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Abstract

This thesis aims to offer new insights into the works of the Russian populist and
socialist, P. L. Lavrov, by presenting his thought in the framework of humanism,
specifically of humanism as it was manifested in early nineteenth century Germany.
While the thesis does not claim that Lavrov himself was a humanist or belonged to a
humanist tradition, it does identify in his thought a coherent set of ideas and values
concerning the person and society which are distinctively humanist. Material is drawn
from works by Lavrov that span his entire career as a writer, but the discussion
concentrates on the development of his thought from the late 1850s to the mid-1870s.

The introduction offers a general overview of Lavrov's thought and of published
works on his life and thought. It also gives as a brief history of humanism and a detailed
account of its characteristic features. The body of the thesis consists of six chapters, of
which the first three deal with aspects of the person and personal development and focus
on works from the beginning of his career. These chapters describe qualities of the
person that Lavrov valued and that are also valued by humanists, as well as studying their
common educational ethic. Lavrov's moral views, which constitute a core element of his
thought as a whole, are also discussed. In the final three chapters, attention shifts to
Lavrov's views about human society, specifically about the function of culture in society
and his theory of the federal state. Lavrov's ideals of society and state were, according to
him, realized most fully in ancient Greece. It is proposed that Lavrov's views on these
subjects lent his thought a particularly humanist quality in the middle of his career.

One practical goal of this thesis is to define changes and continuities in Lavrov's
thought during the course of his career, a task that has been neglected by scholars.
Another goal is to produce a coherent picture of Lavrov's ideas, which are often
considered eclectic and contradictory, by presenting them in the framework of humanism.



Table of contents

Introduction 4
A. Studies of Lavrov 4
B. Lavrov's thought 9
C. Humanism 13
1. European humanism 13
2. Humanism in Russia 19
D. Lavrov and humanism 21
Chapter one: The person and personal development 25
A. The human being as a whole being 25
B. Dignity 29
C. Consciousness 31
D. Criticism 34
E. Creativity 37
F. Feelings, pleasure and pain 40
G. Freedom 45
Chapter two: Ethics 50
A. Morality, ideals and the moral person 52
B. Morality, struggle and faith 56
Chapter three: Education 62
Chapter four: Culture 70
A. Theory of culture until 1870 71
B. Theory of culture from 1870 79
Chapter five: Idealization of Greece 83
Chapter six: Theory of the federal state between 1868-1870 93
A. The central state 96
B. Regional states 97
C. The individual and the state, or 'national idea' 101
D. The organic state 104
Conclusion 106

Bibliography 110



Introduction

Petr Lavrov (1823-1900) is generally known as one of the most influential ideologists
of Russian populism in the 1870s, and, for the last fifty years, he has mainly been
studied for his role as an émigré member of the Russian revolutionary movement in the
1870s and 1880s. He established himself as a writer in the 1850s and 1860s,
however, publishing articles on the widest variety of subjects, such as philosophy, the
history of religion and sociology, and he continued to publish on these and other
subjects until shortly before his death. Lavrov's thought has received relatively little
attention since the 1920s, when numerous studies of his works on philosophy and
sociology were written and a substantial proportion of his works was republished.

This dissertation aims to take a new look at Lavrov's thought by considering it
against the framework of humanism. The study covers a broad range of articles and
monographs written by Lavrov from the beginning to the end of his career as a writer.
His ideas fit a humanist framework in a number of important respects. Lavrov believed
that every human being has a duty to develop him or herself as a whole person —
mentally, physically and morally. This process of development must involve the
person's choice of a set of ideals, which become an integral part of his or her life.
According to Lavrov, a person's ideals represent his or her dignity as a human being.
This dignity is preserved by the constant efforts of individual human beings to realize
their ideals, and in doing so, they also develop and transform society and culture.

Humanism is centred around the notion of human dignity. The dignified human
being is the product of a process of development in which the whole human being
(body, mind and character) is moulded according to an ideal, which is itself a product
of human creativity. Human beings are also considered to be dignified because of their
achievements in developing society, art, thought and nature. These achievements are
passed from one generation to the next, although each new generation is free to
interpret and transform its cultural inheritance according to its own needs. Classical
Greece is often seen by humanists as the time and place in which their ethic of personal
development was realized most fully.

A. Studies of Lavrov

Although by now a great deal of secondary literature has appeared on Lavrov's life and
works, his writings attracted comparatively few responses from critics during his



life-time.! This was partly because Lavrov held himself aloof from polemical debates
and partly because of his dry and forbidding style. Lavrov's contemporaries also seem
to have underestimated how influential some of his works would become. The first
critical responses to Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, for example, did not appear until after the
letters, first published in Nedelia between 1868-69, appeared as a separate book in
1870.2

Around the time of his death in 1900, interest in Lavrov began to grow among
people of different ideological inclinations. A few monographs about Lavrov were
published by people who knew him personally. Some of these were biographies,
others were studies of his written works.3 In the 1910s, specialists such as A. A.
Gizetti and P. Vitiazev uncovered many articles by Lavrov that had been forgotten.
Gizetti and Vitiazev began publishing a Sobranie sochinenii from 1917 to 1920 which,
however, remained incomplete.# Further, there was a surge in the publication of
works on Lavrov's thought. Two collections of articles appeared: one, published in
1920, was in honour of the twentieth anniversary of his death and called "Vpered!”
after the journal he had established.> Another, published in 1922, was in honour of the
one hundredth anniversary of his birth and entitled P. L. Lavrov. Sbornik. Stat i,
vospominaniia, materialy.6 The latter collection contains some of the most important
pieces written on Lavrov's philosophical and sociological views to date.

A number of articles which seem to have been more political than scholarly in
purpose appeared at the same time. Several were by openly anti-Bolshevik writers,
who asserted that, had he lived, Lavrov would undoubtedly have been a Socialist

ISome of the responses by contemporaries, especiall y those of Chernyshevskii and Pisarev, were
important as expositions of their own thought, but are of limited value as commentaries on Lavrov's
ideas: N. G. Chernyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii. (Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi
filosofii. Sochinenie P.L. Lavrova. I. Lichnost®)', Izbrannye sochineniia, 3 vols, ed. M. M. Grigor’ian,
Moscow, 1951, II1, pp.162-254; D. 1. Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', Izbrannye filosofskie i
obshchestvenno-politicheskie stat'i, ed. V.S. Kruzhkova, Leningrad, 1949, pp. 83-90.

2These included: N. V. Shelgunov, 'Istoricheskaia sila kriticheskoi lichnosti (Istoricheskie pis‘'ma P.L.
Mirtova)', Sochineniia N.V. Shelgunova, 3 vols, St Petersburg, 1871, III, pp. 255-77; A. A. Kozlov,
Istoricheskie pis‘ma P. L. Mirtova', Znanie, 1871, no. 2, pp. 169-97; P. N. Tkachev, 'Chto takoe
partiia progressa (po povodu "Istoricheskikh pisem" P.L. Mirtova. 1870)', Sochineniia v dvukh
tomakh, ed. B. M. Shakhmatov, Moscow, 1975-76, I, pp. 461-528. Tkachev's review was not
published until after his death.

3Gendre, Barbe (Mme Nikitine), 'Pierre Lavroff', Etudes sociales, philosophiques et morales, Paris,
1886, pp. 377-84; 1. A. Roubanovitch, Les idées philosophiques de Pierre Lavroff, Paris, 1894; [N. S.
Rusanov], Biografiia P.L. Lavrova, 1899 (no place of publication given); Charles Rappoport,
'Einleitung', in Peter Lawrow, Historische Briefe, tr. C. Rappoport, Berlin and Bern, 1901, pp. vii-
xxxxii; Charles Rappoport, Sotsial ‘naia filosofiia Petra Lavrova, tr. B. V. Iakovenko, St Petersburg,
1906.

4Sobranie sochinenii Petra Lavrovicha Lavrova, ed. P. Vitiazev and A. A. Gizetti, 5 volumes ('serii')
published in |1 numbers, Petrograd, 1917-20 (hereafter Sobranie sochinenii).

5P. Vitiazev, ed., "Vpered!", Moscow and Petrograd, 1920.

6p. L. Lavrov. Sbornik. Stat’i, vospominaniia, materialy, Petrograd, 1922 (no editor given) (hereafter
Stat i, vospominaniia).



Revolutionary, not a Bolshevik.” These were accompanied by a spate of more
ideologically acceptable articles (from the Bolshevik point of view), which aimed to
show that Lavrov had not always been, or, indeed, never was, a true Social Democrat
during his lifetime.® As a consequence of these 'revelations', there was a sharp decline
in publication on Lavrov, and a number of projects which had been undertaken were
not completed, or not published. After the 1920s, there was almost total silence about
Lavrov for several decades, although a new edition of some of his more socialist works
appeared between 1934-35. The project, which was initiated by I. S. Knizhnik-
Vetrov, was abandoned after four out of the eight planned volumes had appeared.?

Russian populism was a closed subject from the early 1930s, and it was not
until after populism in general had been rehabilitated in the mid-1950s that Lavrov was
again studied. Knizhnik-Vetrov quickly seized the opportunity and edited another
collection of Lavrov's works in two volumes, which appeared in 1965.10 Both in the
Soviet Union and in the West, Lavrov's role in the populist and socialist movements
attracted a great deal of interest, and three comprehensive biographical monographs
focusing on his career as a revolutionary appeared.!!

There has always been some debate among scholars about how Lavrov should
be classified among ideologists of radical social change. It has been even more difficult
to categorize his philosophical and sociological ideas according to any particular school
of thought. Some scholars, from the nineteenth century to date, have attempted to
show that Lavrov was a materialist and positivist,!2 although others have denied this.!3

7B. Kamkov, Istoriko-filosofskie vozzreniia P. L. Lavrova, Petrograd, 1917; Ia. Novomirskii, P. L.
Lavrov. Na puti k anarkhizmu, Petrograd, 1922. The two works by Kamkov and Novomirskii were
banned fairly soon after their publication. Finally, an anthology of Lavrov’s works was published by
self-professed Socialist Revolutionaries in Berlin: P. L. Lavrov, Sistematicheskaia khrestomatiia, ed.
S. N. Kaplan and A. Z. Shteinberg, Berlin, 1923.

8p. Vitiazev, 'Na graniakh zhizni', “Vpered!", pp. 2-15; T. Rainov, 'K psikhologii lichnosti i
tvorchestva P. L. Lavrova', Stat %, vospominaniia, pp. 139-92; B. Stoianov, 'Anarkhizm i P. L.
Lavrov', "Vpered!", pp. 50-59.

9P. L. Lavrov, Izbrannye sochineniia na sotsial no-politicheskie temy v vos ‘mi tomakh, ed. 1. A.
Teodorovich and I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov, Moscow, 1934-35 (hereafter Izbrannye sochineniia). 1. S.
Knizhnik-Vetrov also published a short biography of Lavrov in which he hesitantly defended Lavrov's
credentials as a socialist and revolutionary. His monograph first appeared in 1925, and was published in
a second edition in 1930: Petr Lavrovich Lavrov, Moscow, 1930.

10p, L. Lavrov, Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. Izbrannye proizvedeniia v dvukh tomakh, ed. 1. S. Knizhnik-
Vetrov and A. F. Okulov, Moscow, 1965 (hereafter Filosofiia i sotsiologiia).

11Philip Pomper, Peter Lavrov and the Russian Revolutionary Movement, Chicago and London, 1972;
A. 1. Volodin and B. S. Itenberg, Lavrov, Moscow, 1981; B. S. Itenberg, P. L. Lavrov v russkom
revoliutsionnom dvizhenii, Moscow, 1988.

128ee, for example: I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov and A. F. Okulov, 'Veteran revoliutsionnoi teorii', in P. L.
Lavrov, Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1, pp. 5-41: 23, 26-28.

13G. G. Shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova v svete istorii filosofii’, Stat i, vospominaniia, pp. 73-138:
107; Andrzej Walicki, A History of Russian Thought, tr. Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka, Stanford, 1979, p.
350. Copleston claimed that there were elements of positivism in Lavrov’s thought, but that he was
not a materialist: Frederick Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, Tunbridge Wells, 1986, pp. 126-27.



A number of Soviet scholars of the 1960s and 1970s claimed that Lavrov was a
'subjective idealist', although even here no consensus was reached.!4 The term which
has been applied to Lavrov's thought most often is 'realism',!3 but it has been used in
such a vague manner as to lose descriptive value.

Finally, a number of scholars and critics have pronounced Lavrov's ideas to be
too incoherent, self-contradictory and eclectic to be classified or categorized according
to any school or system of thought.!®¢ Ivanov-Razumnik, for example, complained that
Lavrov constantly sought to reconcile the irreconcilable.!” On the other hand, one of
Lavrov's more sympathetic commentators, Charles Rappoport, labelled Lavrov's
thought as a 'philosophy of integral socialism' because it embraces so many different
subjects and different ideas: 'Ounocodus UHTErpaneHoro counanusma II.
JIaBpoBa UCKMIOYaeT BCAKYIO OMHOCTOPOHHIOI U UCKITIOYMTENIbHYIO TOYKY
3peHust. [...] OIHMM CIIOBOM, BCe B YenoBeKe U B ICTOPUU HensbekHO
KJIOHUTCA K YHUBEPCallbHOI KoonepaLuu B LieNigX YHUBEPCalbHOIO
pa3BuTus'.!8

Attempts to characterize Lavrov's ideas according to their content have led to
greater consensus. This has been done by looking for the central theme in Lavrov's
thought. Many have supported the view, first put forward by Kareev in 1901 in
"Teoriia lichnosti" P. L. Lavrova, that the human being is the central element of
Lavrov's thought.!® Some scholars have gone on to conclude that because of this,
Lavrov's thought should be described using the terms 'anthropology’,
‘anthropologism', or simply 'anthropological'.20 Lavrov himself used all of these

14Scholars who believed that Lavrov was a ‘subjective idealist' included: B. S. Itenberg, Dvizhenie
revoliutsionnogo narodnichestva, Moscow, 1965, p. 90; A. A. Galaktionov and P. F. Nikandrov,
Ideologi russkogo narodnichestva, Leningrad, 1966, p. 29; V. V. Bogatov, Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova,
Moscow, 1972, p. 10. Kazakov denied that Lavrov could be considered an idealist: A. P. Kazakov,
Teoriia progressa v russkoi sotsiologii kontsa XIX veka, Leningrad, 1969, p. 26.

ISN. N. Strakhov, 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova. Spb. 1860', Svetoch,
1860, no. 7, pp. 1-14: 2; G. G. Shpet, 'P. L. Lavrov i A. I. Gertsen', "Vpered!", pp. 35-39: 37; V. S.
Panin, P. L. Lavrov - istorik filosofskoi i obshchestvenno-politicheskoi mysli, Avtoreferat
kandidatskoi dissertatsii, Leningrad, 1968, p. 16; P. S. Shkurinov, Pozitivizm v Rossii XIX veka,
Moscow, 1980, p. 195.

16Chernyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 183; E. Radlov, 'Lavrov v russkoi
filosofii', Stat’i, vospominaniia, pp. 1-28: 17; Franco Venturi, Roots of Revolution, tr. Francis
Haskell, London, 1960, pp. 446-47; Kazakov, Teoriia progressa, pp. 21-22.

17vanov-Razumnik, Istoriia russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli, 2 vols, St Petersburg, 1907, II, p. 130.
]8Rappoport, Sotsial ‘naia filosofiia, p. 58. Here and subsequently, orthography has been modernized.
19N, 1. Kareev, "Teoriia lichnosti" P. L. Lavrova, St Petersburg, 1901, p. 51.

20vV. Vartaniants, Antropologicheskaia filosofiia. P. Mirtov i sub"ektivnyi metod v sotsiologii,
Tiflis, 1901, p. 11; Shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 74, 112-38; S. N. Kaplan, 'Ot sostavitelia',
in P. L. Lavrov, Sistematicheskaia khrestomatiia, ed. S. N. Kaplan and A. Z. Shteinberg, Berlin,
1923, pp. 9-21: 16; D. N. Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, Istoriia russkoi intelligentsii, 2 vols, Moscow,
1907, 11, p. 233; V. V. Zen’kovsii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, 2 vols in 4 parts, Leningrad, 1991: 1,
part 2, pp. 160-63; An exception to this is Pitirim Sorokin, who claimed that Lavrov’s thought
constituted a system that was based around the idea of solidarity: ‘Lavrov, kak sotsiolog', “Vpered!",



terms to characterize his philosophical point of view in works of the early 1860s, as
well as in an autobiographical piece, written toward the end of his life, Biografiia-
ispoved™ (1885/1889). Anthropology, for Lavrov, places human beings at the centre
of scientific enquiry, and demands that science study the whole person, including the
person's physical and mental characteristics. Anthropologism demands that people
who attempt to establish the truth about human beings must take human self-
consciousness into account. In its extreme form, anthropologism may require that we
accept scientifically untenable 'facts of human consciousness' as being true: 'IMeHHO
Ha/lo OTHICKaTh TOUKY MCXOJA, He 6e3yCIIOBHO UCTUHHYIO, HO HeU36exKHYIO
ML Hac 1O Cnocoby opraHW3aly Hallero MHIIeHus ' 2!

According to these definitions, however, anthropology and anthropologism give
little indication of what the content of Lavrov's thought might be, they only suggest a
methodological approach to philosophy and to thought about human beings. This
comes out clearly in Lavrov's definition of the anthropological point of view:

AHTpOnoJormyeckas Touka 3peHus 8 ¢gusrocopulu. OTINYAETCS OT
Npounx $umocoPckKmux Touek 3peHust TeM, YTO OCHOBAaHHUE ITOCTPOEHUS
CUCTEMH CTaBUT YEJTbHYIO YeJIOBeYeCKYIo JIMUHOCTb, UWIN $U3UKO-
NICUXNYECKYI0 0COOb, KaK HEOCIIOPUMYIO JaHHYIO. PaKTH, IPAMO
BHITEKAIOWMEe U3 3TON JaHHOMN, COCTABJIAIOT MIaBHHE NOJIOKEeHHUA
CUCTEMH.22

Scholars such as Shpet, Zenkovskii and Copleston have interpreted Lavrov's
anthropology or anthropologism in a way that gives these terms more content. For
Shpet, Lavrov's anthropology sees the human being as the final and fullest realization
of reality,23 and according to Zen‘kovskii, anthropologism treats the person as a
'creative and moral being'.24 This is similar to what Copleston writes on the matter:
'Then the human being's pursuit of ends, his or her striving to realise ideal goals,
constitutes a central theme for any philosopher who adopts the "anthropological” point
of view, reflecting on the human being as a totality."”> These additional attributes to
anthropology or anthropologism certainly make them more interesting, but they
obscure the fact that these terms, if used according to Lavrov's own definition, tell us
almost nothing about what Lavrov thought human beings are or ought to be. This
dissertation aims to provide a clear explanation of Lavrov's views on this issue.

pp. 19-23: 20.

