. No ideas of truth 

or justice contrary to O1ristian love ever gained support in the 
30 

Russian land. His contention that Russia never freely acknowledged 

a different principle is the key point on Wich Khomiakov relies. 

He feels that this, more than the camrune or any other social 

phenomenon, indicates that division in Russia was "accidental", 

the unity princip le ''basic''. 

The greatest triumph for the unity princip le followed 

the Time of Troubles. 

In the history of ou!" Rus' the idea of unity 
always lay as the foundation stone of all 
social ideas; but there long took place a 
struggle of the small camnmes with the 
idea of a great camn.me. Finally, the idea 
of a great camnune tritlllphed, after the 
bloody confusion, by the anning of all 
Russia for Moscow, and the choice of a tsar -
YOtmg Michael. Then it came out that unity, 
seeming the consequence of historical chance 
under the Rurikide 9F' was really the work 
of the Russian land. 
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But even this blessed event, taken by Khaniakov as 

the final creation of Russia, failed to end her problems. And 

new ones joined them. The restricting influence of local C'..!Stœ.5 

and traditions at the time, Khaniakov achni ts, was hindering 

Russia's development. A move toward more dynamic freedan of action 

was justified. Unfortunately, this cause was taken up by Peter. 

The strong-willed genius led the trend to triumph, and in the 

manner and completeness of that triumph was tragedy. 

One-sided development of the individual 
mind which has rej ected the history and 
traditions of society - that is Whiggism 
••• - in any country. ••• Whiggism ••• turned 
into a protest against the very essence of 
the people's life; it abjured the Russian 
principle and broke away fran i t. Impotent, 
as aIl outcasts must be ••• it was can­
pelled to cleave to another historical 
movement, the powerful intellectual 
movement of the W~st, whose disciple and 
slave it became. 3 

When the leaders chose a different principle fran that 

of the people, division thrust into society, and into society's 

relation wi th i ts history. The split in Russia sttmted her 

development. 

Khaniakov did not idealise pre-Petrine Russia, and 

neither did he blame only Pete"r the Great for the modem d"TI.sions. 

Khaniakov mentions the good aspects of Peter' 5 refonns. and absolves 

him of the guilt for many evil developments. Servitude had existed 

as a pennanent sore, though not yet lega1ly strong, before Peter's 

time, and 50 did aristocracy. According to Khaniakov, the Eastern 
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bishops, not the emperor, established the Russian patriarchate and 
33 

then displaced i t wi th the Synode The development of material 

forces, t.~e destl"'..lction of lacé! 1 rig.l],ts, t.l],e repression of 

cœmunal life, the submission of indi vi dual thought to the state 

and the concentration of state thought in the ruler' s person all 
34 

preceded Peter. Peter struck like "a terrible and beneficial 

stonn" at court corruption, pride among the boyars, and love of 
3S 

power among the priests. Furthennore, he represented a general 

trend of thought. His fault was in his efficiency. 

Khaniakov viewed Peter as a remarkable ruler who 

influenced history, but not one who single-handedly changed 

Russia' s direction. Princip les , not persans, daninated Russia' s 

history. The rise of autocracy was the rise of Russia. In this, 

however, not the indi vi dual autocrats but the who le process and 

the whole system were what counted. 

Khaniakov trod gingerly regarding the whole question 

of autocracy in. Russia 's present and future. He avoided any 

definite treatment of the problem. This rnay have been because 

he preferred to emphasise the social world over the political, 

or i t may have been because of his \measY relationship wi th the 

censor. He did not really carry his depiction of Russian history 

beyond Peter, except in the most general tenns. In the pre-Petrine 

period, he awarded the autocracy a favourable judgment despite its 

faults. He seems to have felt it to have been a necessary evil in 
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Russia's past. In his own time, Khaniakov felt that the state 

which rose through autocracy still upheld the great and Christian 

pr~"lciple of U!'i ty better than any other COlD1try. Sorne l"eJ11élrks 

indicate his attitude to have been one of loyal support. Yet 

he called for many freedans, especially freedœn ûf expression, 

which the autocracy prohibited. Only a fe"~ remarks indicate in 

what direction he thought the system of Russian government 

should progress as society moved toward lD1i ty • 

l t is significant that Khomiakov virtually identifies 

the state with force, a mark of division in society. Referring to 

the Teutonic lands, he states that collisions with Roue brought a 

"wild way of life, the predominance of force, the druzhina 
36 

structure" - everything astate needs to build itself. Violence 

created the state in Russia as weIl. rreedom suffered as the 

Russian state grew. With Peter the Great a canplete separation 

of govemnent frorn the people' s will ensued. This could be a 

benefit, Khomiakov asserts. External, material rule could go 

freely on its way, while the peaceful consciousness of the people' s 

soul could deve lep free fran ternporary interests and frou dry, 
37 

practical rationali ty • Khomiakov calls for the j oining of a 
38 

good regional life with the sense of a moral, Olristian state, 

but he does not urge cormnon invol vement in state action. An 1859 

speech outlines his attitude. 

The life of the state is primarily prac­
tical, constantly disturbed and al tered •••• 
Its"nature ••• contains in itself a 
preponderance of conditionality, materialit}r, 
and coercion. Social life, on the contrary, 
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is a life of thought. social self­
education, free consultation •••• 
The demands of the present, the 
contemporary, the daily, canprise 
e~Ferythinv ·w~~-~ ~~~~-gs .~ +hO • ...~ .11.1.\ .. .11 LJÇ.1.VU ,"v ,.uv 

state while the sphere of social 
activity consists almost entirely 
of a movement fOIWard, of growth, 
of a look into the future •••• 
The constant and the lasting easily 
gi ve way ta enthusiasm for the 
temporary and the accidentaI. 
Therefore social activity could 
hard1y preserve its purity if it 
coinci~d wi th the center of the 
state. 

In accordance wi th such views, Khomiakov wishes 

education ta be as far as possible entrusted ta the general 
40 41 

public, and court judgments to the commme. He opposes any 

separation in authoritt between laity and clergy in the Russian 
42 

Orthodox Olurch. 

Except for the COl1'llIlt.nle, Khomiakov says little about 

specific political and econanic institutions or about 

problems of government. Authors generally attribute ta him views 

similar ta those of the other Slavophiles on government. He seems 

to find ideal the government which least involves the people in its 

activities. "Centralisation is always ruinous for the free development 
43 

of life in aIl its aspects •••• " Khomiakov stresses freedom from 

force, not freedan of action. 

Khaniakov justifies the fonnation of the Russian state 

in large part for the protection it provided. In general he seems 
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to wish the government restricted to a peripheral, protective 

rûle. Healt..~ ~,d progress should stem from the unit y princip le 

penneating society, through Orthodoxy, the cammme, and whatever 

other means offer themselves. The government will be influeneed 

by the general enviromnent, and act accordingly. Freedan, especially 

freedan of expression, is essential for the people. When the people's 
44 

voiee is silent, the government becomes blind and self-destructive. 

Khamiakov foresees a great future role for his favourite 

social institution, the comnnme. It, not the government, is Russia's 

great civic institution. Khaniakov opposes any active social role 

for the Cl1urch, which should restrict itself to matters of faith. 

But from the canmune he feels there might spring a whole new 
45 

ci vic order. Whether he expects the government to disappear 

with unity's future triumph in Russia, Khaniakov, pemaps with one 

eye on the eensors, does not say. 

Avoiding the problem of autocracy, Khaniakov aIso 

amits treatment of specific reigns or events in Russia's modern 

periode After Peter, he depicts Russia as essentially one vast 

split. This static picture forms his whole historical interpretation 

of the modern period in Russia. 

The epoch Peter characterised, said Khomiakov, introdueed 

the greatest division yet into Russia. The new pOW'er Russia developed 

brought pride, and this by itself distorted the Russian way of 
46 

life. But most important, a rupture opened between the national 

life and the national enlightemnent, darnaging both. The life of the 
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47 
majority became dull and passive, for the new learning that 

came to Russia in Peter' s wake was eut off fram the life of the 

people. This learnL'"1g was eut off from its historical Western 
48 

roots as weIl. Without roots in life, learning could not flourish. 