21p._ L. Lavrov, 'Biografiia-ispoved ", Izbrannye sochineniia, I, pp. 77-107: 90.

22p_ L. Lavrov, 'Antropologicheskaia tochka zrenia v filosofii', Sobranie sochinenii, 1, no. 2, pp. 197-
206: 197.

23Shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova', p. 75.

24Zen’k0vskii, Istoriia, 1, part 2, p. 163.

25Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, p. 128.



B. Lavrov's thought

A further task of this dissertation is to provide a more detailed account of the
development of Lavrov's thought from the beginning to the end of his career as a writer
than has been done until now. Those few scholars who have devoted attention to
change and continuity in Lavrov's thought were principally concerned with the extent to
which it changed after he had been introduced to Marxism around 1871.26 Bogatov
believed that Lavrov's views changed significantly: they did not fully develop until he
came to 'understand' Marxism. Lavrov now became more concerned about issues such
as class struggle and economic factors in history and sociology.2’ James Scanlan, on
the other hand, claimed that 'Marxist elements did not supplant but merely
supplemented his former principles. These elements were adopted by Lavrov in a
distinctive form, limited and conditioned by his enduring "anthropological" outlook.'?8

The question of whether or not Lavrov's thought changed as a consequence of
his familiarity with Marxism has distracted attention from the wider issue of
developments in his thought throughout his career. Lavrov himself claimed, at the end
of his life, that his ideas were more or less firmly established by the mid-1850s with
slight amendments in the late 1850s. After this, he claimed, it had neither been
necessary, nor, indeed, possible to change his mind on 'any essential point'.2%

Lavrov's works of the late 1850s to late 1860s were of a distinctly liberal cast.
Values such as respect for human dignity and the development of the individual's
personality as well as a sense of civic duty were prominent in his early works,
especially in essays on social and educational reform that he published in the late 1850s.
His first works on the history of philosophy also began to appear in 1859. These
revealed a great familiarity with German Idealism, and it has often been commented that
German Idealists, particularly Hegel, made a strong impression on him. Shpet, for
example, claimed that the central element of Lavrov's world-view, his

260ne exception is A. A. Gizetti, who gave a short overview of change and continuity in Lavrov's
philosophical thought in 'Vozzreniia P. L. Lavrova na literaturu', in P. L. Lavrov, Etiudy o zapadnoi
literature, ed. A. A. Gizetti and P. Vitiazev, Petrograd, 1923, pp. vii-xxxi: xix.

27Bogatov, Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova, pp- 27-31. A few Soviet scholars have discussed change and
continuity in Lavrov's thought, but only with reference to his views on art; see: V. Friche, 'P. L.
Lavrov i "chistoe" iskusstvo’, Pod znamenem marksizmma, 1923, no. 6-7, pp. 112-31; V. N.
Konovalov, ‘P. L. Lavrov, kak literaturnyi kritik’, Russkaia literatura, 1974, no. 4, pp. 66-77: 74.
28James Scanlan, 'Peter Lavrov: An Intellectual Biography', in Peter Lavrov, Historical Letters, tr. J.
Scanlan, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1967, pp. 1-69: 63. Philip Pomper denied that Lavrov ever
became a true Marxist: Pomper, Peter Lavrov, p. 182.

2Lavrov, 'Biografiia-ispoved”, p. 89. He did not indicate what he considered to be such 'essential
points'.



‘anthropologism', which he began to formulate in 1860, had its roots in a critical
reading of Hegel.30 Between 1859 and 1863, Lavrov published numerous works
explaining his own philosophical views. In essays such as 'Antropologicheskaia
tochka zreniia v filosofii' (1862), he provocatively argued that the only dogma on
which one could rely was the existence of the self, and that truth is nothing more than
that of which the self is conscious. His two main works from this period, 'Ocherki
voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii' (1859) and "Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii
filosofii' (1860)3! are discourses on the abstract principles which one should allow to
govern one's decisions about how to act and how to live. Such principles are respect
for human dignity, self-development, living according to ideals, truth and justice.

Lavrov wrote little in the mid-1860s. He was arrested in 1866 and banished to
Vologda province in 1867, where he remained until he fled Russia in 1870. In his
years in Vologda, however, he published a large number of articles on historical
themes, including religious history, women's history, as well as on anthropology, the
systematization of knowledge and positivism. Lavrov's philosophical attitudes
developed. His 'anthropologism' weakened because his claim that human
consciousness must be the source of all truth came into increasingly obvious conflict
with his growing faith in the laws of natural science. Such laws must be recognized to
be true independently of human awareness of them. This problem stands out most
clearly in "Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie' (1868),32 which is an uneasy mixture of
ideas he put forward in earlier articles with new, Comtean elements.

Another important change was his growing appreciation of the social element in
human life. While he had always maintained that the individual could not exist outside
of society, the formative influence of society and culture on personal development
became increasingly important to him. In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma,33 he emphasized that
members of the Russian élite owed a heavy debt to society, and to the Russian masses

3OShpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 101-18. For Hegel's influence on Lavrov, see also: Knizhnik-
Vetrov and Okulov, 'Veteran revoliutsionnoi teorii', pp. 21-22; V. A. Malinin, Filosofiia
revoliutsionnogo narodnichestva, Moscow, 1972, p. 190; V. G. Khoros, 'Uchenie Gegelia i
formirovanie kontseptsii P. L. Lavrova', in Gegel” i filosofiia v Rossii. 30-e gody XIX v. - 20-e gody
XX v., ed. V. E. Evgrafov, Moscow, 1974, pp. 164-75.

31p. L. Lavrov, 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii. I. Lichnost™, Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1,
pp- 339-461; P. L. Lavrov, 'Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1,
pp- 509-73.

32p L. Lavrov, 'Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1, pp. 575-634.
33Lavrov began work on Istoricheskie pis ‘ma in 1867. The letters were first published in separate
instalments in Nedelia between 1868-69. They were published with some amendments as a book in
1870. Here, the 1870 edition has been used, and the work is dated by this year: P. L. Lavrov,
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, St Petersburg, 1870. What is usually called the second edition appeared as a book
in 1891 with substantial, 'Marxist' additions made by the author: P. L. Lavrov, Istoricheskie pis 'ma,
second edition, Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, pp. 163-394. All references are to the first edition unless
indicated otherwise.

10



in particular, for their sacrifices on behalf of the élite's development. Lavrov
questioned whether development was really worth the high price that had been paid for
it. Far from denouncing development because of this, however, he argued that
members of the intelligentsia should minimize this debt precisely by making the best
possible use of their education. Indeed, according to him, most are not sufficiently
developed to do so. Individuals must think critically about the society in which they
live, and they must strive to transform it according to their ideals. He continued to
defend this point of view in works published in Vpered! between 1873 and 1876,
notably in 'Znanie i revoliutsiia', but also in 'Komu prinadlezhit budushchee?',34 and
he did not change his views about this subsequently.

Some scholars have claimed that the year 1870, in which Istoricheskie pis ' ma
appeared as a book and Lavrov fled Vologda for Paris, was a turning point or dividing
line in his career.35 The most obvious change in Lavrov's works was that, from 1872
or 1873, he produced purely propagandistic works, notably for Vpered!. Lavrov
became increasingly interested in social issues, but his thought had already turned in
this direction in Vologda. One theory which he now elaborated was his theory of
solidarity. According to Lavrov, solidarity is a biological function of all species that
live communally. Among human beings, it is also an outcome of calculation of
economic expediency, although in its most elevated form it amounts to a set of shared
ideals and beliefs in a community. The highest task of human beings is to achieve this
third kind of solidarity.

In the 1880s and 1890s, Lavrov continued to produce propagandistic works,
especially for Vestnik 'Narodnoi voli' between 1883-86, although his articles for this
journal were less significant than ones for Vpered!. On the whole, he devoted his time
to works of a more scholarly nature about anthropology and sociology, the history of
thought and philosophy of history. He now argued that historical progress could be
defined as the labour of critical thought upon culture. This must be brought about by
the efforts of individuals, but he also attributed an important function to 'laws’,
including economic laws, that govern the development of humankind. These laws
stand in obvious conflict with the role of the idealistic individual in Lavrov's thought,
and this was one respect in which his thought became more contradictory toward the
end of his life. His most important works in the last two decades were the massive

34p L. Lavrov, 'Znanie i revoliutsiia', Vpered!, 1, 1873, pp. 217-46; P. L. Lavrov, 'Komu prinadlezhit
budushchee?', Vpered!, 11, 1874, pp. 1-73.
35ee especially: Vitiazev, 'Na graniakh zhizni', p. S.



Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, published in ten instalments between 1888-1894,
and Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, 1898.36

Lavrov has often been accused of eclecticism. Yet the fact that his thought was
not dogmatic, but absorbed intellectual fashions and moods, can also be seen as a
positive feature. Mikhailovskii once defended himself against the charge that his
thought was inconsistent and contradictory by saying that this was a function of a
'living' approach to ideas:

BcerpauHssa Mos 6ea Kak nucaTtesis COCToAMa U Jocejle COCTOMUT B
TOM, UTO S HAKOra He MOrI OrpajuTh CBOH CIOKEeT OT BTOPKEeHHUN
TeKylle :KU3HU C ee IIeCTPEM WIYMOM CeroiHsuHero gHs. A He
YBEPEH, BIpoYeM, UYTO 3TO AeNCTBUTENbHO Oefla, MOTOMY UTO €CJIM DTO
06CTOATENbCTBO Melasio LelIbHOCTU U COCPefOTOUEeHHOCTH pPaboTH, TO
B3aMeH NpujiaBaso eil, MoeT O6HTb, U3BECTHYIO KU3HEeHHOCTh. MoskeT
OLITDb, Aaliee, 3TO COBCEM He MOA JIMUHas OCOOeHHOCTh, a obuas,
BOCIIUTAHHasA 06CTOATENbCTBAMU BPEMEHHU U MecTa YepTa Bceil Tou
IUTepaTyPHOM CPeAtl, B KOTOPON OKOHYATEJIbHO CJIOMHIAaCh MO
nuTepaTypHas ¢ousnoHomus.3’

Lavrov was just as susceptible to the 'intrusions’ of contemporary life, although his
works lack the liveliness and brilliance of style that Mikhailovskii referred to in
excusing his self-contradictions. In Lavrov's case, inconsistencies can be seen as a
result of writing according to an immediate sense of what is true, and according to what
he believed his audience needed to be told in a given situation. Indeed, he strongly
objected to the notion that any idea should be excluded from consideration only because
it contradicted other aspects of one's thought: 'McKnOUUTENBHOCTE U
OAHOCTOPOHHOCTH BCerja BO BceM BpelHH'.38 Lavrov's thought, therefore, is
much better characterized as an open, 'inclusive' set of ideas than as a system.

At any rate, Lavrov would not have become an important ideologist of Russian
populism in the 1870s had he been a more dogmatic thinker. Some scholars have
commented that Lavrov's thought had its intellectual roots in the 1840s, not in the late
1850s, when he began writing. Lavrov was only ten years younger than Herzen, and
Shpet, among others, emphasised the importance of Herzen's formative influence on
Lavrov.3? As Philip Pomper pointed out: 'in terms of the genealogy of the Russian
revolutionary movement, Lavrov belonged to the fathers' generation culturally, entered

36p_ L. Lavrov, Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, Geneva, 1888-94; P. L. Lavrov, Zadachi
ponimaniia istorii, Moscow, 1898.

3TN K. Mikhailovskii, 'Literaturnye vospominaniia', Literaturnaia kritika i vospominaniia, ed. M. G.
Petrova and V. G. Khoros, Moscow, 1995, p. 259.

38p. L. Lavrov, 'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh i o estestvoznanii', Sovremennik, 1865, no. 9, pp.
5-31: 21; see also P. L. Lavrov, 'Vrednye nachala’, Izbrannye sochineniia, I, pp. 118-27: 119.
39Shpet, 'Lavrov i Gertsen', pp- 35-39; Shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 100-03, 129; Walicki, A
History, p. 240. Walicki also found similarities between Lavrov, Belinskii and Granovskii.
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the movement as a moral ally of the sons, and became an intellectual leader - a viastitel”
dum - to the grandsons of the 1870s'.40 Unlike the men of the forties, however,
Lavrov gained, rather than lost, influence in the late 1860s. He was still young
enough, and his mind was still flexible enough, to put forward his own point of view
in a way that was recognized as relevant in the 1870s. The development of Lavrov's
thought can be appreciated as an exercise in the effective transference of values from
one period to the next. This presupposed a certain amount of openness to changes in
mentality around one, a perception of the requirements of a new age, as well as a
flexible attitude toward one's own ideas.4!

The distinctively liberal ideas that Lavrov put forward in works of the late 1850s
and early 1860s clashed with some of the values that characterized works of the 1870s
to 1890s. For example, while until 1870, he always emphasized the need for the free
and many-sided development and self-expression of the critically thinking individual,
he later argued for unanimity of belief in communities, something which would
undermine critical thought. It is difficult to agree with Lavrov's claim that his thought
had not changed in 'any essential point' after the first years of his career as a writer.
One finds changes of interest, changes of emphasis, and changes of terminology in his
works. Yet, there is almost always at least an indication of later ideas in earlier works,
and vice versa. Further, Lavrov did not ever explicitly reject older ideas and still
remembered and referred to earlier works at the end of his life.42 Finally, early and late
works share common themes. These themes include critical thought, ideals, action,
development of the individual person and of society. The independent, ‘critically
thinking' individual must establish a set of personal ideals and strive to realize these.
Each person must not only apply these to him or herself, but also act to develop society
and culture according to his or her own ideals, particularly according to that person's
notion of justice. The term development was itself a constantly recurring theme in
Lavrov's thought throughout his career.

C. Humanism

1. European humanism

40pomper, Peter Lavrov, p. xvi.

41Lavrov demanded the same of philosophers and journalists; see, for example: Lavrov, 'Tri besedy’,
p. 570; P. L. Lavrov, 'Didro i Lessing', Otechestvennye zapiski, 1868, no. 1, pp. 147-212: 197-98.
42See, for example, P. L. Lavrov, 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia i zadachi nravstvennosti', Filosofiia i
sotsiologiia, 11, pp. 383-504: 391-92. 'Biografiia-ispoved” offers what nearly amounts to a
bibliography of his own works.
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Humanism is a broad term which, coined in the nineteenth century, has been applied
retrospectively to a broad range of thinkers. It does not signify a rigid system of
thought, but rather a particular point of view, or set of values, that may be identified in
various writers from the Renaissance, and even before, to the present. It is most often
associated with the Renaissance, and the term derives from the name which scholars of
the Italian Renaissance gave their group of disciplines: 'Studia Humanitatis', which
included rhetoric, philosophy and history. Renaissance humanists, ranging from
Petrarch, Valla and Pico to Erasmus and Thomas More, had very different views and
preoccupations, but promoted a common cultural and educational ethic. They
combined a programme of historical and philological criticism with the cultivation of
literary elegance, and allowed themselves to imitate and be inspired by models taken
from Greek and Roman authors. Renaissance humanists believed that the study of
classical texts should be cultivated in all human beings because it serves to develop a
desirable type of person: works from classical antiquity embody and describe human
achievement at its highest level and their study has an elevating influence on the reader.
To some extent, Renaissance humanism was a reaction against the dogmatism of
the medieval schools, which had encouraged what humanists considered to be the
sterile study of logic and natural, Aristotelian philosophy. In defending themselves
against the Scholastics, humanists turned to classical texts as authorities. This resulted
in an eclectic reading of ancient works, but also led to a rediscovery of many forgotten
or neglected works. Research into Renaissance humanism in the past decades has
shown that humanist opposition to medieval schools should not be considered a secular
reaction against religious teaching.43 On the contrary, one of the aims of some
Renaissance humanists was to find a way of reconciling reason with faith. Lorenzo
Valla, for example, argued in On Pleasure that pleasure must be seen as the motivation
behind all human action. The notion of pleasure that he put forward, however, was not
purely Epicurean, but unmistakably Christian. There is also a strong moral tone behind
humanist works, although it was never elaborated in a systematic, philosophical
manner. In his 'Oration on the Dignity of Man', for example, Pico della Mirandola
celebrated human beings for their God-given freedom to shape their own lives, but he
made it clear that every human being should use his or her intellect to aspire to become

'an angel and the son of God'.44

43paul Oskar Kristeller, Renaissance Thought: The Classic, Scholastic and Humanist Strains, New
York, 1961, pp. 9-13, 22, 95-119.

44Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, ‘Oration on the Dignity of Man', tr. Elizabeth Livermore Forbes, in
The Renaissance Philosophy of Man, ed. Ernst Cassirer, Chicago and London, 1948.
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While there are some common elements between Lavrov's point of view and
that of Renaissance humanists, Lavrov's ideas will largely be compared with those of
humanism in its second manifestation, namely in late eighteenth and early nineteenth
century Germany. Like humanists of the Renaissance, prominent figures of this period
had very different aims and interests, and did not act in coordination with one another.
Humanism has been attributed, again retrospectively, to one of the first and best-
known figures of this period, namely Wilhelm von Humboldt. Humboldt was and still
is best known as a statesman, educational reformer and philosopher of language. One
of his most widely read works is Ideen zu einem Versuch, die Grenzen der
Wirksamkeit des Staats zu bestimmen (The Limits of State Power, 1792). Here,
Humboldt argued that the power of the state over citizens must be held to an absolute
minimum in almost every sphere of civic life, and that its only purpose is to defend the
free and manifold development of its citizens as individuals. Humboldt's chief work
on language was Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues und ihren
Einfluf auf die geistige Entwickelung des Menschengeschlechts (On the Heterogeneity
of Human Language and its Influence on the Mental Development of Humankind,
published posthumously in 1836). The introduction includes a definitive exposition of
Humboldt's view of the human being and human development.45

The term 'humanism' itself was first coined in 1808 by Friedrich Immanuel
Niethammer in a book called Der Streit des Philanthropinismus mit dem Humanismus
in der Theorie des Erziehungsunterrichts unserer Zeit (The Debate between
Philanthropinism and Humanism in the Theory of Education in our Time). Here,
Niethammer attacked the contemporary education system, which he labelled as
‘Philanthropinism’, because, according to him, it only aimed to train students for their
future professions rather than developing them as human beings. Philanthropinism had
brought about 'a regression in true culture, a hatred of everything that is purely mental,
or ideal, in art as well as in science'.46 Humanism was the true system of education.