It cOuld, in Russia, only feed parasitica1ly on the West. Limited 

to the upper classes, the new learning divided Russia more and 

more into wo parts. Both scientific and instinctive knowledge of 
49 

Russia declined among the educated. A deadly imitation 

flourished in higher society and in government. Meanwhile, eut 

off from learning and dynamic mental activity, the people withdrew 

into a plasma-like masSe The development of a real Russian 

enlightemnent, drawn fram the whole land, was impossible. Society 

was split in the present, and the present had split frClll the 

past. Neither learning nor life could thrive tmder such conditions 
50 

of division. 

If aIl had adopted the new enlightenment, Russia would 

have been completely eut off fram her historical life. Fortunately, 

an obscure feeling of danger made the cammon people reject the 

new princip les • Khomiakov regards the masses as the bearers of 

Russ ia' s true princip le and the source of her future greatness. 

Their life is Russia's life. 

Our life is whole and strong. It was 
preserved for us ••• by that much-suffering 
Rus' which never took i..'!to itself our 
poor half-enlightemnent. We can restore this 
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life in ourse Ives : it takes only to 
love it with a sincere love. Reason and 
learning are bringing us to a clear 
consciousness of the unavoidability l 
cf t~is inteT.P~l tTan~formation~~~~S 

Learning and love would bring about tmion between 

classes, between learning and life, etc., and speed the progress 

toward a tmi ted society. l'Jhen the educated class retmi ted wi th 

the people andwith the princip le that was expressed in the 

people's institutions and in their way of life, triumph would 

follow. 

There is no doubt that the Russian popular 
element will grow and will bring in aIl 
i ts outgrowths of knowledge and h1.JIlan 
activity a huge contribution, by which most 
previous shortcanings will be filled out. 
There is no doubt that the high principle 
of tmi ty, which lies as the fotmdation of 
aIl our thought and all our national force, 
will triumph ~ver our mental and dames tic 
divergences. S 

Khamiakov claimed the few good cultural accomplishments 

appearing in Russia as manifestations of her basic tmity principle, 

not of the presently divided environment. They merely foreshadowed 

the great achievments that would be possible when Russia more 

clos~ly adhered to her basic princip le. 

Khamiakov' s interpretation of Russian history cannot 

be fully appreciated without a sketch of bis contrasting picture 

of the West. Russia and the West were inextricab~ tied together 
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in the Slavophile-Westerner dispute and in Khomiakov's response to 

it. The West's faulty historical principle, he felt, made it 

evident that the future belonged to Russia. She should follow her 

own nature, guided by tmderstanding of her own historical principle, 

and avoid the disaster whiCl~ û~e divi.siûn p.l.~.ilciple was bl"L'"lgL'"lg 

to the West. 

The West' s princip le , Khaniakov said, is division. 

Russia's is unity. Russia's is the greatest. She can never 

stibordinate herself to the Western principle. It is alien to her 

past and nature. Those who seek to bring in not just knowledge 

but the whole system of enlightenment from the West are trying 
53 

in vain to oppose the realities of the situation. 

Western history expressed a double duali ty, in popular 

life and in spiritual conceptions. Gemany distorted the comnnmal 

princip le • Her own society was originally a pe ace ab le , family-

based one, but collisions wi th Rome bred warlike ways and a 

conqueror-conquered division in society. Rome distorted the spiritual 

princip le of unit y • The Roman tendency to surface rationality, to 

externality, to juridical difinition, were strong enough to corrupt 
54 

Western Christianity. The two types of distortion remained 

characteristic of the West in general. 

Already before the Schism theologi<:al differences 

reflected the different mentalities of East and West. This extended 

to the various he!esies appearing in early Christianity. Western 



- 71 -

heresies dealt with rights and laws, Eastern ones with questions 
55 

of the essence of God and man. Not just a papal decision, but 

the nature of the whole Roman world, was responsible for the final 
56 

split. .As in Russia, the prevailing historica1 conditions 

dictated the fate of Olristianity. The schism that the conditions 

produced marked, in Khomiakov' s view, t.~e end of true Olristianity 

in the West. 