45Wilhelm von Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, die Grenzen der Wirksamkeit des Staates zu
bestimmen, Stuttgart, 1967; Wilhelm von Humboldt, Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen
Sprachbaues und ihren Einflufl auf die geistige Entwickelung des Menschengeschlechts, Bonn, 1960.
For English translations of these, see: Wilhelm von Humboldt, The Limits of State Action, tr. and ed.
J. W. Burrow, Cambridge, 1969; On Language, the Diversity of Human Language Structure and Its
Influence on the Mental Development of Mankind, tr. Peter Heath, Cambridge, 1988. Some of
Humboldt's works have also been translated in an anthology: Wilhelm von Humboldt, Humanist
Without a Portfolio, tr. Marianne Cowan, Detroit, 1963. I refer to the original German texts.
Translations are my own. On Humboldt, see for example: Paul. R. Sweet, Wilhelm von Humboldt: A
Biography, Columbus, 1978; Eberhard Kessel, Wilhelm von Humboldt: Idee und Wirklichkeit,
Stuttgart, 1967.

46Friedrich Immanuel Niethammer, Der Streit des Philanthropinismus mit dem Humanismus in der
Theorie des Erziehungsunterrichts unserer Zeit, Jena, 1808, p. 18. No works by or on Niethammer
have appeared in English. Secondary works on him include: Ernst Hojer, F. I. Niethammer: Ein Beitrag
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This was the older system, which aimed to develop reason and ideals in the person and
encouraged a lively approach to science and the arts, while basing itself on the study of
Classical Greek and Latin texts.47 Over the next half century, a whole group of
educational reformers came forward arguing in favour of humanism.

Neither Humboldt, nor Niethammer regarded themselves as continuing the
Renaissance tradition in any way. Indeed, the term humanism was not used in
connection with the Renaissance until 1859, when Georg Voigt's two-volume work,
Die Wiederbelebung des classischen Alterthums oder das erste Jahrhundert des
Humanismus (The Rebirth of Classical Antiquity, or the First Century of Humanism)
appeared.*8 Voigt set the tone of a value-laden, anti-Catholic, anti-medieval attitude
which for many decades dominated the way people regarded Renaissance humanism.
Voigt portrayed Renaissance humanism as a response against the spirit of the Middle
Ages, which celebrated human independence, was anti-Scholastic, secular, took a
critical approach to knowledge, and drew its inspiration from the Greeks and Romans.
Voigt also showed sympathy toward the republican values of some of the humanists he
described.

Although humanists of this period differed from each other in many ways, they
can still be seen to represent a common set of values and beliefs which each elaborated
in his own way. Niethammer rather awkwardly expressed what he and his
contemporaries meant by humanism in the following passage: "The whole human
being, with his various capacities and strengths, is a wonderful totality of unified
reason. The complete, all-rounded and harmonious development of this one totality is
the ideal of mankind and is correctly preserved in the old and venerable, and yet
unappreciated name, humanity."¥ Humanists of the nineteenth century stressed the
wholeness of the human being. Body, mind and character are so closely tied to one
another that one cannot consider one element independently of the other. Wilhelm von
Humboldt, for example, wrote that one must regard the human being 'as a whole, and
know all of his different sides - the mind, the heart and the body in their connection
with one another. Without this, knowledge of human character, which is really the goal
of anthropology, or even the essence of anthropology itself, will never be able to
become a science.™0 For this reason, one can say that humanism is necessarily

zur Geschichte des Neuhumanismus, Frankfurt am Main, 1965; Michael Schwarzmeier, Friedrich
Immanuel Niethammer: Ein Bayrischer Schulreformator, Aalen, 1974.

4TNiethammer, Der Streit, pp. 13-14.

4Georg Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung des classischen Alterthums oder das erste Jahrhundert des
Humanismus, 2 vols, Berlin, 1859.

49Niethammer, Der Streit, p. 190.

50Quoted in Kessel, Wilhelm von Humboldt, p. 83.
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‘anthropological' in the same sense that Lavrov understood this term. Humanists also

had a holistic attitude toward scholarly study. Voigt described this attitude as follows:
[...] the true human being is a striving human being and science is the servant of
virtue. For this reason, he [the humanist] believes that the historian,
philosopher, poet and theologian must be united in a single person. Whereas

the Scholastic wants strictly to divide his disciplines, the humanist wishes to

fuse them together into one general personal development.3!

Humboldt, who emphasized that human beings should cultivate their
particularities and argued in favour of a diverse society, also valued the variety of
human experience. Each person gains access to this manifold of experience through
feelings and sensitivity:

Whosoever endeavours endlessly to heighten his powers and rejuvenate them

through frequent pleasure; whosoever uses the strength of his character in order

to assert his independence from sensuality; whosoever endeavours to unite this
independence with the highest sensitivity, whose genuine and deep sense for
truth is tirelessly engaged in investigation, whose true and fine feeling for
beauty leaves no charming form unnoticed; whosoever has an urge to absorb
and fertilize within himself all that he finds outside of himself, to transform all
beauty into his individuality and, marrying his entire being with beauty, strives
to create new beauty; such a person may nurture the satisfying awareness of
being on the right path to approaching that ideal, which only the keenest
imagination in humanity dares to sketch,32

Despite their emphasis on the need to develop the human being as a whole,
humanists have tended to believe that the development of the mind is the most important
aspect of this process. According to Niethammer, 'ideas alone are what make the
human being great and dignified, they are more true and lasting than anything that one
may grasp with the hands'.?3 He also pointed out, however, that erudition by itself is
of little value and drew his readers' attention to 'the misconception that knowledge in
itself, the accumulated mass of information, amounts to an education; we do not even
wish to remind [the reader] of the sad fact that the individual in whom a mass of
knowledge is united with a great lack of culture is no uncommon occurrence'.>*

A vital part of the development of the individual is a set of ideals, beliefs,
values, customs and habits that is handed down from one generation to the next, in
other words, cultural inheritance. Humanists, however, do not expect the individual to
accept this inheritance passively, rather, they value what Humboldt described as
'Geisteskraft', strength of mind or spirit. This transforms the process of cultural

inheritance into a developmental process into which each generation breathes new

5Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung, p. 39. Voigt attributed this value to Renaissance humanists, but it is
equally applicable to nineteenth century humanism.

52Humboldt, Ideen zu eienem Versuch, p. 110.

53Niethammer, Der Streit, p. 52.

54Niethammer, Der Streit, p. 146.
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life.33 Society should, therefore, be open to creativity and innovation by individuals,
and part of human dignity lies in the efforts of individuals to take an active role in public
life and the development of society. Voigt, for example, praised Florence and the
Florentine nobility of the Renaissance, because it ‘'sought to maintain its dignity through
its efforts and services in the public sphere, through courtly manners and especially
through a more universal and more refined development of the world'.5¢ One of the
most important aims of the development of the individual is to create the kind of person
who will make the best contribution to the development of society and culture.

Humanists do not prescribe any political or social system in particular, although
many have been sympathetic to republicanism, and believe in the fundamental equality
of all human beings. This equality is based on human dignity and the right that every
person has to be respected by virtue of his or her humanity. Humboldt, for example,
criticized the Greeks, because they did not understand this principle: They possessed a
concept of high and noble human individuality, which was embedded clearly and
deeply in their sensibilities and cast of mind; but they never recognized the principle that
one should respect a person just because he is a human being, much less did they have
a sense for the resulting rights and duties.’>? This dignity does not reside in the
'natural' character of a person, but in the potential strengths and talents that lie within
each individual, be they physical, mental, or moral.

Although humanists of the nineteenth century emphasized the need for the free
development of the individual, it would be incorrect to regard them as individualists.
Humboldt, for example, repeatedly stated that human beings were inherently social
beings. Indeed, he made a point of explaining that individuality in the sense of
independence and self-sufficiency was of no interest to him. Rather, it was difference
and variety of character among people that interested him, and this presupposed that one
regarded the person as a member of a group, not in isolation.>8 |

Humanism ebbed away in the mid-nineteenth century, but returned in France
and Germany in the late 1920s, in part as a reaction against fascism. Werner Jaeger
presented his three-volume work, Paideia: The Ideals of Greek Culture, to the German
public in 1929 in the hopes that Greek ideals might be used as a resource against the
contemporary crisis of values.5® Humanism, for Jaeger, meant 'the process of

SSHumboldt, Uber die Vershiedenheit, p. xxviii.

56Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung, pp. 148-49,

STHumboldt, Uber die Versciedenheit, p. xxxviii.

S8Humboldt, Uber die Verschiedenheit, pp. xii-xiv, xlv-xlvi; Ideen zu einem Versuch, pp. 22-23.
SOWerner Jaeger, Paideia: The ldeals of Greek Culture, 3 vols, tr. Gilbert Highet, Oxford, 1939, I, p.
xviii.
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educating man into his true form, the real and genuine human nature'.%0 Paideia is an
ideal of education in which education has both a developmental and a conservative
character. Firstly, education 'is the process by which a community preserves and
transmits its physical and intellectual character'.%! Secondly, for the Greeks (and for
Jaeger), it was 'the creation of a higher type of man. They believed that education
embodied the purpose of all human effort. It was, they held, the ultimate justification
for the existence of both individual and community.'62 At roughly the same time,
'Christian humanism' began to be elaborated in France. Its best known exponent was
Jacques Maritain, who first published his influential work, Humanisme intégral (True
Humanism), in 1936.93 This type of humanism seems to have become influential

among Russian religious thinkers.
2. Humanism in Russia

It is often thought that there have never been any humanists in Russia. Few Russians
have made use of the term, and it is generally used, not in the sense of a concrete set of
values or ideals, but rather as a vague description of an attitude toward people, often
love for human beings, or humanitarianism. Nevertheless, in this century, humanism
has been put forward in Russia by both conservative and left-wing thinkers who had a
fairly clear understanding of humanism in its traditional sense and its history. Frank
concluded his contribution to Vekhi (1909) with the demand that Russians cultivate a
'religious humanism'.%4 He clarified what he meant by this many years later in
'Dostoevskii i krizis gumanizma' (1931), where he defined his kind of humanism as a
'faith in the human being which grows out of the Christian consciousness of the special
link between the human being and God'.65 According to Frank, Dostoevskii was
confronted with a crisis of faith in the human being which he overcame by showing that
human weakness and evil are precisely what open the human soul to God. Berdiaev
also showed an interest in humanism, particularly Christian humanism, in Russkaia
ideia (1946). According to Berdiaev, humanism in its western sense did not strike root
in Russia, but there was a special Russian understanding of this term, which meant
sympathy and compassion for the insulted and down-trodden. In this sense, Russian
radicals, especially the repentant noblemen of the 1870s, could be considered

6OJaeger. Paideia, 1, p. xxiii.

61Jaeger, Paideia, 1, p. xiii.

62]aeger, Paideia, p. xvii.

63Jacques Maritain, Humanisme intégral, Paris, 1936.

64S. Frank, 'Etika nigilizma', in Vekhi, ed. N. Kazakova, Moscow, 1991, pp. 153-184: 184.
65S. Frank, '‘Dostoevskii i krizis gumanizma', Put", 27, 1931, pp. 71-78: 72.
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'humanists' of sorts in the Russian sense. The prime examples of Christian humanism
in Russia, according to Berdiaev, were Dostoevskii and Vladimir Solov’ev.56

Shortly after the death of Stalin, the term humanism was also used by
ideologists of communism in the Soviet Union in order to propose a new approach to
socialism. The first tract of Soviet humanism was a pamphlet by V. P. Volgin,
Gumanizm i sotsializm (1955). Volgin traced the development of humanism from the
Renaissance to the nineteenth century and concluded that it was compatible with
socialism, including the teachings of Lenin and Stalin. Volgin and subsequent
ideologists of Soviet humanism emphasized that their variety of humanism addressed
the 'real’, 'earthly' person, while demanding personal development and respect for
human dignity. P. K. Kurochkin attempted to dissociate humanism from Christian
humanists in Pravoslavie i gumanizm (1962) and defined humanism as follows: 'OH
O3HavaeT yTBep#kAeHHe YellOBeUeCKOro A0OCTOMHCTBA, YCTaHOBJIEHUE
OTHOIIEHHWI MeXAy MOoAbMU, OCHOBAaHHHX Ha Iy6OKOM yBakeHUU K
MMUHOCTU. PeasyibHO CylecTBYIOUMI 3eMHOM YeJloBeK C ero peajibHHMHU,
3eMHHMH MHTepecaMy BCerja HaXOAUTCA B IEHTPe BHUMaHUA
ryMaHucTHueckoit Muciun'.67 The claim to be concerned with the 'real' human being
was not, however, the monopoly of Soviet humanists: Berdiaev and Frank also spoke
of the 'realism of actual life' and 'earthly life' when it came to the notion of humanism
that they supported.®® 'Realism' and a concern for the 'real' human being has also
been seen as an important feature of Lavrov's thought (see above).

Humanism has been applied retrospectively to a number of Russian thinkers.
This has not only been done by figures with a direct interest in humanism such as
ideologists of Christian and Soviet humanism, but also by scholars. Jack Haney, for
example, argued that the terms 'Renaissance’ and 'humanism' could be applied
typologically to sixteenth century Muscovy in From Italy to Muscovy: The Life and
Works of Maxim the Greek (1973).69 Filosofskii entsiklopedicheskii slovar” (1989)
also traces the development of humanism in Russia through Belinskii, Herzen,
Chernyshevskii, Dobroliubov and Vladimir Solov’ev.’0 Although 'humanism' is often

66N, Berdiaev, Russkaia ideia, Paris, 1971, pp- 88-100. Where he discussed the humanism or
humanitarianism of left-wing thinkers, he mentioned Mikhailovskii, but not Lavrov (p. 89).

67p, K. Kurochkin, Pravoslavie i gumanizm, Moscow, 1962, p. 5; V. P. Volgin, Gumanizm i
sotsializm, Moscow, 1955; M. Petrosian, 'Kommunizm - polnoe voploshchenie real ‘nogo
gumanizma', Kommunist, 1959, no. 7, pp. 13-25.

68Berdiaev said this particularly with respect to Dostoevskii: Russkaia ideia, p. 90; Frank, 'Dostoevskii
1 krizis gumanizma', p. 72.

69Jack V. Haney, From Italy to Muscovy: The Life and Works of Maxim the Greek, Munich, 1973.
70Gumanizm', F. ilosofskii entsiklopedicheskii slovar', second edition, Moscow, 1989, p. 139. The
first edition of Filosofskii entsiklopedicheskii slovar” (1983) does not include Solov’ev’s name among
the others: pp. 130-31.
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referred to in passing with reference to such figures, no in-depth study of the matter has
been undertaken. Most recently, A. I. Volodin demonstrated the influence of Wilhelm
von Humboldt's ideas on Pisarev, without, however, attempting to claim that Pisarev

was a humanist.”!
D. Lavrov and humanism

'Humanism' has been applied retrospectively to Lavrov's thought by a variety of
scholars, although these restricted themselves to brief references and in passing.
Scholars and students who have made such references are: Gizetti, Shpet, Shteinberg,
Novomirskii, Zen kovskii, Kruglova, Alexandrova, Walicki, Vlaskin and Vasil‘ev.72
It is not always clear what they meant by the term 'humanism'. Some, including
Walicki, Gizetti and Zen 'kovskii remarked that Lavrov's thought was 'humanist'
because it belonged to a positive, progressive tradition in Russian thought that included
figures such as Herzen, Belinskii and the 'enlighteners'. Shpet and Zen kovskii
associated humanism with the importance of ideals in Lavrov's thought. Shpet pointed
out that, according to Lavrov, human beings determine their identity through a set of
ideals. This notion connected Lavrov's thought with the kind of 'humanism' put
forward by Feuerbach and Herzen, which Shpet defined as the belief that human beings
are products of their own making.”3

This dissertation does not seek to turn such passing and broadly defined
references to Lavrov as a humanist' into a claim that Lavrov belonged to the humanist
school of thought. Rather, it presents a set of values and ideals in Lavrov's thought
which are also characteristic of humanism. Direct comparisons are principally made
between Lavrov and humanists of late eighteenth and nineteenth century Germany.
Among humanists of this period, the figure whose work Lavrov knew best was
Wilhelm von Humboldt, and he referred to him a number of times in early works. He

71A. 1. Volodin, 'Vilgelm Gumbol dt i Dmitrii Pisarev', in Rossiia i Germaniia. Opyt filosofskogo
dialoga, ed. V. A. Lektorskii and A. Ia. Sharapov, Moscow, 1993, pp. 175-206.

72A. A. Gizetti, 'P. L. Lavrov i V1. Solov’ev', Stat’i, vospominaniia, pp. 385-404: 387; Shpet,
'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 128-29; A. Z. Shteinberg, 'Nachalo i konets istorii v uchenii P. L.
Lavrova', Stat’i, vospominaniia, pp. 355-72; Novomirskii, Na puti, p. 437; Zen’kovskii, Istoriia, I,
part 2, p. 159; L. K. Kruglova, Antropologicheskaia filosofiia P. L. Lavrova, Avtoreferat kandidatskoi
dissertatsii, Leningrad, 1973, p. 3; T. N. Aleksandrova, Teoriia lichnosti P. L. Lavrova, Avtoreferat
kandidatskoi dissertatsii, Moscow, 1974, pp. 8-9; Walicki, A History, p. 241; A. G. Vlaskin,
"Kriticheski mysliashchaia lichnost™ i moral ‘nye tsennosti v filosofskoi kontseptsii P. L. Lavrova', in
Filosofiia i osvoboditel noe dvizhenie v Rossii, ed. A. A. Ermichev and S. N. Savel ev, Leningrad,
1989, pp. 123-31: 123, 130; A. V. Vasil’ev, Chitaia "Istoricheskie pis ‘ma" Petra Lavrova, Moscow
and Mariupol”, 1993, pp. 26, 208.

T3Berdiaev, incidentally, also pointed to Feuerbach as the representative of the kind of humanism with
which Russians could identify: Russkaia ideia, p. 88.
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called Humboldt 'one of the greatest linguists and at the same time one of the
remarkable statesmen of the German liberal party' in 'Gegelizm' (1859).74 In 'Ocherki
voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', he included Humboldt among 'the best
representatives of the contemporary study of the human being'. Here, Lavrov quoted
from Humboldt's work on the limits of state power.”> He based his claims about
Humboldt in 'Gegelizm' on the authority of Rudolf Haym, who had published a
monograph on Humboldt in 1856 which Lavrov appears to have read.’® Lavrov also
knew of Niethammer, but he only mentioned him as the friend and correspondent of
Hegel.77

Similarities between Lavrov's thought and that of humanists from this period
are more likely to spring from a common intellectual background than from any
systematic impact of humanists' works on his thought. Lavrov read and was
influenced by many of the authors who were prominent in Germany in the period when
Humboldt and Niethammer wrote; not only philosophers such as Kant, Johann Gottlieb
Fichte, Schopenhauer and Hegel, but also literary figures such as Goethe, Schiller and
especially Lessing. It would be erroneous, however, to suggest that Lavrov's thought
shares exactly the same intellectual roots as that of Humboldt or Niethammer, since his
works also bear the imprint of French socialists and later, of positivists, Darwinists
and, finally, of Marx. Lavrov himself rarely used the term humanism, and where he
did so, he usually meant Renaissance humanism. Most of these references are
sympathetic, nevertheless he did not show any special interest in humanism as a world-

view, nor does he appear to have read the works of many Renaissance humanists.”8

74p. L. Lavrov, 'Gegelizm', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1, pp- 43-175: 59. 1In Istoricheskie pis ‘'ma,
Lavrov referred to Humboldt as the founder of comparative linguistics: Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 134.
75'0Ocherki voprosov', pp. 378-79.

76Rudolf Haym, Wilhelm von Humbolds: Lebensbild und Charakteristik, Berlin, 1856. Haym
published a large number of monographs on German philosophers, such as on Hegel and Feuerbach.
Lavrov admired Haym's work immensely, and Haym seems to have inspired Lavrov to write his first
works on the history of philosophy; see, for example: 'Gegelizm', pp. 58-61. Haym was also the
source of Pisarev's knowledge about Humboldt; see: Volodin, 'Vilgelm Gumboldt', pp. 186-88.
TT'Gegelizm', p. 63.

T8]storicheskie pis 'ma, p. 91; P. L. Lavrov, 'Sotsializm i bor‘ba za sushchestvovanie', Filosofiia i
sotsiologiia, 11, pp. 363-81: 375; Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, pp. 248-49. In ‘Iz istorii sotsial nykh
uchenii’, Lavrov discussed Renaissance thought in some detail, especially Thomas More's ‘utopian
socialism': P. L. Lavrov, 'Iz istorii sotsial nykh uchenii', Izbrannye sochineniia, 11, pp. 143-249: 220-
48. One lengthy work on the sciences in the Renaissance, 'Rol” nauki v period vozrozhdeniia i
reformatsii', has been attributed to him by Ivanov-Razumnik. This piece was first published
anonymously in Otechestvennye zapiski, and was, according to Ivanov-Razumnik, 'mistakenly' included
in the collected works of Lesevich: I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov, 'Bibliografiia sochinenii P. L. Lavrovai o
nem', Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, pp. 492-510: 507. Lavrov also claimed that the work was his:
'‘Biografiia-ispoved”, p. 98. Cross references in the text itself, however, indicate that the author must,
indeed, have been Lesevich, not Lavrov: V. V. Lesevich, 'Rol” nauki v period vozrozhdeniia i
reformatsii', Sobranie sochenenii, 3 vols, Moscow, 1915, III, pp. 104-217.



Rather than attempting to prove that Lavrov was a humanist in the fullest sense
of the word, therefore, this dissertation aims to show that one may identify a set of
distinctively humanist values in his thought. Lavrov's term for his philosophical point
of view, 'anthropologism, is itself similar to the word 'humanism'": both attach the
suffix 'ism' to the same root, namely the human being. As was explained above,
Lavrov's understanding of 'anthropologism’ was rather limited in the content that he
attributed to it. Some of the ideas that he presented in connection with his
‘anthropologism' are distinctly humanist, notably the concept of the 'whole person'.
Further humanist values include individual development and of qualities such as
criticism, creativity and feelings, as well as his demand for the person's independent
cultivation of ideals and his or her active pursuit of these. For Lavrov, this means the
realization of social ideals in particular. Lavrov, like humanists, stressed the social
nature of human beings and the influence of society on personal development mediated
by culture. Lavrov's political ideal, at least for a period, was that state must be to
defend and support development in all of these areas - individual, social and cultural.

Some of the subjects that are discussed in this dissertation have been studied in
secondary literature and are reinterpreted here in the light of 'humanism' and on the
basis of new material. These include his views on culture, the state, ethics and aspects
of Lavrov's views on the person, such as criticism. The application of humanism to
Lavrov's thought also draws attention to some areas that have not been studied before,
such as his idealisation of ancient Greece and his theory of education, both of which
were of central interest to humanists. It also draws attention to more fundamental ideals
that were equally neglected, such as creativity and sensitivity, or feelings, which are
also typically humanist.

The dissertation is divided into six chapters of which the first three focus on
Lavrov's views on the person as an individual. The first chapter is on aspects of the
person and personal development, and is subdivided into sections on the human being
as a whole being, dignity, consciousness, criticism, creativity, feelings and freedom.
The second chapter studies Lavrov's views on ethics. It is included here not because
Lavrov's attitude is particularly 'humanist' (humanists were always concerned with
morality but did not take a particular moral line), although his approach is to some
extent based on humanist principles. Rather, this subject is important because of its
central place in Lavrov's thought as a whole, and because his ideal of the person cannot
be considered without taking his moral thought into account. The first two chapters,
therefore, aim to present a coherent account of some of the most fundamental aspects of
Lavrov's thought in terms of the humanist framework. The third chapter, which is on
education, highlights one area of similarity in interest and occupation between Lavrov



and humanists; it also offers an account of his views about the practical side to the
development of the individual.

The last three chapters study his views on the person as a social being. The
fourth chapter studies his views on culture and civilization, presenting the development
of these views over time and showing that this was integrally connected to a change of
focus in his thought from individual to society. The fifth chapter studies his view of
ancient Greece, which he idealized especially around the middle of his career. This
reveals a further similarity between Lavrov and humanists, both of the Renaissance and
early nineteenth century. Lavrov valued Greece particularly for the attitude to society
and state that he attributed to the Greeks, and so an understanding of his views on
Greece supplements the analysis of his writings on these subjects. His attitude toward
the state is studied in the sixth chapter. This looks at his support for a federal state,
which is manifested in works dating from the middle of his career.

Generally, the focus of the final three chapters is on views that Lavrov
elaborated from the mid-1860s to the mid-1870s, while the first three chapters
concentrate on ideals that he established in works in the late 1850s and early 1860s.
The dissertation refers to works from the end of his life as a point of comparison, but
these are, on the whole, of lesser interest because the main innovation in his thought in
this period (the 1880s and 1890s) was a philosophy of history which is not relevant
here. Lavrov's thought in these different areas was united throughout his life by two
particularly humanist themes, namely ideals and development, and these are what lend
continuity to Lavrov's works through different periods and different subjects.

24



Chapter one: The person and personal development
A. The human being as a whole being

‘The true purpose of the human being', wrote Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'is the highest
and most well-proportioned development of his powers into one whole.'! Humboldt's
statement accurately summarizes the humanists' attitude toward the person.
Humanists regard the 'natural’ human being much as sculptors might regard a block of
marble: they take in its strengths and weaknesses bearing in mind its suitability for the
work of art which they hope to produce out of it. Their task is to create something
which is well-proportioned or harmonious in form, and which makes the best possible
use of the materials they have at their disposal. Humanists often compare the
complete human being to a work of art, but their concern for the development of the
‘whole' human being is not simply aesthetic. It is important that development must
not be partial, but should affect the entire human being. To insist that one should
develop only the mind or only the body, for example, would be to set a limit to the
extent to which the person ought to be developed.

Lavrov was familiar with Humboldt's views, and referred approvingly to the
above statement in 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii' (1859).2 Indeed, one
finds a thorough agreement in Lavrov's works, particularly in his early works, with
Humboldt's statement. Lavrov's interest in personal development was not of an
aesthetic nature, although he warned against the disfigurement that could arise from
an unbalanced development in 'Postepenno’ (1862/63): 'Eciiu BH HEe XOTUTE
NOJIYYNTh THEAYUHHX, YPOAIUBHX OCOBel yernoBeyeckoro poja, To
npaBWibHasA r'MMHacTUKa JOJMKHA OOHO8peMeHHO obpallaTh BHUMaHUe Ha
pasBUTHE 6Cex MYCKYJIOB Tena pebeHKa, pa3yMHHI1 Tejaror JonKeH
00HOB8PEMEHHO [aBaTh NMUILY 8CEM €ro CIOCOBHOCTSM. 3

The two principal sources of his insistence on the need for the development of
the 'whole' human being were his 'anthropological' outlook and a practical ideal of
unlimited development. According to Lavrov, anthropology must study the whole
human being and take this wholeness into consideration as an unalterable fact. In
'‘Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', for example, he wrote: "Henoseueckas
JIMYHOCTb €CTh OJHO Hepa3jenumoe Liejjoe. Bce sABIeHUA yenoBeyeckKon
AesITeNbHOCTU, BHYTPEHHel Y BHEWHell, TepelieTaloTCa Mexly cobolo,
3aMeHSIOT OJHO APYroe, APYT APYTY NOMOTraioT WK MeUaloT, U U3 BCEro

IHumboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch , p. 22.

2¢QOcherki voprosov’, p. 379. Here he cites the same sentence included above.

3P. L. Lavrov, 'Postepenno’, Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, pp. 128-34. 'Postepenno’ was written in the early
1860s, probably in 1862 or 1863, but was not published until after Lavrov died.
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DTOr0 NPOUCXOAMT €AMHCTBO *kU3HW.'"* In 'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia v
filosofii' (1862), Lavrov emphasized that sense impressions and thoughts could not be
treated as purely ‘physical’ or 'mental'. Sense impressions, which came from the body,
could not be interpreted without the use of the mind, while thoughts, according to
Lavrov, could never be interpreted as being true or false without verification through
physical action. 'TIo3TOMY, BCe CO3HaBaeMOe Wil BCe Cyllee Ipelnoiaraer
LeJIbHOr0 YesloBeKa, KOTOPHI eCTb OJHOBPEMEHHO Ob6belMHEeHHas YacCTh
BelleCTBeHHOr0 MMpa M CO3HaTesbHas JIMYHOCTh.” Further, according to the
‘anthropological point of view', the existence of the whole, 'physico-psychological
person' was the only unconditional fact, and this fact provided the basis for all
knowledge.6

Lavrov's perception of the importance of ‘wholeness' seems to have forced him
to overcome an older attitude toward the body as being separate from and often
hostile to the inclinations of the mind. This can be seen in the diaries which he kept
in the early 1840s,” and in 'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira' (1859) he still spoke of the
body as something alien to the self: '‘Bo Bce BpeMeHa, yesioBeK NpOTUBOIOIAral
cebs1, CBOe CO3HaBaeMoe 4 He TOJIbKO BHellHEMY MUPY, HO U COBCTBEHHOMY
Teny'.8 By the time he published 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii' four
months later, he had changed his position: "Teno yenoseka ectb Hepa3iefbHOe
yciosue ero A ¥ IOTOMY YYacTBYeT B ero JoctouHcTse'.? He now began to
advocate treating the person as one integral whole and never spoke of an opposition
between mind and body again. The interdependence of body and mind was also
important to Niethammer, who argued that one cannot understand the mind or body in
isolation from one another and must develop both. Niethammer, however, felt that
the development of the mind is more important than that of the body, which
constitutes a person's 'lower nature'.10 Lavrov would have agreed with this. In
Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti i ee istoriia (1870), for example, he argued in
favour of physical development and for the fulfilment of all basic physical needs. Yet
he went on to declare that development of the mind is more important: 'B LlenbHOM

Pa3BUTUU MTUUYHOCTU 6bICULULL DTIEMEHT eCTh Pa3BuUTHE IICUXUYECKOE, a HU3IINI

4'QOcherki voprosov', p. 356.

5 'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 198.

6' Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 199. Lavrov's 'anthropological' position is discussed in great

detail by Shpet in 'Antropologizm Lavrova'. He raises a problematic issue in Lavrov's anthropological

thought, namely that Lavrov made the person both 'question’ and 'answer' of all philosophical problems
(pp. 119-20).

7p. L. Lavrov, 'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 29. XI. 1841, GARF, 1762 2 341, p. 53.

8p. L. Lavrov, 'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira', Sobranie sochinenii, 1, no. 2, pp. 5-50: 6.

9'Ocherki voprosov', p. 438.

10Niethammer, Der Streit, pp. 42-46.
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- ¢pusnueckoe'.!l Both Lavrov and Niethammer also felt that it was wrong to think
of the body as a 'corruption’. Lavrov insisted that nothing could be gained by
asceticism, that is, by intentionally denying the body the fulfilment of its basic
requirements. In Istoricheskie pis ‘'ma and other works from around this time, he
explained that this only served as a source of perversion.!2

When he spoke of the 'wholeness' of the human being, however, Lavrov was
not only thinking of the close connection between body and mind. Rather, he meant
that every part of the person should be united by an ideal, or set of ideals, and that no
side of the person must be excluded from this unity. This can be seen in 'Edinstvo’
(1863), an article written for Entsiklopedicheskii slovar”:

Ka:xaei MOMEHT KHU3HU AOJKEeH OHTh NPOHUKHYT € AMHCTBOM MEXIY
Pa3HOOOpa3HHIMA CTOPOHAMMU KU3HU YeJIoBeKa: YaCTHHE ujealiH
JOMKHH MONYMHATHLCA OBUIEeMY uieany Yei08€4HOCMIL; OHU JOJKHE
OHTh AeACTBUTENIBHEMU UdeataMil, BHpaboTaBIUIMMUCS KUSHEHHHM
IMPOLIECCOM U3 CaMOro YeJIOBeKa, a He udosiamu, 3aMMCTBOBaHHBIMHU
u3BHe [...] BCs U3HB JOMKHA NPEACTABIATh ONHO CTPOMHOE 1e/oe, U
TOMbKO 3TO BHClIee €IMHCTBO, KaK BHCUIMII UAeas, K KOTOPOMY
JOJIIeH CTPEMHUTLCA YeyloBeK, UMeeT IpaBO Ha Ha3BaHHe
myopocmul...]13

Every person must, therefore, try to arrive at an ideal, or at a set of ideals, which
impart unity upon every aspect of his or her life. In 'Tri besedy o sovremennom
znachenii filosofii' (1860), he called the act of thought which unifies one's life
‘philosophy': UenoBek Kax MO3HAIOWUIA, TBOPAUWMA U KUBYIUA ABUTCS HaM
€OUHBIM pa36usanujUMCA 4eJIOBEKOM, U CYIIHOCTb 3TOro eouHcmaa
paseumus okasanack gunocopcmaosaHuem.'* The act of giving life unity
through thought was regarded by Lavrov as a creative process, which aimed to
achieve an ‘art of life'.15 The 'art of life', according to Lavrov, was known to classical
civilization: 'IpeBHNEe, FOBOPS 00 UCKYCCTBE KU3HU, PACTPOCTPAHIN U Ha
3Ty 061acTh 3CTEeTUUECKOe BO33PeHUue, a BMecTe C TeM TpeboBaHHe
earHcTBa'.16 The issue behind 'art of life' was not primarily aesthetic; Lavrov

regarded art itself as an act of unification, rather than as an aesthetic exercise,!” so

llp 1. Lavrov, Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti i ee istoriia, St Petersburg, 1903-04, p. 55.
12[storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 151; P. L. Lavrov, 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', Otechestvennye
zapiski, 1868, no 4, pp. 403-70; no. 6, pp. 213-336; no. 7, pp. 269-318; no. 8, pp. 324-54: part 2, pp.
274-76. In both texts, Lavrov condemned asceticism with respect to food as well as sexual desire.
Cultures which encouraged fasting seemed also to breed gluttony, while an ethic of sexual abstention
only seemed to encourage licentious behaviour.

13p_ L. Lavrov, 'Edinstvo', Sobranie sochinenii, 1, no. 2, pp- 207-16: 213-14.

ldrr besedy', p. 573; see also p. 572. He maintained this view of philosophy throughout his career, as
is shown in P. L. Lavrov, 'Filosofiia g. Chicherina', Kriticheskoe obozrenie, 1880, no. 10 (15 May), pp.
468-88: 470.

15Tri besedy', p. 552.

16'Edinstvo’, p. 213.

17 Edinstvo!, p. 212.
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that the art of life was a matter of wholeness, or unity. This was why, even after art
lost much of its value in Lavrov's eyes, he still claimed that it could describe the
person better than 'science': "MCKYCCTBO AOMKHO yrajiaTh 3TY LENbHOCTb JIyulle,
yeM palMOHANMUCTHUEeCKOe UcciieloBaHue.'18

Lavrov wished that development should involve every part of the person.
Development must not only be physical and mental, but also moral. This idea is most
often associated with the first part of Lavrov's definition of progress as he formulated
it in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma: 'Pa3BuTue NTMUHOCTU B PU3MUECKOM, YMCTBEHHOM U
HPaBCTBEHHOM OTHOlIeHNU. BorutoumeHre B 06uecTBeHHEX $OopMax UCTUHH 1
crnipaBeanuBocTh'.19 The development of the ‘'whole' person was itself considered by
Lavrov to be moral, as he claimed in works such as '"Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh

reshenie' (1868)20 and Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti:

JINYHOCTH yennoBeKa eCTh JTMYHOCTD LieNlbHas, Hepa3AenuMas, PU3nKo-
ncMxuyecKas, KOTopas pa3BUBAaeTCs IPaBUIIbHO B OJHOM CBOEM
3JIeMeHTe JIWlllb TOrja, Koria pa3BMBaeTCs B CBOEH LelIbHOCTH.
ITo>TOMY HpaBCTBEHHOE pa3BUTHE €CTh Pa3BUTHE LieJIbHOE 1
BCceCTOpPOHHee. HeobxoanMbie MOTPE6GHOCTU Tesa AOJIKHH OHTb
YAOBIETBOPEHH TOYHO TaK Xke, KaK Heo6XOoJuMbie TOTPEOHOCTH
ayxa.2!