Along wi th the deadening division introduced into 

Russia in~Peter's epoch, this "Western schism"draws Khomiakov's 

highest wrath. The Olurch until the schism had remained one and 

whole. The councils decided theological questions and the whole 

Church accepted or rejected their definitions, according to their 

agreement wi th the fai th and traditions held by the great body 

of Cl1ristians. Then the West appropriated the right to decide 

ecumenical questions, to change what was entrusted to the Olurch 

in its totali ty. They insserted the filioque in the creed without 

even warning the East, much less taking counsel. In doing so, they 

served notice that Eastern opinions were insignificant regarding 

matters of faith and doctrine. Papal infallib i lit y did not yet 

officially exist, Khamiakov notes; it was Raman egoism that 
57 

consecrated this action. 

The Western Olristian, fonnerly a participant in 

Olurch decisions, now became the subject of external authority. 

He and the Olurch ceased to be one. The internal tie was broken. 

External law, which is merely rational, replaced the moral, living 
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1aw that embraces the who le being of man. 

59 
The schism ended true Church 1ife for the West. 

Western Olristianity began to align itse1f with the prevai1ing 

social and inte11ectua1 princip le of division. The deifying of 

politica1 society was 50 tied with the Ranan mind that the 

church* soon became 1ike astate. Unity by force marked it, 

together wi th characteristic aspects such as the one ruling 

language, the Crusades, the Inquisition, the monastic knights, 

and the Jesuits. 

The church in its turn strengthened Western division. 

Its external history, says Khaniakov, defined the deve10pment of 

society, of the private way of life, and of politica1 and theo-

10gica1 1eaming. Slow1y but sure1y it recreated man's thought 

and soul in the West, forcing him into the rational, one-sided 
60 

mo1d. The deve10pment of 1aw, of scho1asticism, even of 
61 

architecture expressed this in their characteristics. 

The appearance of Protestantism brought no rea1 change 

to Western Christiani ty. In an ambivalent way, Khomiakov prefers 

Protestantism to Catho1icism. It voiced a healthy protest 

against sœne glaring faults of the Ranan Catholic church. At the 

same time, Khomiakov places what he defines as Protestantism 

at the very root of the sinful schism and at the base of 

Catholicism. Mlen the West assuned the right to decide questions 

of dogma, it was 1egitimising the cardinal characteristic of 

* After the schism, Khomiakov reserves the capital C for the Eastern 
Church. . 
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Protestantism - freedan of investigation which is "tom frou 

the living tradition of unity fotmded on mutual love". The 

Protestant faiû'ls showed or&!y t,~e gr~'t"l 3."ld prcgressi \"e re\relation 

of the rationalism, and the faith in rationalsim, hidden in 
62 

Catholicism. 

The criIœ of Protestantism, like that of the Russian 

"Whiggism" of Peter' s period, invol ves the denial of historica1 

continui ty. Olristian truth must be preserved, Khomiakov asserts, 

by preserving the Scriptures, which he calls written tradition, 

and preserving tradition, which he calls living Scripture. The 

denial of this historica1 elernent constitutes that Protestantism 

which appeared in the schism and destroyed Western Christianity. 

tmity. 

Protestantism means the assertion of 
doubt in existing dogma; in other words, 
the denial of dogw~ as Iivins tradition; 
more briefly: of the Church. 3 

As usual, to reject the legacy of history means to reject 

\\'hen Protestantism took over the prevailing one-sidedness 

of thought fran the Catholics, it further developed the confusion 

of juridical and spiritual ideas. This led finally to the creation 

of Iaws for the ldlole spiritual worid. This developnent culminated 
64 

in Hegelianism. 

At the peak of faith in external rationalism, the 

crown.ing accanpIis1uœnt showed rationalism' s Iimi ts. Hegel' s 
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conclusion was the logical conclusion of the Western rationalist 

trend: the assertion that the subjective concept was a fundamental 

force, a source of reality. This u~timate staternent made it clear 

that the whole Western development was an error. Hegel had 

added the "last stone" which completed and toppled the edifice 

of Western rationalisme The present Western crisis lay not in 

class or national or other clashes of interest, but in the final 

loss of a spiritual base. The thought which toppled the Western 
65 

religions now was tuming against i tself. 

Division in society and spirit had brought the 

contemporary West to near lifelessness. Only England fares 

relatively well in Khaniakov's estimation, especia1ly in comparison 

with France and Gennany. In these cOtmtries, "society created by 

history has been detached from it as caput morttnll1l". They have 

no organic historical continuity, Khomiakov complains, no wholeness 
66 

with a common living principle. 

Still, Khaniakov respected and admired much in the 

West. In a poem, he caUs it the "land of holy wonders". The West 

was created fran living activityj its institutions had been 
67 

developed in answer to its own questions. Social duality and one-

sided spiri tuaI principles had now produced a mood of general 

rejection among Western peoples. But her past exertions had greatly 

bene fi tted hunan enlightenment, creating much that was great. 
68 

Russia could weIl imitate many Western developments. By the 

limited, easily definable character of her principle, the \V'est 
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had been able to keep people focused in their activity. Consequently, 
69 

she had been very productive. And the West had brought gÇ>od, along 

with hann, to Russia. Part of this was the ftmd of useful knowledge 

fran which Russia could continue to draw. More important, the 

various collisions with the West, peaceful and warlike, had , 

perhaps been the proviclential means of awakening. Russia 's mental 
70 

forces. 

Khomiakov mixes praise and blame for both Russia and the 

West. In his own time, he seems to have consiclered Russia to be 

in worse social shape, and in sorne ways in worse spiri tuaI shape, 
71 

than the West. Any idea that Khomiakov' s thought ,~as dominated by 

nationalistic jealousy and hatred of the West seems of doubtful 

validi ty. He enj oyed visi ting the West, and liked Western bcoks. 

He spoke with regret of the development of mistrust and hatred 
72 

of Western thought in Russian popular society. On the other 

sicle, he fotmd hatred and fear of Russia appearing in the West. 

His article on "Foreigners' Opinion of Russia" has concrete examples 

of exaggerated Western accusations. He blames Russians, however, 

for spreading most of the Western misconceptions about Russia. 

The Western Russophobia of the period helps testify that any 

charges of nationalistic aggression might be laid elsewhere than 

at Khaniakov' s door. 

For Khomiakov, Russia' s superiortiy was largely potential 

and derived fram her still incornpletely manifested principles. Having 
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enj oyed an apparent superiori ty, the West at last was approaching 

the full development of her princip les • These were becaning 

clearer as the culminating collapse neared. 

Western man had to seek a Ile\~ faith, but he had nothing 

to build on. The vatmted social principle of self-interest couldn' t 
73 

rise to the comprehension of right. The West had only a hopeless 

choice: to search for truth along paths already shawn false, or to 
74 

reject their whole past and try to return to the true way. 

Russia must take warning fram this. She nrust reject the 

Western model. She escapes the Western dilennna, of course, by 

virtue of her higher principle. Her divisions resulted fram 
75 

accidents and mistmderstandings, not basic princip les • Division' s 

manifestations will disélppear fran the Russian land wi th time. But 

in the West, where division is basic, the present life's doan is 

sealed. Praise the West for its great deeds in the past, Khomiakov 

urges; pray for force and energy on the paths of truth such as the 
76 

West had shawn in its false direction. 

Knowledge and love will bring triunph for Russia. It may 

not be in this generation, Khaniakov says, but it will come. The 

high principle of tmity will find fulfillment, manifesting itself 

in a rich art, learning, and way of life. Perhaps even the West may 
77 

receive the healing principle fran Russia. It is worth noting that 

Khaniakov's exhortations to cultural and spiritual leadership lack 

any association with political daninance outside Russia. Even his 
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strong emotions during the Crimean War brought no such sentiments 
78 

into bis writings. But he finnly asserts that the life which 

created huge Russia guards treasures for many, perhaps for all 
79 

peoples. 