The reason why he called this 'moral’ was because, according to him, the moral agent
was precisely one whose whole life was taken over by an ideal, or set of ideals, which
did not allow any part of the person to exist independently of those ideals.
Development should not only be unlimited in the sense that it should address
every part of the person, but also in that it should be a never-ending process. In
'‘Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia v filosofii', he portrayed life as a continuous
process of thought and action in which the person formed his or her own ideals,
seeking creatively to realize these. He called this process a 'historical life',22 in which
the person's ideals should constantly be revised, taking into account knowledge gained

through experience:

[...] pa3BuTHE UCTOPHYECKOE OTHOCUTCS K UeloBeKYy KakK MO3Hawluei
¥ TBOpYECKO! IMYHOCTH, U DTO pa3BUTHEe 6€CKOHEUHO, WU IO
KpaliHelt Mepe ¢$uUnocodus He MMeeT TPUUUHE CTPOUTh ero Kak
KoHeuHoe. Kak no3Harouas JTMYHOCTh, YejIOBEK HeciipecTaHHO
pacuvpseT npejens HaYKU U TeM JlaeT BCe HOBHII MaTepHuall CBOeMy
MelieHuo. Kax TBopueckast IMUHOCTb, OH CO3/laeT BCe HOBHE

18p_ L. Lavrov, 'Shopengauer na russkoi pochve', Delo, 1880, no. 5, pp. 1-44: 8.

Yistoricheskie pis ‘ma, p- 30. The idea of development was dropped from Lavrov's second definition of
progress, offered in P. L. Lavrov, 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo', Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, pp.
397-424: 421.

20'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 628.

21 Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 54.

22The notion of historical life became very important from the late 1860s on, but for the time being he
did not pursue this idea.
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uaearssl, HOBble OPMHL U ASUCTBUSA AJST UX BOIIOWEHUs, HUKOr ja He
MCUYepIHBas NpeKpacHHX ¢OpM, HPaBCTBEHHHIX AefCTBUII U Bcerja
CTPeMsICh Aajiee U Jarnee K OCYleCTBJIEHUIO YeIOBEUHOCTH, KOTOPYIO
OH B cefe CO3HaeT. DTa BO3MOMHOCTbh 6ECKOHEUHOI'0 pa3BUTHA, HE
Mellanlas 3aKOHYEeHHOCTH $UNOCOoPCKOi CUCTEME, €CTh
Heob6xoa1MMoe Clie[ICTBUE aHTPOIOJIOrMUecKoro Havasia v o3BoJsieT
NMOCTPOUTH $PUITOCOPUI0 UCTOPUM, HE OrPaHUUYMBAs YE€JIOBEYeCTBO B
dopMax ero passurtus.23

B. Dignity

The many-sided, well-proportioned development of the human being is the central
task in the pursuit of an ideal, namely human dignity. Lavrov explained his view of
dignity most fully in 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', where he wrote: 'Kak
Weas, IOCTaBIeHHHI TBOPYECTBOM BO UMS CTPOMHOCTH, JOCTOMHCTBO
JIMUHOCTH ABJISAETCA AIA NeACTBUTENIbHON JIMYHOCTU IO HEOOXOAMMOCTH YeM-
TO BHCIIMM, 6€3yCIIOBHO 3aC/Ty:KMBaOWUM yBaxkeHUeM.?4 The physical and
mental development of the person is part of this ideal: 'CamMoobmnaaaoumas
JIMYHOCTb, PU3MUECKU CUIIbHAS U TpeKpacHas, Moryyas 3HaHWeM U
TBOPYECKUM YMOM, CTajla UAeaJioM JOCTOMHON IMYHOCTU.'?S These statements
reveal a very 'humanist' approach to dignity. Like some humanists, Lavrov spoke of a
right to free physical, mental and moral development, in which [human] dignity
consists',26 but he also thought of it as a duty. In 'Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie’,
Lavrov repeated the idea that 'moral dignity demands physical, mental and moral
development',27 and this continued to be a common trait in his thought. Further, he
claimed that the ideal of dignity was inescapable:

IleiicTBUTENBHEIN YeNTIOBEK 06s13aH nepel uieanbHEM, Iepel CBOUM
JOCTOUHCTBOM. [...] OHO [MOHsATHE O UeloBeYeCKOM AOCTOUHCTBE]
IPUCYTCTBYET NPU COBEPIAOLIEMCS AeICTBUU KaK HEeUTO
CaMOCTOATeNIbHOe, MMelllee CBOM KOPHU B HEU3TTaIMMOM
npolieaueM, U TOTOMY O653aHHOCTh, UM Hallaraemas, He eCTh
npu3pak, HO caMoe AefiCTBUTeIbHOe NIPUHY KAEHWe, fiexalliee Ha
yenoBeke. CkaxeM bornee: 0613aHHOCTh yBa:kaTh B cebe cBoe
JOCTOUHCTBO €CTh eIMHCTBeHHas 00s3aHHOCTb, CylleCTBYoUas s
yesloBeKa M BHE KOTOPOW HaXOAUTCS TOJIBKO Y/IOBIETBOPEHHUE NMPAMBIX
norpebHocTeit.28

In 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', however, he also expressed the

belief that the recognition of other people's dignity was necessary for the successful

23p. L. Lavrov, 'Chto takoe antropologiia', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, I, pp. 463-91: 490-91.
24'0Ocherki voprosov', pp. 377-78.

25'Qcherki voprosov', p. 387.

26'Ocherki voprosov', p. 438.

27'zadachi pozitivizma', p. 628.

28'0Ocherki voprosov', p. 386.
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coexistence of individuals. Without respect for the dignity of others as equals, life
would consist only of struggle between egoistic individuals, who must continue to
struggle with one another until both have recognized the superiority of the one over
the other. Life improves when people become conscious of their equality. They then
recognize dignity in all their equals, and begin to defend the dignity of another as they
would defend their own: 'Ockop6yieHHe JOCTOMHCTBA TOr0, KOro s IMpu3Hall
PaBHHIM, €CTb BO MHE OCKOPO6JIeHMe CO3HAHUA STOTO PaBEeHCTBa,
cnefoBaTeNbHO, OCKOp6iieHre U Moero A0CTOMHCTBA'.2? This phrase was
repeated, with slight variations, in numerous subsequent works, notably in 'Tri besedy
o sovremennom znachenii filosofii': 'O1eHKa 4y®oro JOCTOMHCTBAa BXOJUT B
CYWHOCTb MO€ro ybexeHus, TO eCTb B CYIWHOCTh MOEro COBCTBEHHOr O
AOCTOMHCTBA. DTO 3HAUUT, BCE, YTO A NPU3HAJ PaBHOIPAaBHEIM CO MHOM,
AOJIZKHO OHTb AN MEHS CBATHHEN, KOTOPYIO 5 AOMKeH yBamaTbh Kak
CBATHHIO COBCTBEHHOI O JOCTOMHCTBA.'30

Respect for the dignity of other people should not be conditional upon whether
one actually thinks they are worthy of respect. In early works, he spoke of the right of
all human beings to be respected in spite of whatever weaknesses a person might
have: 'OH Bce e OCTaeTCsl YUeJIOBeKOM, U KaK YeloBeK, 3ac/Iy:KUBaeT yyacTus,
yBaKeHUs 1 CTOUT HEM3MePUMO BHIle BCEro OCTaJIbHOIO HeuejloBeyeckoro
Mmupa'3l Later, in 1870, Lavrov began to speak of universal dignity
(obshchechelovecheskoe dostoinstvo), in opposition to the idea that race, nationality,
gender or class should have any effect on respect for personal dignity.32

The notion of dignity was closely tied to that of justice in Lavrov's thought, as
became especially clear in works of the late 1860s. In 'Formula progressa g.
Mikhailovskogo' (1870) he wrote: 'Uaean cnpaBeATMBOCTU Bcerja 3aKioJasncs B
TOM, UTOOH O6pamaThCs C APYTUMHU IO UX JOCTOWHCTBY U NOJAEPAKUBATD
MpU3HAHHOE 32 HUMMW IOCTOMHCTBO BCEMH ero cunamu.'3 In the same text, he
put forward a 'theorem’ based on the equality of human dignity, which postulated that
every member of society had a right to a fair distribution of goods (‘as equal as
possible'), as well as to equal development, equal labour, and 'as full a share in social

29*0cherki voprosov', p. 414.

30'Tri besedy', p. 559; see also: Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, p- 31, and 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia', p. 406.

31P. L. Lavrov, 'Polozheniia, na kotorykh dolzhno byt” osnovano nravstvennoe vospitanie v nashem
obshchestve v nashe vremia', Zhurnal dlia vospitaniia, 1857, no. 12, pp. 183-88: 186; see also 'Ocherki
voprosoVv', p. 406. He was not yet entirely consistent about this, however, until 1870.

32'Formula progressa', p. 411; P. L. Lavrov, 'Po povodu kritiki na "Istoricheskie pis ‘ma", Filosofiia i
sotsiologiia, 11, pp. 297-328: 313-14.

33'Formula progressa', p. 408.
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life as possible'.34 A few years later, he indicated that no individual who lived in an
unjust (or 'unsatisfactory') society could have much dignity.35

Dignity was mentioned much less often in works after 1870, although he did
not abandon it as a value.36 Following the publication of 'Ocherki voprosov
prakticheskoi filosofii' in 1859, the association between dignity and the free
development of the individual became less important, as his perception of the need to
develop the person as an individual generally weakened. This view of dignity was
taken over by the belief that dignity was necessary for establishing just and equal
relations between people. In this way, the concept of dignity in Lavrov's thought
became less 'humanist' with time, and it seems that it lost importance for him as his
ideas revolved less around the individual and more around humankind and society. A

similar development can be traced in his ideas about consciousness and criticism.
C. Consciousness

Consciousness appears in Lavrov's thought both in a philosophical sense and in a
practical sense. The function of consciousness in the philosophical sense was studied
in great detail by Gustav Shpet, who explained that, for Lavrov, consciousness is a
lens through which 'reality’ passes into the mind in the form of 'rays of light'. These
rays are collected in 'one focus'. As they pass through this focus, they are transformed
by the creative interpretation of the conscious person. Consciousness is the 'focus'
which serves to 'concentrate and transform' experience.3? Shpet's illustrative
description explains why Lavrov considered consciousness to be an undeniable 'fact’
(because the resulting impressions in the mind of the conscious person are 'actual’
reflections of reality, even if they do not accurately reflect the world as it 'really is').
It also explains why consciousness is particular to the individual (since the person's
impressions of reality will always bear the imprint of his or her own creative
interpretation). Lavrov often emphasised that consciousness was 'actual’ as well as
particular to an individual person: 'BO BCceX JIMUHOCTAX NPOUCXOIUT

oeticmaumeJtbHbIli TIPOLIECC CO3HAHUSA, COCTABIIAIUMI OCHOBY BCEro Cylero

34Formula progressa’, p. 409.

35'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia', p. 412; P. L. Lavrov, 'Gosudarstvennyi element v budushchem
obshchestve', Izbrannye sochineniia, IV, pp. 207-396: 384. This may be seen to contradict Lavrov's
statement that nationality, class, and so on, should have no influence on whether a person may be
considered dignified.

36References to the importance of respecting dignity in oneself and others may be found in 'Sotsial naia
revoliutsiia', p. 503, and in P. L. Lavrov, 'Starye voprosy (Uchenie grafa L.. N. Tolstogo)', Filosofiia i
sotsiologiia, 11, pp. 505-580: 564.

37G. G. Shpet, 'Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova', "Vpered!", pp. 24-28: 25. Shpet also commented on Lavrov's
theory of consciousness in 'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 115-128.
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1A Kam/Aoi NMMUHOCTH OTAenbHO'.38 The 'fact’ of the individual's consciousness
lies at the centre of Lavrov's early anthropological point of view.

TakuM 06pa3oM, B OCHOBY NTOCTPOEHUSI aHTPOIOJIOrMU KaK
$UNOCOPCKON CUCTEMEL JIORUTCA MPUHILMIT: 1POUECC JTUUHOZO
CO3HaHUA OelicmeumesibHO CO8EPUAEMC; 8Ce A8JIEHUSA €20
oeticmaumeneHbl OJIT 5M020 JITUYHO20 CO3HAHUS. DTOT NEPBHI
aHTPOMNOJIOrMYEeCKUi! TPUHLIUI ME Ha30BeM JIUYHBIM N PUHUUNOM
oelicmaeumesnibHOCMU, TOTOMY UTO OH NpeAnosaraeT OTAeNbHYIO
yeoBeYeCKYIo TMYHOCTD, €AMHUILY; HE OTBJIEUEHHOr O UyejioBeKa KakK
OJHOIO U3 MHOI'MX U TeM MeHee yejloBeKa KaK CWUHOHUM
yenoBevecTBa.3

In his early works, Lavrov often wrote about self-consciousness, which, as he claimed
in 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', distinguishes people as individuals and
is, indeed, a definitive feature of the person as such: 'To, 4TO OTAensAeT, pa3nuuaeT
Moiet OAHOrO OT APYIOro, AOMKHO CIIYRUTh TOYKON UCXOoJa. DTO eCThb
SIBIIEHWEe CaMOCO3HAHUS OTIINUUA cBoero S OT BHelIHero MMpa, OT ApPyrux
cyumecTtB. C sBJIeHUA CAMOCO3HAHUSA HAaUMHAETCS ero OTAelIbHOoe,
CcaMOCTOsTeNbHOE, IMYHOe cyllecTBoBaHWe. Korja pebeHOK co3Han cBoe A,
OH clienasics IMUHOCTHI0.'40 Without self-consciousness, it is impossible to develop
oneself, to live a moral, or a historical life.4! In 'Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii
filosofii', he connected consciousness with the awareness of unity in one's life, and

this made a life 'human':

VcnonmHAs cBOe Aeno, YenoBek AOJIKeH CO3HaBaTh, YTO OH JeJlaerT.

M M3HDb ecTh MpoLeCC CO3HamesTbHbI U C8A3HBIL, Kakaoe Halle
AeliCTBUE He eCTb Aejio, CAaBaeMoe B apXWB, He3aBUCUMOE OT
NoCJIeAyollero U npeuaylero; Halla k1u3Hb He MOKeT OHTh OTOPBaHa
OT Cpefibl, B KOTOPOil MH kMBeM. TOJIbKO BHOCA CO3HATEIbHOCTDb U
CBSAI3BHOCTDb B Hallly KW3Hb, fie]JaeM MH ee BIOJIHe YenoBeueckoil. Ho
STUM CAMHM MH BHOCHM B Hally $KU3Hb PUITOCOPUIO.*?

Here, there is an implied connection between consciousness and a sense of
purpose in action and in life as a whole. This introduces consciousness in its practical
sense, namely as that which is responsible for self-willed, goal-oriented behaviour in
human beings. Consciousness in its practical sense is a definitive feature of human
beings, distinguishing them from 'automata’, a term which he often used at the outset

of his writing career:

ABTOMAaT MOKET COBepllaTh AENCTBUS, TOJOOHHE KUBOTHOMY U Jaxke
YeJI0BeKY, €ClIM OH MOCTPOEH IO JaHHOMY IIaHY; HO O/ Hezo He

38 Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 201.
39'Chto takoe antropologiia', p. 480.
40:0cherki voprosov', p. 358.

41'0Ocherki voprosov', p. 377.

42'Tri besedy', p. 563.
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CYLIeCTBYET LeJIM B DTHUX AeHCTBUAX U IOTOMY OH NOCTYINaeT
HEBOJIbHO, aBTOMAaTHYeCKU. BoJis, nielecoobpa3Hoe AeiiCTBUE,
npeAnosaraioT OfHO HEOHGXOAUMOe YCIIOBUE - CO3HaHUe, U CO3HaHWe
UMEHHO JIe¥ICTBYIOLEro cyuecrsa.43

The distinction between conscious, goal-directed behaviour and unconscious
behaviour in the practical sense remained extremely important to Lavrov until the end
of his life, while, in its philosophical sense, it no longer seemed to interest him. In 'Po
povodu kritiki na "Istoricheskie pis‘'ma" (1870), for example, he claimed that
consciousness was only important as something that prompted goal-oriented

behaviour. Here, he defined consciousness as follows:

[...] 3TO — mnOoTpebHOCTD Nyuliero, BjleYeHe K pacllipeHMIo 3HaHUA, K
IOCTAHOBKe cebe BHCIIEl 1eJId, TOTPeOHOCTh U3SMEHUTD BCe JaHHOe
M3BHEe COOBPA3HO CBOEMY :KeJlaHMIO, CBOeMY NMOHUMaHUIO, CBOEMY
HPaBCTBEHHOMY Wjeay, BliedeHue NepecTPOUTh MECIUMHI MUP 11O
TpebOBaHUAM UCTUHEH], peasibHHII MUP - IO TPeBOBaHUIM
CIIpaBelNIUBOCTH 44

Lavrov incorporated consciousness in the practical sense into his theory of history,
which divided all human beings into 'historical’ and 'non-historical’ groups. Historical
groups are distinguished by the fact that they are 'conscious’, seek to realise their
ideals, and are 'conscious of the need for development'.45 The study of conscious
activity was now seen by Lavrov to belong to the sphere of history, while
anthropology was to study only unconscious processes, as he said in 'Biografiia-
ispoved™
[...] x aHTPONONOrMM OTHOCHTCA BCA AGATENBHOCTD JTIMYHOCTH U
rPYIIH JIMYHOCTEN, 6ecco3HaTeNnbHasA, MHCTUHKTUBHAS, U Ta JOJIA
CO3HAaTeNIbHOM JesTeIbHOCTH, KOTOpas 3aKJ/o4yaeTcs B
INPUCIIOCOBJIEHMH K CYIIECTBYIOLEMY; K UCTOPUA OTHOCUTCS
AeSATeNIbHOCTb JIMYHOCTHU U O6LeCcTBa, KOTOpas 3aKJovyaeTcs B

BEHIPAabOTKE WAeasioB JIyUllero U B CTpeMJIEHUU U3SMEHUTh
CyllecTBYyIollee COOB6pa3HO 3TUM LeJIIM. 40

This was a radical departure from his earlier view of anthropology, which, as has been
shown, made a point of placing consciousness in the philosophical sense, as well as in
the practical sense, at its centre. Bogatov claimed that the change in Lavrov's attitude

43'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira', p. 31; see also p. 34; and 'Chto takoe antropologiia', p. 473; 'Vrednye
nachala', p. 127; P. L. Lavrov, 'Sovremennye germanskie teisty', Russkoe slovo, 1859, no. 7, pp. 141-
212: 170; P. L. Lavrov, 'Avtomat', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, 1, pp. 398-404: 404; 'Tri besedy', p. 557.
Occasionally, he also used the terms ‘machine”: "Vrednye nachala’, p. 127; 'Shopengauer na russkoi
pochve', p. 8; and 'apparatus': Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, pp. 122-23. Lavrov probably borrowed the
notion of automata from Kant, who claimed that human beings are distinguished from automata
because they are conscious of themselves as free agents (Immanuel Kant, Kritik der praktischen
Vernunft, Kants Gesammelte Schriften, 23 vols, Berlin, 1910-55, V, pp. 1-163: 97-98). Lavrov did not
confess any debt to Kant.