History calls upon Russia to take the lead 
in tmiversal enlightenment; it gives Russia 
this right because of the comprehensi veness 
and canpleteness of Russian principles; and 
a right which history confers on a people is 80 
an obligation imposed upon each of i ts members. 
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aNCLlEION 

Khomiakov prefers to canbine things in ms historical 

thought rather than to separate different historical factors fram 

each other. For him, faith shapes history and mstory shapes faith. 

Princip les make manifestations and changes in manifestations 

encourage new principles ta graw. Principles May fade but they 

remain eternally ready to he bom again in a society. History 

influences man and his world-views and these both influence 

history. The list of such cœi>inations could go on. Relativity and 

reciprocity appear constantly in Khaniakov's historica1 thought. 

The combinations he makes in considering man' s freedan 

are especially interesting. ~fan is free in choice, yet detennined 

by his choice, since adherence involves action; yet again, if he 

has chosen to live by uni ty, he is still freer in this detenninism. 

There is no inevitable progress or regression, but man can, 

hopefully, help direct history throogh understanding of it. One can 

almost say that freedan and detenninism merge for Khomiakov. 

The same sort of polar amplitude appears in ms coupling 

of ends and means. They cannot he separated, and they often seem 

to amôunt to nearly the same thing. f.fan achieves ms own wholeness 
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by participation in the social whole. Mutual love is both the means 

to the ideal society and its final nonne 

In Khaniakov' s view of society, the general and the 

individual influence each other. Man finds his greatest expression 

in merging with society. Society in tum rests on the individual. 

It requires the force of the individual intellect for healthy 
l 

development. Khaniakov stresses groups, or, better to say, relations 

in the group, more than he stresses individuals. But for him, 

mutuality does not exclude individual importance. 

Even the unity and division principles, seemingly so 

dualistic, continually canbine in Khaniakov's interpretation of 

history. Outside the perfect society, manifestations of each are 

always present. The wholeness characterising his historical views 

marks even the relations of the two basic opposed princip les • 

Khomiakov' s emphasis on ideological and social factors 

deserves note. Ei ther can overpower the other, as history can 

overpower any factor. ldeology, or faith, receives by far the most 

emphasis as a factor, but Khomiakov also gi ves nnlch attention to 

social and economic influences in history. 

Another characteristic of his historical thought appears 

in Khaniakov's stress on the importance of the original fonnation 

of a society to its later development. This relates, of course, to 

his entire idea of historical princip les , and to his idea of the 

connection between ends and means. His emphasis on the influence 
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of origins surely helped foster his great interest in early 

history. 

Noteworthy above his attention to any aspect of history 

is his stress on the importance of history itself. It affects 

man' 5 body, soul, and fate. "The road already travelled detennines 
2 

the road ahead". OOy by preserving an intimate relation with 

what has developed in its past can a society aspiring to unity 

hope to flourish. 

Historical consciousness, and historical leaming 

above all learning, are therefore vital to a healthy society. 

New historical understanding, Khaniakov felt, was increasing man's 

freedom to influence history. He considered that Europe' 5 historical 
3 

learning had succeeded only in showing its worthlessness. Russia, 

he asserted, nrust deepen humanity' 5 historical t.mderstanding. She 

had 50 far done little in this direction, but it seemed that fran 
4 

now on she would do great things. Khaniakov' 5 writings leave no 

doubt that he considered himself a grand pioneer in this work. 

Unity' s future triumph in Russia would result from the 

development of love, leaming, and the Russian popular life. No 

apocalyptic event was needed to bring it about. Khaniakov didn't 

visualise a cornpletely different future era that depended on a 

canpletely new social princip le or on a "new man". For him, the 

basic elements of the ideal society had already appeared. Man as he 

was had the potential to bring its triumph. 
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Upholding Russia's history as revealing her principle to 

be uni ty, Khomiakov faces the problem of explaining the frequent 

presence of division in her past. He forthrightly admits the weight 

of evidence contradictory to his thesis. Sanetimes he seems almost 

to defeat his own case, as when he describes the proponents of 

Russian tmification as displaying the worst characteristics of 

divisiona There are other troublesome points in his interpretation 

of Russian history. Khcmiakov wri tes that Russia expanded because 

of the worth of her princip le , a principle of peace and love. However, 

as he knows, Russia did her share of fighting in her progress to her 

huge boundaries. He holds that spi ri tuaI and mental greatness belong 

only to peoples great in size, advancing this as one justification 

for Russian unification. This implies that a small society has no 

great worth. But all societies, including the Russian, were origina1ly 

small. If greatness appears only with size, how did early Russian 

society have the strength to grow? And why did Khomiakov find that 

as Russia continued to exp and under Peter, Catherine, and other 

rulers, her enlightenment and quality of life declined? 

In Khamiakov' s remarks on specific aspects of contemporary 

Russian society. similar conflicting trends appear, wi th uni ty in one 

aspect working against Ullity in another aspect. The greater freedans 

Khomiakov calls for would constitute a break with the historical 

pattern in Russia. Although history in its organic process placed 
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the non-Russian minorities in their situation, Khaniakov calls on 

them to abandon their past and merge with the greater Russian 

entity j meMin--e Ukl'ainians and White Russians also as part of the 
5 

Russian people. And in order to guard uni ty in society, Khomiakov, 

despite his general stress on freedom, opposes freedam of office 
6 

for persons holding a different faith. 

Khaniakov' s interpretation of Russian history and society 

shows that different aspects of unit y may conflict with one another. 

His calI to greatness and strength for Russia could lend encouragement 

to developments dangerous to love and freedom. A serious follower 

of Khomiakov would not accept any sinister direction fram his work, 

for Khomiakov' s emphasis on love and freedan is too strong. But 

a less discerning follower might hear only the calI to greatness, and 

feel impelled to bring unity by force. 

In his historical theory. Khamiakov makes no attempt to 

remove the potential for conflict between different aspects of unity. 

When a choice IIU1St be made, he seems to decide for whatever will 

best advance unity tmder existing conditions. Whatever the choices 

he makes at particular times, he generally stresses tmi ty in tenns 

of peace and love. 

Leaving these matters aside, much in Khaniakov's 

interpretation of Russian history demonstrates bold and original 

historical thinldng. Together with Ivan Kireevsky, he appears to 

have been the first to assert and elaborate the picture of 

Russia and the West serving two different principles, with Russia' s 

princip le superior. His ideas fOlUld sane dim reflections in 
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conternporary historical thought. Western historians cared little 

to search for any different principle in Russian history. let 

alone a superior one. But in Russia the idea of a greater society 

based en ~"mmtmality appears Li. Herzen â.I,d lateT sûcial "'dlirlkers. 

As for Khomiakov's portrait of the merits of Russia's past. it 

fell between that of the other Slavophiles and the "official 

nationalists", both of whom tended to idealise it, and that of the 

Westerners. who condenmed i t as gloom and grief Wlrelieved Wltil 

Peter the Great' s time. In this respect, Khomiakov presented what 

now seems a more balanced picture of Russia' s earlier history. 

After Khomi~ov the idea of basic J far-reaching 
7 

differences between Russia and the West occurs more often. 

Sanetimes an emphasis on Wlity occurs, though not to the degree 

that it appears in Khaniakov's work. Danilevsky and Dostoievsky 

both asserted Russia's distinctive nature in terms sanewhat 

reminiscent of those used by Khomiakov and the other Slavophiles. 

Although orthodox historians have dealt more with concrete matters 

than wi th such ftmdamental but nebulous points, in their work too 

there have appeared strong assertions of the distinctive character 
8 

of Russians and of the Russian historical process. In the West, 

historians commonly allow that Russia has a strong communal 

tradition. However, no serious historical work has distinguished 

between Russia and the West in such basic tenns as Khaniakov did. 