44Po povodu kritiki', pp. 302-03.

45Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 36; 'Po povodu kritiki', p. 303;0py? istorii mysli novogo vremeni,

p. 21; 'Biografiia-ispoved”, pp. 98-99.

46'Biografiia-ispoved ", p. 99.
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toward consciousness was brought about by his tendency to think that the social
component of life was more important than such abstract notions as consciousness in
determining personal identity and behaviour.4” This development in Lavrov's thought

is one example of a change in his ideas that was most likely inspired by Marxism.
D. Criticism

Numerous scholars have pointed out that criticism played an important role in
Lavrov's thought, 48 but the general discussion of this concept has been clouded by the
fact that the term has so many meanings. Lavrov used 'criticism' in three different
ways. Firstly, he used it to mean ‘judgement’, which is, incidentally, a meaning which
Renaissance humanists attached to the term.#9 Secondly, he used it in the sense of
analysis, particularly the analysis of history, which is how it was often understood in
German philosophy of the 1830s and 1840s. Kareev claimed that Lavrov drew his
understanding of criticism from left Hegelians.50 Lavrov first used the term in
'Prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia' (1859), were he showed a particular interest in
Arnold Ruge's idea that criticism promoted struggle.! Thirdly, he occasionally
attributed a programmatic meaning to it. It appears as a force, operating toward the
realization of particular, often socialist values, independently of the will of any
individual person. For this reason, it falls out of line with his early 'anthropological
point of view', which insists that only thinking, willing people can bring about change
and progress. Scholars who have concentrated on Lavrov's socialist beliefs often use
this meaning of criticism.52

The sense in which Lavrov used ‘criticism' most often, throughout his career,
was judgement. In 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia i zadachi nravstvennosti' (1884), for
example, he defined it as follows: ' KpUTHMKa eCTb 60JIblIEIO YACTIO UMEHHO
OlleHKa BeposiTHelero u nyutero'.53 Critical judgement may be understood in

the sense of discernment, prioritization, although it inevitably involves analysis of that

4F/Bogatov, Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova, p. 98.

48The significance of criticism in Lavrov's thought was emphasised most by Kareev: "Teoriia
lichnosti", pp. 15-17; and by Shelgunov: 'Istoricheskaia sila', pp. 257-58. For further commentary, see:
Shpet, 'Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova', p. 28; Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, p. 137.

49For the Renaissance use of criticism, see: 'Kritik', Historisches Wérterbuch der Philosophie, ed.
Joachim Ritter and Karlfried Griinder, 9 vols, Basel, 1971-1995, IV, pp. 1249-82: 1255-66.

50Kareev, "Teoriia lichnosti", p. 15.

SIp. L. Lavrov, 'Prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1, pp. 177-338: 285, 322.
Arnold Ruge associated criticism especially with struggle against all intellectual, religious and political
institutions.

528ee, for example: Rappoport, Sotsial naia filosofiia, pp. 67-69.

53'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia', p. 494. In 'Znanie i revoliutsiia’, he explained the practical importance of
critical thought, which helped one to distinguish between that which was possible and that which was
merely desirable: 'Znanie i revoliutsiia’, p. 236.
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which is being judged. Criticism in this sense is what makes human development

possible, as he wrote in 1860 in 'Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii":

BHe KpPUTUKHM HET pa3BUTHS , BHE KPUTUKH HET COBEPLIEHCTBOBAHMA.
be3 KpUTUKH BCcero oKpy:kaouero yejlloBeK HUKaK 6H He
BhIpPaboTasICa U3 IUBOTHOIO COCTOSHUSA, Mepexoui 6 BCIO KU3Hb OT
OJIHOrO MFHOBEHHOTIO XeJllaHusd K ApyroMy 6e3 maHa, 6e3
nocneaoBaTe/lbHOCTH. KpUTHMKa cOBCTBEHHBIX KeNTaHWI KaK KpUTHKaA
JKeraeMozo NpeiMeTa U KaK KPUTHKA JKesiamebHO20 COCTOSHUA
IyXa IO3BOJISET YeJIOBEKY ITIOCTPOUTh UeEpPapXUYECKU CBOU
No6Y:KAEHUS U IPeAMETH, X BO36y:xkaaoume [...}54

Criticism also enables the person to develop as an individual, or as a
personality. He drew a connection between criticism and the free development of the
person in Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii: 'uesioBex OTHOCUTCA K
CYWeCTBYOUMM ¢OpMaM UCKYCCTBa UM HAYYHOr 0o TBOpYeCTBa He KakK
MJIOJIONIOKJIOHHHUK K CBOEMY KYMUPY, HO KaK CBOBOJHO pa3BUBaouascs
JIMYHOCTH K MPOJYKTaM U CPeACTBAM CBOero pa3Butus'.>> In Istoricheskie
pis ‘ma, he explained that criticism helps people to define their place in nature, history
and society, as well as helping them to acquire an accurate sense of self-worth. The
cumulative effect of criticism, he said, is the development of the individual's
personality.5¢ Further, criticism of ideas that one has borrowed turns them from pre-
fabricated truths into legitimate subjects of one's own thought.>’

Ideas cannot be fully subjected to criticism without struggle, indeed, criticism
is 'the eternal struggle against that which has been created in the name of that which is
being created', as he claimed in 'Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii: 'Y
TOr Ja, KOrja MHl IpU3HaeM yxke CylleCTByloue ¢OPMH, MH X IPUHUMAEM
BO UM KPUTUKU NOCiIe 6OPbOH C HUMH, IPU3HAB UX YIOBIE€TBOPUTENIbHHMH,
HO IIPU3HAB 3a CO6OI IPaBO OTHCKATh HOBHE $OPMH B ClIydyae HYKAH. 8
Lavrov also made a point of explaining, in 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo',
that criticism is subjective, and is opposed to attempts at 'objective’ answers to social
and ethical questions:

Bcsskoe 06beKTUBHOE Hayallo, IOCTaBJIEHHOE B I'NlaBy 3TUKHU U
COLMOJIOr MU, UMeeT CTPeMIIeH e NTOJaBUTh CYObeKTUBHOE Pa3BUTHE,
cliefoBaTeNIbHO, aTPOPUPOBATh NOTPEOHOCTh KPUTUKMU [...] HUKOra
JIMYHOCTb He MOJUMHUTCS HUKAKOM TeopeMe O6beKTUBHOI; HUKOr 4a

S4Tri besedy', pp. 556-57.

55'Tri besedy', p. 549.

S6]storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 83.

57p. L. Lavrov, 'Postepennoe razvitie drevnikh filosofskikh uchenii v sviazi s razvitiem iazycheskikh
verovanii. Soch. Or. Novitskogo', Russkoe slovo, 1861, no. 1, pp. 1-22: 6.

58'Tri besedy', p. 549.
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NOTPeBGHOCTD JIMUHON KPUTUKHW He NPEeKIOHUTCA Aaske nepen
TeopeMolt paBeHCTBa MeXAY JIMUHOCTAMH [...]59

Lavrov appears to have changed his mind about this following his conversion to
Marxism. In Znanie i revoliutsiia', written for Vpered! in 1873, he contradicted the
notion that criticism must be subjective and must lead to struggle by associating it
with ‘objectivity' and 'calm'.0 Generally, it would seem that criticism and struggle as
regular features of a healthy society (not as necessary conditions of revolution)
occupied a much less important place in Lavrov's thought following his conversion to
Marxism. The idea that criticism is 'objective' fits with the new, programmatic, non-
personal meaning that the term took on. This is illustrated most clearly in
'Politicheskie tipy X VIII veka' (1880):

Ona [kpuTHka] nocreneHHo BHpaboTalla HayYHYIO $UIOCOPHUIO,
KOTOpas TpeboBasna cebe rocnojicTBa BO Bcell 0651acTH
TEeOPEeTUUECKON MEICIIH, TPOTUBOIIOCTABIIAS YCTapPelIoOMy
CpelHEBEKOBOMY YUEHHIO PAJ CTOJIb e YHUBEPCAIbHHX
MUWPOCO3epLaHuUii, HO IPUCIIOCOOIEHHHX K POCTY MEIC/IM HOBOTO
BpeMeHU. OHa obpailianack B CBOMX TEXHUUECKUX W COLMOJIOrMUeCcKux
UcClIefI0OBaHUAX K KU3HEHHHM MHTepecaM BCexX KJIacCOB OblecTBa.
OHa nojphHBana aBTOPUTET NOJIMTHYECKON MHICIIH, 3aABIIAL, UTO
OJIMTHKA 6eccuiibHA 1peji BOMpocaMu O 651arocoCTOSHUU HapOJOB;
pa3pyliafia aBTOPUMTET MAaTPUOTU3MA M3BHeE, YKa3kBasg Ha
KOCMOIIOJIMTHYECKOe JeicTBUEe DKOHOMHUUYECKHUX 3aKOHOB,
CBA3BIBAIUX UHTEPECH OOleCTB HE3aBUCHUMO OT I'PAHUL] TEPPUTOPHIA
1 A3HKOB]...]6!

What is perhaps most striking about Lavrov's idea of criticism is that it is not
matched by any strong concept of originality. Lavrov's notion of criticism
presupposes that one responds, positively or negatively, to already existing ideas and
circumstances. One may develop or transform these, but not fundamentally redefine
them. This dislike for thought that stands independently of any culture of ideas may
be seen in an article about Tolstoi, entitled 'Starye voprosy (Uchenie grafa L. N.
Tolstogo)' (1885). Lavrov finds fault with Tolstoi, because Tolstoi demands a logical
answer to the question, «K yeMy #KUTb?», but has not suggested a set of values that
will help him to answer it. Lavrov points out that a process of thought which does not

seek to develop pre-existing ideas cannot be logical.

JTornyeckuit BOnpoc o uenu (MWiM 0 KOHEeYyHO! IIpUYMHE) MOKHO
CTaBWUTh JIKLb AT Pa3lIMYHHIX YWIEHOB psja AeCTBUI, COBEpllaeMBIX
PACCYRAAOUWMM CYLIECTBOM, U CITeACTBUI, IIOTyUyaeMHX OT BTUX
JeNCTBUI, TaK UTOOH pe3yJibTaT M IPMUMHA ero npuHauiexany K

59Formula progressa’, p. 405.

60'Znanie i revoliutsiia', p. 233. In this article, Lavrov suggested that knowledge (not criticism) which
will show revolutionaries the true path to progress.

61p_ L. Lavrov, 'Politicheskie tipy XVIII veka', Sobranie sochinenii, IV, no. 7, pp. 75-139: 85. The
same use of criticism, as if it were not attached to an acting person, can already be found in
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 143, and 'Formula progressa', p. 409.
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OJHOMY U TOMY XKe paAny. [...] Iloka uenoBek He BHpaboTall
ybesieH!s, BOIPOC «K UeMy KUTb?» He TOJIbKO He 3aKOHEH, HO
HeJlel, TaK KaK He uMeeT cMhuicna. Kak ke TONMbKO COCTaBUIIOCh
Kakoe-nubo ybexieHue, TO HayKa He TOJIbKO NpeibsBIIseT
NPUTA3aHWE K PelleHUIO BOITPOCa, HO Y NMOJIOKUTENIbHO pellaeT ero
[...]62

Lavrov's position rules out the possibility of trying to make a 'fresh start' in answering
any question. He always maintained that there is no such thing as a completely novel
idea; nevertheless, he believed in the creative transformation of already existing ideas

and ideals. This can be seen in 'Didro i Lessing' (1868), where he wrote:

KoHeuHOo, 6€3yC/IOBHO HOBOro HUKTO He CO3/laeT; CaMhbie BeJIMKue
reHuH BHpaCTaloT, MPONUTaHHHE aTMOCdepoii CBOero BpeMeHH, 1
Kak/JIHi 3J1eMeHT UX HPaBCTBEHHOIO GHTUS ITPOU30lIelT U3 3JIEMEHTOB
MHpa UX OKpy:Kamlero; [Ho ...] B HUX Bce mepepabaTHBaeTCs U, B
CBO€ll HOBOI opMe, NoTydaeT Heu3riaAMHUMHIl OlleyaToK
OCOBEHHOCTH TOTO NMpHU6opa, Ype3 KOTOPHI1 OHO Mpolio.63

E. Creativity

While consciousness and criticism, though central aspects of Lavrov's thought, are not
integral features of humanist thought, creativity is one of the most important concepts
for humanists, because human dignity is seen to reside in the creative achievements of
the human being. Such achievements can be works of art and the creation of new and
better social and political forms, but may also include the creative development of the
individual personality. The notion of creativity has already occurred several times in
quotations in the previous sections; it was one of the more important concepts in
Lavrov's early thought, and it holds together many of the ideas that have already been
presented here. Lavrov, who always emphasized the need for unity in thought and
life, saw creativity as a psychological faculty that enables human beings to conceive
of unity in objects or abstract concepts and principles, for example in science:
Tlcuxosnornyeckoe Havano, KOTOpoe B 06J1aCTU 3HaHUs IIPUBOANIIO K
éunocodun, ectb meopuecnso. OHO CTPOUT HAYKY U3 $aKTOB 3HAHUA U
OXBaTHBAeT HayKu $UIocodckoi cucteMoir.'64 Lavrov also called creativity a

force for reconciliation, but one which leads to activity:

Korzaa yenosex olymaeT HeOJHOTY, Pa3pO3HEHHOCThb, HEJOCTATOK,
HEeCTPOVHOCTb, ABJIAETCS eMy Ha IOMOl[b TBOPUECTBO CO CBOUM
CTpeM/IeHHeM K NIPUMUPEHUIO BCeX MPOTUBOPEUMIA, K JOMOMIHEHUIO
Bcex HeaocTtaTKoB. OHO BH3HBAET YeNIOBEKa K Jey, KaK TOJIbKO B
YyeJsloBeKe poMkAaeTcs HeyAOBIeTBOpeHHas NOTPe6HOCTh; OHO CO3JaeT

62'Starye voprosy', pp. 538-39.
63'Didro i Lessing, p. 149.
64'Tri besedy', p. 531; see also p. 547.
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TEOPHUIO TaM, ['ie Mano $aKTOB; OHO MIPOTUBOPeYre U JUCCOHAHCH
KU3HU IPUMUPSIET B TaPMOHUYECKOM CO3JaHUN Xy AOKHUKa. Mnda
Hero CpeACcTBa BTOPOCTENEHHH, HO IIaBHOe — 1[eflb; CTPONHOCTb,
LIeJIOCTh, KPAaCOTa — €ro HacyliHas NoTpebHOCTh. 65

Creativity was also an important part of Lavrov's theory of dignity in the early
period, when, as has been shown, he portrayed dignity as a higher ideal that each
person creates for him or herself and strives to realize. Moreover, creative self-
definition of the person is a pre-condition for all moral development: '[Ina Toro
4YTOOH UCTOPUA YesioBeKa Havallach, YTOOH Havyaloch Pa3BUTHE, YTOOH
poOAunIIach HpaBCTBEHHOCTb, HEOOXOAMMO, YTOOE TBOPUYECTBO YerioBeKa
0B6paTUITOCh HA HEro caMoro, YTobs K CO3HaHMIO CBOero S MpUcoeanHUIOCh
npejcTaBlieHue csoero A.'66

In the beginning of his career, Lavrov even seemed to feel that creativity was
superior to pure knowledge of fact. The reason for this may have been that creativity
gives meaning to the objects of experience, while knowledge does not, although he
did not say so explicitly:

3HaHue ymeHsutaem 6simue npeoMema, yMeHbllaeT YACIIO IPU3HAKOB

B TOM, UTO Y3HAEeTCs, NepexoJUuT OT pealbHOro K OTBJIeUEeHHOMY, OT

$OpPMHBl €IMHWUYHOI O NTpeAMeTa K CylleCTBeHHHM IpU3HaKaM

IpeACTaBlIeHUs IpelMeTa; meopuecmeo yageauuusaem 6simue mozo,

Ha umo OHO obpauieHO: OHO NpubaBIsieT peanbHH MPU3HAK K

[peACTaBJIeHUIO, B HAaC CYLeCTBYIOUWEeMY, K COCTOSHMIO AyXa, KOTOPHM

MBl IPOHUKHYTH; OHO BBOAMT B MUP PealbHhI TO, UTO MPUHAAIIe)Kaso

TOJIbKO HalleMy BHYTPEHHEeMY MHUPY; OHO JaeT eJUHUYHOe

obocobnalee OHTHE TOMY, UTO BHIIO 0blle; OHO ob1IeKaem ace,
npoxojsliee yepe3 Halle CO3HaHUe 8 ¢opmal.67