Regarding less ftmdamental historical matters, other 

elements in Khomi akov , 5 treatment of Russia have been supported 
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by later work. This is true, for example, of his contention that 

Olristianity was no magical creator but was important even if 

shallowly tmderstood in early Russia; his acknowledgment of foreign 

influence in Russian unification, and especially his opinion of 

the Mongols' importance in this; his assertion that great good and 

great evil both existed in Russia' s past; his evaluation of Peter 

the Great as standing wi thin the historical current but distinguishing 

himself and damaging Russian continuity; his stress on the split 

between the people and the pri viliged classes. His views on the 

imperfections of early Russian Olristianity finally won acceptance 
9 

in church history textbooks. His historical interpretation of 

Russia proved successful in foreshadowing many of the views 

accepted in the future. 

Originality and independence appear also in Khamiakov Î s 

historico-philosophical views. Among his own cotmtrymen, Ivan 

Kireevsky of course fonnulated concepts similar to those of 

Khaniakov. But Khœû.akov formed his wor1d-view before Kireevsky 
10 

did. Khomiakov' s philosophy of history was more elaborate, and 

he stressed reciprocal influences, freedan, and the power of 

historically conscious man sOJœWhat more than Kireevsky. 

His other Russian contemporaries deserve less notice. 

Khomiakov differed shatply fram the basic views of the "official 

nationalists", which emphasised the raIe of the Russian rulers 

above all. As for the Westemers, except for Granovsky they 



- 91 -

displayed little historica1 concern and less originality. 

Khorniakov differed fran the Westerners, as Florovsky notes, in 

finding society, not the state, to be the last reality in the 
Il 

historical process~ 

Khaniakov has been aCOlSed of drawing his ideas from 

the Gennan philosophers whose thought daninated the period' s 

intellectual climate. No doubt they gave Khomiakov stinrulation, 

and pemaps sorne suggestions. His stress on organic cOIUlection 

reminds one of Schelling. However, i t also reminds one of Orthodox 

Cllristian thought. In Schelling's philosophy of history all is 

lDlfolding toward an tDlSeeable ultimate purpose. In Khomiakov's J 

ultimate values are always close at hand and accessible to man. 

Khaniakov differs from Hegel on this same point and on others. 
12 

Hegel saw contradiction as the root of all life and movement; 

Khomiakov saw no need of it in a healthy society. Hegel, according 

to Khomiakov, took f01TlU1la, or concept, for the ftmdamental motive 

force. Khomiakov saw Hegel' s historical system as "nothing but an 
13 

lDlconscious transposition of the categories of cause and effectll • 

Khomiakov' s historicaI thought shows many views of 

surprising modernity. His stress on modified detenninism, reciprocal 

influences, relativity rather than absolutes, and the consequences of 

reckless breaking wi th the past, might find more support than 

opposition today. 

He was aIso ahead of his time in advancing history as the 

beâ~r'of a solution for social problems. If it was given proper 
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adherence, and if its historical !'!1.a.nifestatio:ns were preserved, as 

historical learning was showing necessary, the principle of tmity in 

history would express i tself in an ideal society. This solution 

was not som.ething far-off, as in the rationalist and Hegelian views 

of quasi-detenninist progress in history, but definite, as in 

Marx's interpretation of history. Khomiakov left, however, more 

room than Marx for indi vi dual freedorn in consciousness and action. 

He did not idolise history. 

Khorniakov differed fran future trends of thought in his 

assertion of man' s access to freedorn and value. He accepted man' s 

relative rnalleability, but still strove to keep sOme ultirnate 

values within his scheme of man. Ideal freedan and value were not 

negated by overpowering historical forces, or consigned to seme 

future too rernote to worry about. They were a1ready partly present, 

learning, they would be attainable in their fullness in the near 

future. 

Khomiakov' s history needed the good, i.e. tmity based on 

love and freedorn, to achieve the good. His implications of control 

in tmi ty are canparati vely srnall. Freedan is stressed. For Marx and 

others, historica1 consciousness and lmowledge could sanetimes 

pennit violent externality. For Khaniakov they did note Freedorn 

itself was to be the means to freedorn, lpve the means to love. 
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In Khomiakov' s philosophy of history and society, there 

is more of freedom, more of man's value, and more historical sense 

than in sorne ideologies that later gained more followers. Both his 

, philosophy of history and his interpretation of Russian history 

deserve more credit than they have previously received. 
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