Further on in the same work, Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii', he
claimed that in our minds, the invented heroes of literature and poetry are 'more real’
than the people who actually surround us: 'AHTUrOHa, nein Maxkb6eT, I peTxeH,
Ounucceit, 'amnerT, IIuMeH KUBYT Cpelii HAC, NpeciieAYIOT HaC NOCTOSAHHO,
BXOJs B Hally KM3Hb, Jefnasch 6osee AeiCTBUTENbHEIMU, YeEM MHOIME U3
HallMX 3HaKOMEIX, KOTOPHX MHE IIOMHUM JIMIIb TOrJa, KOrJa OHU COCTaBJIAIOT
peanbHbI TPeAMeT Hallero HabmoaeHus.' 08

Lavrov qualified this by introducing what he called the 'philosophical element
of creativity'. Art, philosophy and religion, all of which are products of human
creativity, are validated only when they are further transformed by the philosophical
element of creativity, which is characterized by a 'living' and 'free’ attitude toward

them:

65'Ocherki voprosov', p. 360.
66'Ocherki voprosov', p. 377.
67'Tri besedy', p. 537.
68T besedy', p. 542.
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Ounocodpckuil 31eMeHT TBOpPYECTBa, CBOBOHOE OTHOllIEHUe K
CylleCTBYIOIIMM $OpMaM TBOPUECTBA U CBOGOJHOE BOIIOLECHUE
HOBOI'O COjepXKaHuA B HOBHE GOPMH Jiefialii U3 UCKYCCTBa, U3
PENUTMO3HEIX Y MeTadpU3MueCKUX CO3JaHui He TpUHalNIeKHOCTh
HeO6OJIbIIOrO YMC/Ia UCKITIOYMTENBHEIX JTMUHOCTEN — XY JOKHUKOB,
MEICIIUTENIel, IPOPOKOB, HO JOCTOSHHUE BCEro yenoBeyecTna.t”

Lavrov's concept of creativity, in this sense, is similar to what Wilhelm von Humboldt
meant when he spoke of Geisteskraft (strength of spirit), which he described as the
creative, 'life-giving' force behind the development of humanity. Human endeavour
always involves the use of pre-existing materials and forms of thought and behaviour,
but Geisteskraft is what ensures that these forms will be transformed and given new
life through new ideas and principles.”0

Lavrov rarely used the term creativity in his later works. Creativity in the
sense of development of existing forms of art, philosophy and religion into new forms
according to the ideas, needs and values of the critically thinking individual, however,
remained a feature of his thought. To be or not to be creative in this sense is what
distinguishes members of the intelligentsia, who 'feel a need to develop' society and
culture and do so,’! from 'cultural savages'. The latter are prevented from 'taking part
in history' by an 'inner' flaw.’2 They deprive all thought of its 'living content'73 and
society of its motive force for development, as he claimed in Perezhivaniia
doistoricheskogo perioda (1898):

UcTopuueckas UMBUIIM3ALIMUA OKPYHKaeT AUKaPs BHCUEH KYIbTYPH
MPOAYKTAaMH PeIMruu, HaykK, ¢puinocodum, HpaBCTBEHHOCTU U
CIIOKHBIMW OBl[eCTBEHHHMHW $OpMaMH; ero BOCIIMTaHUe 03HaKOMMIIO
€ero C Ux IposBIEHUSAMMU; ero obliecTBeHHOe NMOoJIoKeHWe 3aCTaBUIIO
€ro BKJIIOUWTh DTU NPOAYKTH B 60JblIEN UIM MeHbllel Mepe B CBOM
JKMU3HEHHHI 06UXO0A U B 06CTAaHOBKY cBoero komMmé¢opra. Ho oH Bce-
TaKW OTHOCUTCS K HUM, KaK AUKapb. OH BOBCe He UYBCTBYET
NMOTPEOHOCTU B TEX DJIEMEHTaX, KOTOPHE COCTaBJIAIOT UX
pa3BuBaloliee Hauamno.’4

The term 'creativity' appeared a few times in the late work Zadachi ponimaniia istorii,
where Lavrov wrote about the creative development of social forms. This kind of
creative development is supposed to satisfy the interests, inclinations and beliefs of

69'Tri besedy', p. 551.

70Humb01dt, Uber die Verschiedenheit, p- xxviii.

TV Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, pp. 21-22; Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 61.

T20pyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 25. Creativity is also a recurrent motif of Vekhi, especially in
Berdiaev's contribution, Berdiaev criticized Russia's false intelligentsia, the intelligentshchina because
it lacked a creative attitude toward culture: N. A. Berdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina i intelligentskaia
pravda', in Vekhi. Intelligentsiia v Rossii, ed. N. Kazakova, Moscow, 1991, pp. 24-42: 25.

3P, L. Lavrov, Perezhivaniia doistoricheskogo perioda, Sobranie sochinenii, 111, no. 5, p. 21.

14 perezhivaniia, p- 17. Lavrov's distinction between 'cultural savages' and members of the
intelligentsia has often been commented on by scholars; see: A. Z. Shteinberg, 'Nachalo i konets istorii’,
pp. 364-65; A. A. Gizetti, 'P. L. Lavrov, kak "istorik mysli"', Stat i, vospominaniia, pp. 292-354: 315;
Ivanov-Razumnik, Istoriia, I, p. 7.
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the individual while at the same time strengthening society and promoting solidarity.”>
Creative development of social forms, moreover, must be determined by a 'scientific
philosophy', which represents the collective results of science, morality and
technology. Creativity can then embody 'living', or 'vital' human tasks, both of the
individual and of the collective. Remarkably enough, Lavrov added that aesthetic

considerations should be a part of this process:

IIpy ®TOM coxpaHMBIIeeCs ellie OT 300I0rMYecKrx NpeaKoB YeloBeKa
noby:xaeHne yKpalaTh XKU3Hb CTaBUT Teneph cebe 3ajaueil B 061aCTH
300p080IL 5cmemuuecKoli MbIC/T — IPUAATh BceM bOpMaM KYJIbTYPH
cofiep:kaTeNnbHyI0 MPUBJIEKaTeIbHOCTh U BHECTHU BO BCe GOPMH
TBOPYECTBA MEICIIA U :KU3HU COAep:KaTeNbHHIN XY A0KeCTBeHHHI
3JIeMeHT.76

On the whole, however, creativity, like consciousness and criticism, was less
prominent a feature of Lavrov's later works. This was, to some extent, because he
devoted little attention to theories about abstract philosophical concepts such as unity,
reconciliation and personal self-definition, which had constituted an important part of
Lavrov's understanding of creativity. Nor did Lavrov continue to maintain, as he did
in 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', that creativity was the greatest
distinguishing feature of humanity: 'cOCO6HOCTb HAYYHOT O, Xy JOKECTBEHHOI O,
rpaxAaHCKOro TBOpUECTBa eCTh caMas 6iecTsllasi CnOCOBHOCTD YefioBeKka: B
ee OTIIpaBJIeHUsIX YeJloBeK Haubonee oTAanAeTCsA OT KUBOTHHX, K HEMY
6nm3kux'.’7 Lavrov's abandonment of this strikingly 'humanist' assertion did not
mean a total abandonment of creativity, however, since it continued to play a role in

his ideas about cultural and social development, even if it was a limited one.
F. Feelings, pleasure and pain

It is well known that, according to Lavrov, pleasure is the motivation behind all
thought and action.” For this reason, he has occasionally been called a hedonist, for
example by Charles Rappoport.7 James Scanlan, as well as Kareev, explained that,
according to Lavrov, the wish for pleasure motivated all action, but both add that
Lavrov had a specific kind of pleasure in mind, namely the pleasure of moral thought.

‘Lavrov agrees with Mill and the utilitarian school that at bottom all men are

75Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, pp. 64-65.

76Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 84. This is remarkable because for many years Lavrov had portrayed
aesthetics as something almost superfluous to considerations about the improvement of society and life
in general.

7T'Ocherki voprosov', p. 369.

78See, for example, 'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 359, 376; P. L. Lavrov, 'Otvet g. Strakhovu', Filosofiia i
sotsiologiia, 1, pp. 493-507: 505; Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 29.

79Rappoport, 'Einleitung’, p. xxvii.
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hedonists; but he adds that deliberate hedonism is soon transcended as man elaborates
moral ideals based on this hedonistic basis.'80

For Lavrov, individual self-development and moral behaviour ought to be just
as pleasurable, if not more pleasurable, than physical comforts or aesthetic beauty. In
'‘Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', for example, he claimed that the fulfilment
of one's duty toward one's own dignity is pleasurable, even if the duties themselves, as
he wrote, sometimes seem unpleasant: "DTHW 06513aHHOCTW UHOTla BeCbMa
HeIIPUATHH, UHOTla HapYyWaIoTCsl, HO He NepecTaioT 6L Th 0OOS3aHHOCTAMU U
BJIEKYT 3a COOOI B Cllyyae UCIONHEeHHs BO3BHIIEHe HPaBCTBEHHOIO
YyBCTBa, YAOBJIETBOPEHUE, HaCNAKIeHUe, B ClIyyae HapyueHUs —
HeyJIOBOJIbCTBUE, PacKasiHUe, cCo3HaHMe 37a.'8! In 'Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh
reshenie’, he even claimed: 'HpaBcTBeHHO obs13aTellbHOE AOCTaBIIIET Bcerja
TeM 6olbliee YAOBONbCTBUE, TEM SICHEe OHO CO3HaHO Kak obs3aTesnbHoe.'82

Lavrov's ideas about feelings, on the other hand, are more complicated and
have been studied far less. Lavrov valued feelings because he felt they could serve as
a link between human beings and also because they help increase people's
commitment to ideas, judgements and ideals, inspiring action and especially self-
sacrifice.

In early works, such as 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', he wrote
that feelings had created the first bonds between people. Sympathy was among such
feelings: "UeM BHIle pa3BUT YeNIOBEK, ClleJlOBAaTENIbHO, YEM ero HepsHas
CUCTeMa YYBCTBUTEIbHEE, TEM HEeNpUATHEE COCTOSIHUE 3PUTENIS UYKOro
CTpafiaHusA. DTO HEpBHOE COCTOSHUE OTpakaeTcs B Aylle YYBCTBOM
OTBPalleHUA K YyKROMY CTPaZlaHMIO, B IYUIIMX HATYpPaxX — YYBCTBOM
coxarneHus.'83 Later, he emphasized more strongly that feelings, or 'affects’ as he
now termed them, had been the binding element in the earliest societies. In
‘Sotsializm i bor‘ba za sushchestvovanie' (1875), for example, he explained that the
earliest kind of solidarity between people was a 'deeply felt' solidarity
(prochuvstvovannaia solidarnost”) based on feelings such as love, not one that was
based on rational calculation of interest.84

80Scanlan, 'Peter Lavrov', p. 17. Kareev explained that, for Lavrov, the wish for pleasure is the root of
all human behaviour, but that one must not interpret Lavrov’s position in the strictly materialist sense;
on the contrary, the ability to take pleasure in the moral life is a precondition for truly human
development: "Teoriia lichnosti", p. 7.

81'Ocherki voprosov', p. 386.

82'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 624; see also: 'Sotsializm i bor‘ba’, p. 372.

83'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 390-91.

84'Sotsializm i bor‘ba', pp. 370-72.

41



Feelings also lent human beings a common basis of experience because they
allowed every individual to take part in the manifold aspects of life. Lavrov made this

claim in 1860 in "Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii":

ToONMbKO TOT UCTUHHHI YeJiOBeK, TOT Pa3BUIl B cebe Yes108euHOCMb,
KTO He nNpeHebper HA OJHUM U3 DTUX DJIEMEHTOB, KTO 3HAET U JIIOOUT,
ype cepjiilie 6beTCSI COUYBCTBMEM OOUECTBEHHOMY, IPaXJIaHCKOMY WU
SKOHOMHYECKOMY BONPOCY M KTO MOKET HacakAaTbCs MpeKpacHO
dopMOil UBANHOTO IPOU3BEJIEHUs, CTPOMHBIM 3JaHUEM
MeTadusnueckoi cucteMu. KTo nmpeHebperaet OJHOM U3 DTUX
oTPpac/ieil, KTO He XOuUeT JaKe MEICIIbIO MEPEKUTD INTaBHbEEe
nob6y:kAeHUs, BOJTHYIOUWE APYIUX JoAel, TOT cebs YPOAyeT
nob6poBonbHO. [...] TakuMm o6pa3oM, IepBoe NposBlIeHUe dusrocoduu
6 JKU3HU eCTb TpeBOBaHWe YesT08eYHOCMU, T. €. TpebOBaHUe
60NJIOU,E€HUS, NPOYYBCMB06aHUA WU TIO KpaliHell Mepe nNOHUMaHUA
BCEro uejioBevyeckoro.8s

In the same passage, he explained that an emotional response to any or all of the 'truly
human' spheres of life is preferable to an intellectual response. This is because the
former leaves one with a 'living ideal’, whereas the latter merely leaves one in
possession of an 'abstract idea’.

A high evaluation of intense feeling was characteristic of Lavrov throughout
his career. In 'Edinstvo’ (1863) he claimed that intense feeling is necessary for artistic,
scientific and moral endeavour, but he qualified this by insisting that feelings must
'resolve themselves' in the agent, leading to a 'clear’, 'strong', 'definitive' conclusion, or
decision: 'mpaBU/IbHOE, pa3yMHO€e pa3BUTHEe IICUXUUECKHX MPOLiecCoB TpebyerT,
4YTO6H HanpsikeHue YYBCTB B6HUIO He TPOAOIIKMTENIbHO, HO pa3pelasnoch
SICHHIM O06Ppa30M A1 XYAOKHUKA, TBePAHM pelleHWeM A NpaKTUYeCcKoro
aesTerns, 6oree onpeleleHHON MECIbIO s yueHoro'.80 In 'Zadachi pozitivizma
i ikh reshenie', he claimed that feelings are the source of both subjective judgements
and actions.87

In ‘Edinstvo', however, Lavrov warned that feelings only lead to action in
developed people, and not in the majority of people, who, according to him, are weak
of mind and character:

ITosToMy, Anst 60IBIMHCTBA NIOJel, CTabbiX MEICIIBIO U XapaKTepPOM,
CIIPaBeANIMBO, YTO JIMIIb B CIOKOMHOM COCTOSHUU AYyXa OHU CIIOCOOHH
pPa3yMHO JeicTBoBaTh. HoO Ans moaelt ICTUHHO pPa3BUTHIX U
JAPOBUTHIX COCTOSIHUE CTPACTHOIO HallpsMeHU YYBCTBA CIYKAT
TOJIbKO YCHUJIMBAIOWMM BJIEMEHTOM AJIA Ilepexofia OT BOCIPUHATHX
OlIYIIEeHU K Pa3yMHOM AeATelbHOCTH, U BOCIIPUUMUUBOCTh,

85'Tri besedy’, p. 564.
86'Edinstvo’, pp. 211-12.
87'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 624, 629.
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CTPaCTHOCTb, AEATENIBHOCTh B HUX COCTABIIAIOT €CTEeCTBeHHHE
SJIeMeHTH e0UHO020 pa3yMHOIo nmpoiuecca.88

From the early 1870s on, Lavrov was less enthusiastic about the value of
strong feelings in and for themselves. He now believed that they were only useful if
connected with a progressive, and especially moral ideals. This was accompanied by
a change in terminology. In 1868, Lavrov began to use the term affekt8 and from the
mid-1870s on rarely used chuvstvo, perhaps because affekt had a more scientific ring.
So, in '‘Biografiia-ispoved”, for example, he wrote: 'JINUHH addeKT ABNAETCA TO
IOMEeXOI0, TO COAENICTBUEM NPOrpeccy v npuobpeTtaeT BCe Hosee MocaelHUI
XapaKTep JMlllb HACTOJIbKO, HACKOJIbKO OH NepexolnT B abdpexT
OBLECTBEHHHI U, NOAUMHSAACh KPUTHUKE, CTAHOBUTCS addeKTOM
HpaBcTBeHHHIM.0 In 'Sotsializm i bor’ba za sushchestvovanie', Lavrov portrayed
affects as an integral part of the development of simple ideas into moral ideals and

moral duties:

YenoBeK cTajl 06061aTh MECIA U MBICJIUTh ITPU ITOCOBUU
OTBIIeUeHHOCTel. Mano Toro: oH co3jan OTB/IeUeHHHE WIEeH,
KOTOPHE MPOTUBOINIOCTABUM cebe KakK npeaMmertH appexkta. OH
BOOAylEeBsAnCcs ugesaMu. OH nomobur uieanu. OH cTtan cnocobeH
JKepPTBOBaATh COOOIO, OCTABNIATh IPUBHUKHU, OTBEpraTh pefaHus,
nobexaaTh JTMUHHE apPeKTH, NOCHIATh HA CMEPTh JIIOOUMHEIX JTIOAei
13-3a ¢UIoCcoPcKol uoeu, U3-3a HpaBCTBEHHOI o udeasia. DTa
CIIOCOBHOCTD CO3JaBaTh ObobuamlMe nien U Ux JTIO6UTh Jajla Hayalno
HOBHIM CBA3YIOUWM 3JIeMeHTaM MeXAy MoAbMU. JIIOOUMEI UAearn ctan
IUIA yejloBeKa BHYTPEHHO ob6s3aTe/lbHHM HPaBCTBEHHHIM WAeasioM, U
YyBCTBO HPaBCMBEHHO20 00Ji2a KaK BHCIIEro HaclakAeHus,
KOTOPOMY IOAYMHAIOTCA BCE IPOYMe, BHIPabOTaNIOCh B pe3yibTaTe
JUIMHHOTO psAfia ICUXWYECKUX MPOLECCOB U3 NePBOOHTHEIX Hayvall
6e3yCJIOBHOI'O 3rousMa, 6e3ycC/IoBHOM Kak e Hacna}iJeHus, KaKOBO
65 OHO HHU 6H1110.91

Here, therefore, he asserted that strong feelings for an idea turned it into a moral ideal
and moral duty, which could lead to extreme behaviour: self-sacrifice and the sacrifice
of others.

Istoricheskie pis ‘'ma was clearly intended to play on the feelings of his readers
with the goal of summoning them to social action and, indeed, to self-sacrifice. The
feelings on which the letters play, however, are not pity for the narod, nor even
enthusiasm for social action. Rather, the letters play on a feeling of moral duty
towards the people and guilt at not having fulfilled one's duty. Kuliabko-Koretskii,

for example, described in his memoirs how Istoricheskie pis ‘ma had made him aware

88 Edinstvo', p. 212. He made a similar claim in 'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 624-29.

89See, for example, 'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 630-31.

90'Biografiia-ispoved”, p. 96. He expressed the same thought in numerous other works of this period,
including the second edition of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma (1891), p. 376, and 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia'
(1884), pp. 399-400.

91'Sotsializm i bor’ba’, pp. 372-73.
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of injustice in Russian society: 'l 681 OcienieH 3TUMMW HOBBIMU TSI MEHS
KOHIENUAMM M UYBCTBOBaN cebs Ha NMONOKEeHWU TaK B CBOe BpeMs
OCMESTHHOIO «Kamlerocs ABOpsAHUHa».'92 Lavrov stressed that the fulfilment of
one's duty would involve a great deal of hardship and suffering. Indeed, the
martyrdom of activists was desirable because it would provoke action in others, again

by affecting their feelings, namely by rousing and inspiring them:

HyxHO He TONbKO CNOBO, HYXHO Aeno. Hy:XHH SHepruueckue,
$aHaTHUECKHE JTIOAHN, PUCKYIOIEe BCEM U TOTOBEE KEPTBOBATh BCEM.
Hy®HH MyYeHUKH, JiereHja KOTOPHX Nepepocia 6H JaneKo Ux
UCTUHHOE AOCTOUHCTBO, UX AENCTBUTENIbHYIO 3acnyry. [...] OHu
CTaHYT HeJoCsAraeMhM, HeBO3MOKHEIM UjeasioM npea Tonmnoil. Ho
3aTO UX JiereH/ia BOOAYIEBUT THICAUYM TOI DHepruei, KoTropas Hy:XHa
JJ1s1 60PBOHL.3

In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, the principal value of strength of feeling was that it inspired
'struggle’, which one may interpret to mean revolutionary activity.

It would seem that Lavrov generally valued suffering as a strong feeling that
symbolized commitment to an ideal or group of ideals (especially social or religious
ideals). In this matter, he gave credit even to those whose ideals he did not approve
of. This may be observed at every stage of Lavrov's career, for example in
'Anabaptisty ili perekreshchentsy' and other articles for Entsiklopedicheskii slovar”
(1861-63), just as in "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII-XVIII vekakh' (1867) and
Russkaia razvitaia zhenshchina (1891). In "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII-XVIII
vekakh' he extolled French Jansenist women who, unwilling to compromise their
beliefs in the face of persecution, finally chose death rather than renouncing their
beliefs:

I'epousM cTpajaHus, TaCCUBHOM 60PbHOH OHIT € IMHCTBEHHHM
BHIpajkeHUEM CaMOCTOSTEIbHOCTHU MMUHOCTeil. U dpaHIry3CcKue
IPOTECTAaHTKU BHKa3aJii B 3TOI 60pbbe, YTO MHOIrMe U3 HUX
BHpaboTaliM B cebe CIOCOOHOCTh CTPaJaTh 3a yoexAeHue, :KepPTBOBaTh
671aroCOCTOSIHWEM, CIIOKONCTBUEM CEeMbH, fake HU3HbIO CaMBIX
JOPOIrUX JIMUHOCTEM, Korja Jeyo M0 O BHCIIEM JOCTOUHCTBE
yesioBeka, CTOATh 3a TO, yeMy BepHlib [...] KoHeuHO, TO, O yeM 110
Jier1o, efiBa JIi CTOWUIIO CTOJIbKUX KepTs [...]94

Lavrov's attitude to strength of feeling and to suffering is again an element of his
thought that can be compared to that of Wilhelm von Humboldt. Humboldt, like

many humanists, believed that strength of feeling increased human capacity and

92N. G. Kuliabko-Koretskii, Iz davnikh let. Vospominaniia lavrista, ed. B. P. Koz 'min and M. M.
Konstantinov, Moscow, 1931, p. 24.

9[storicheskie pis ‘ma, pp- 108-09.

%p L. Lavrov, 'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII-XVIII vekakh', Zhenskii vestnik, 1867, no. 4,
pp. 45-74; no. 5, pp. 1-51: part 2, p. 7.
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independence. He valued pleasure, but did not believe that human experience should

be limited to this:
No people has ever known how to intensify the feeling of melancholy like the
Greeks, because they do not deny luxuriant pleasure in the most living
description of woe and seek to preserve joyfulness and greatness in pain [...]
Nor is it true [...] that the human being is always chasing after pleasure and
bliss. His true instinct, his depth, inner passion, is to fulfil his purpose, even if
it is an unhappy one, just as the caterpillar spins a cocoon around itself and
other animals rush towards their death in other ways. There is no feeling that
is higher, more actively and sufferingly strong, that is a more noble rebellion
against submissiveness before a super-sensory, all-powerful force, than that
which leads Hector to cry: there will come the day when holy Ilios will sink!
and yet he does not for a moment pause in the most brave struggle.93

Lavrov's critically thinking individuals are in some respects like the animals
Humboldt describes rushing toward their death in order to fulfil their purpose; in other
respects they are like Hector, rebelling against an all-powerful force, which in their

case was the Russian state.
G. Freedom

Many aspects of Lavrov's thought about the person seem to point in the direction of a
belief in personal freedom. Consciousness, criticism and creativity are faculties that
enable human self-determination and wilful action toward the development of the self
and of society according to an ideal, and such action must be predicated on a certain
amount of freedom. Freedom in a practical sense is also a humanist value.
Humboldt's famous statement that the true purpose of the human being is the highest,
most well-proportioned development of his powers into one whole is followed by a
declaration that freedom is the 'first and indispensable' condition for development.?6
Nevertheless, an important function of reason for humanists has always been the
awareness of physical laws and of the recognition of human impotence before higher
forces (in the Renaissance, this meant the will of God, in the nineteenth century, it
was more likely to mean natural law). This tension is evident in the works of
Humboldt and is even more evident in Lavrov's works.

Lavrov devoted a substantial amount of time, especially in the beginning of his
career, to the consideration of this question of free will without ever finding an
adequate answer. In the late 1850s and early 1860s, he declared that human beings
are conscious of having a free will and are incapable of thinking of themselves in any
other way. In accordance with the anthropological point of view, one must accept free

95Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'Latium und Hellas', Wilkelm von Humboldts Gesammelte Schriften, 17 vols,
Berlin, 1968, III, pp. 136-70: 153-4.
96Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, p. 22.
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will as a 'subjective fact', that is, a fact of human consciousness.97 Lavrov refused to
say, however, whether free will could also be considered an objective fact, since one
could not provide a 'scientific' proof of its existence or non-existence. In a letter to

Herzen published in 1857, Lavrov wrote:

B nonere nepa, Kpy:kauerocs B BO3ayxe, Ip1 Bceli ero BUANMOM
HelpaBUJIbHOCTH, CYLIeCTBYEeT 3aKOH, U 3TOT 3aKOH IIPMBOJAUTCA Ha
u3MepeHHe HeDOIbIIOro YMCia YCKOPEHMUIA, OnpelensolnX ABUKEHNE;
B UCTOPUWM YeJIoBeYeCTBa CYUECTBYET JIM NOJAOOHH 3aKOH? — MoxkeT
OLITh, HET, MOKET OHTH, a: HAYKa He MOMKeT pelluTeIbHO CKa3aTh HU
TOrO HU APYTOro, HO, He MPOU3HOCS CBOEro pelieHHus, OHa TEM CaMHM
[IO3BOJISIET UeJIOBEKY CO3JaTh CBOel paHTa3ueil OTBET, He
MpOTHBOPEeYaluii ee AaHHHM]I...]98

Here and in other articles published over the following few years Lavrov left the
question of free will open. When Strakhov criticized him for failing to resolve the
problem adequately,?® Lavrov responded as follows: 'CaMoe BamHOe O6BUHEHUE
3aKJII04aeTcs B TOM, YTO 51 He pa3pellini1 Bonpoca O CBOBOJe BOIU. DTO
BIIOJIHE CIIpaBeAIMBO, TaK KaK A CUMTAIO ero U BCce MeTadusnueckue BOMPOCH
O CYWHOCTH Belleii BIIOJIHe Hepa3peumMHEMi.'100

Scholars and critics have attempted to attribute a clearer position to Lavrov,
arguing that he did, or did not, believe in free will. Copleston and Zen kovskii were
inclined to think that Lavrov did believe in free will. Copleston concluded that, since
Lavrov was an ardent social reformer, one could only assume he believed in free
will.10! Zenkovskii made a similar claim, noting that Lavrov recognized the
principle of determinism, but also summoned the 'critically thinking individual' to free
activity. For Zen kovskii, the importance of Lavrov's call to action outweighed his
determinism,102

Other commentators, beginning with Strakhov in 1860,103 have asserted that
Lavrov did not believe in free will. A few, including Rusanov, Philip Pomper,
Volodin and Itenberg!04 have claimed that, in his youth, Lavrov was a 'theological
fatalist', and that he later dropped fatalism in favour of determinism.!05 The notion

that Lavrov had been a 'theological fatalist' in his adolescence probably stems from a

97See especially: 'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 375-76.

98p. L. Lavrov, 'Pis’'mo k izdateliu', Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, pp. 108-117: 111.

99Strakhov, '‘Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova', p. 12.

100:Otvet g. Strakhovu', p. 502.

101 Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, p. 130.

1027enkovskii, Istoriia, 1, part 2, p. 167.

1035trakhov, ‘Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova', pp. 12-13.

104Rusanov, Biografiia, pp. 10-11, 16, Pomper, Peter Lavrov, p. 31; Volodin and Itenberg, Lavrov,

p. 17.

105The difference between a fatalist and a determinist is that the fatalist may believe that we have free
will, but that we are, nevertheless, powerless before God or some other force. A determinist believes
that all our actions, including choices and preferences, are governed by higher laws and that we have no
free will.
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statement to this effect that he himself made in the late 1880s in 'Biografiia-
ispoved”.106 Volodin and Itenberg found clear evidence of theological fatalism in
Lavrov's diaries (1840-44). They rightly pointed out that Lavrov often refers to
human impotence before God and the Divine Spirit. In the diaries, however, Lavrov
also complained that he was not satisfied with his fatalism: 'fI ucneiTan Ha gerne,
KakK yKacHO npeobnajaHve ¢U3MuecKoro Mupa Haj MOpaJibHbM, A He 6T
CIIOCOBEeH HU K KaKOMY MOPaJIbHOMY JelCTBUIO, PElIMTENIbHO BCe UAEU
YCKOIb3aJIM OT MEHS, a B cepAlle 6u10 ykacHO.'!07 In addition to this, Lavrov
declared himself to be a sceptic who 'doubted everything because one cannot be
certain about anything', presumably including the omnipotence of God.!08 These
entries, written in 1841, stem from a time when fatalism, or 'reconciliation with
reality’, was still very fashionable in Russia. His diaries generally reveal
experimentation with a broad range of ideas, so that one should not treat the more
fatalist' passages as the reflection of a mature world view.

At the very end of his career, Lavrov gave clearer indications of determinism:
humans are not actually free, nevertheless, they behave in a goal-oriented manner, as
if they are free. He explained in the second edition of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma (1891), for
example, that human consciousness of free will is an 'entirely unavoidable
idealization', which leads people to the subjective conviction that they freely choose
ends for themselves, and freely decide upon the means of achieving those ends.10?

The same necessity lies behind moral decisions and judgements:

Cronp ke Hen3beXHO AN YelTOBeYecKoro yma, kak o6 beKTUBHHE
3aKOHH, FOCIOACTBYOLME B IpUpoJe, OCHOBHAsA WHTUMHAasA
uieanusalysa NPOU3BOJIBHOI MOCTAHOBKU lefleil U NPOU3BOIBHOI O
BEHIOOPA CPeACTB CTAaBUT Ipel KamAoN JIMUHOCTHIO HepapPXHIO
HPaBCTBEHHO JIYUlIMX U HPaBCTBEHHO XY AUIMX 1iejleil, OCTaBIIAs eMy
JIAIIBb CITIOCOOHOCTh KPUTHYECKH IIOBEPUTD, HE HAJO JIU, B DTOM
KPUTHUKE, BUAOUZMEHUTh 9TY UepapxHuio, IpU3HaTh UHOE NIYUYIIUM U
XyauuM. PelleHue BOIM M BEIOOP TOTO WK APYIOro NocTyInka,
BCJIeICTBUE DTOrO pelleH!s], OKa3kBaeTcs Bcerja HeusbekHEM, HO
KPUTHKA DTUKHU MOKET NMPU3HATh 3a DTUM BHIOOPOM BHIClIEE WU
Hu3llee 3HaYeHWe U BO3JIOKUTh Ha JIMUHOCTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a
STOT BHOOP Ipel cOb0I0 U npel APYTUMU pa3leNsaiolMU Te ke
y6exaeHns. 10

In truth, therefore, according to Lavrov, human beings are not free. This is a truth,

however, which no human being can believe, since humans are bound to the belief

106'Bjografiia-ispoved”, p. 89.

107'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 19. XI. 1841, p. 50.

108'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 16. VIIL 1841, pp. 46-47.

109 storicheskie pis ‘ma, second edition, p. 274. For further commentary on free will by Lavrov in the
period after he accepted determinism, see: Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 37; Zadachi
ponimaniia istorii, pp. 112-13, 122-23, 371.

107storicheskie pis ‘ma, second edition, p. 275.
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that they are free. In the end, Lavrov still did not indicate whether he believed
humans were free; as a human being, by his own account, he must believe in free will,
but argued the opposite. Nor is it apparent what meaning moral judgements and
choice can have if human beings are not, in fact, to be considered free.

Since Lavrov refused himself to take a clear position on free will, it may be
more fruitful to explain what prevented him from making up his mind, rather than
attributing an answer to him. His repeated declarations, at the beginning of his career,
that he could not and would not answer this question invite one to conclude that the
answer was not of primary importance to him. His discussions of this issue ought,
perhaps, not to be seen as an attempt to take a definitive, much less, an original
position. Rather, his position on freedom (or lack of it) was determined by other
elements in his thought.

On the one hand, he wished to defend freedom because he believed that values
such as independent, critical thought, judgement, responsibility and duty were being

undermined by the determinism fashionable among Russian radicals:

B Haue BpeMs, OCHOBHOE€ IOJIOKEeHUe AeTePMUHUCTOB: «BCE UMeEeT
CBOIO HEOOXOAUMYO IPUUMHY U CBOE Heusbe:kHOoe ClIeICTBUe» — eCTh
aKCMOMa eCTeCTBO3HaHUs, He JomycKaolad UCKITIoUeHuil. B To ke
caMoe BpeMs BCs Halla MpaKTUYecKas KU3Hb, YaCTHAs U
obumecTBeHHas, BCce Halli CHOIIEHWUsI, BCe Hallu CY:KAEHUS O JIOAIX
ONUPAIOTCS Ha CTOJIb K€ OCHOBHOE IMOJIOKEeHHe MPOTUBHUKOB
JeTepMHUHU3Ma: KaXk/Ablil YelloBeK CTaBUT U JOT:KeH CTaBUTh cebe
LleJIW, TOJBepraeT, MOKeT U JO/KeH NOJABEepraTh 3TH LieJI KPUTHKeE,
MOAJIEKUT U JOJIIKEH IOoANeKaTh OlleHKe, CMOTPSA IO CBOMCTBY Lielei,
MM MOCTaBJIEHHHX, U CPEACTB, UM YIIOTPebIAeMbIX NI JOCTUKEHUA
aTUX Uenen [...J111

Further, Lavrov's call to independent and decisive action was also a demand for a
certain amount of practical freedom, although only in the negative sense of absence of
constriction and repression. In 'Vrednye nachala' (1857), for example, Lavrov
attacked the principle of authority, which undermines the freedom of the person to

develop through experience:

[...] B YaCTHOI1 KM3HU UeloBeKa, KaK B OBUEeCTBEHHO!N ero
JlesTeJIbBHOCTH, caMOe BpelJHOe Hayajlo eCTh TO, KOTOPO€e CBA3HBAET
eMy PYKW, OTYMaHMBaeT eMy 3peHMUe, JeflaeT U3 Hero aBToMaTa
6ecco3HaTeIbHOr 0, HO OTBETCTBEHHOI 0. IIyCcTh OH NMpPUBHKAaET
XOIUTh 6e3 noMouei, YnTaTh 6€3 yKa3KH, UyBCTBOBATh COOCTBEHHEM
YYBCTBOM, CBOUM YMOM. CIOTKHETCS: HUUero; omubeTcsa: HUUero;

ITTQuoted by Tkachev in a review of Lavrov's Opyt istorii mysli, published in 1875: P. N. Tkachev,
'Rol” mysli v istorii ("Opyt istorii mysli", t. I, izd. zhurnala "Znanie")', Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh, ed.
B. M. Shakhmatov, Moscow, 1975-76, II, pp. 43-88: 55. Tkachev did not accept Lavrov's claim. He
called the notion of free will 'absurd' (p. 54) and argued that Lavrov’s attack on determinism would
undermine the law of cause and effect, which would undermine the principle of accountability, and
hence, also of morality (pp. 55-56).
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obMONBUTCA: HUYero... Co3HaHWe CaMOCTOSTEIbHON AeITeIbHOCTH B
HeM pacCTeT, U OH caM HaYUNTCS CMOTPeTh 3a cobown... Yenosek
JOJI:keH OHTh He MallMHOM, a MallMHUCTOM. |12

On the other hand, some of his values which seemed to support freedom, such
as responsibility and duty, worked to undermine freedom. A dutiful and responsible
person must always behave according to the 'moral laws' established by that person's
own ideals. The person is, in principle, free to choose these ideals but, since Lavrov
did not believe in true originality, the person's choice is limited to historically given
values. Indeed, the very source of perceived freedom, namely human self-
consciousness, is simultaneously, according to Lavrov, the source of moral and civic

laws, as he explained in 'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira' (1859):

B TOM CO3HaHMWM CO3JaeTCA UCTOPUUECKUI POl HPaBCTBEHHHX,
rpamaaHCKUX, PEIUIMO3HEX GUITOCOPCKUX CUCTEM, KOTOPHE
COCTaBIIAIOT B KaxkJA0e MFCHOBEHHE 3aKOHOAATEe/IbCTBO CO3HAHUA; BO
UMS DTUX 3aKOHOB CYAAT U OCYKAAIOT JIMYHOCTU U ObliecTBa; pel
STUMH 3aKOHAMHW OTBETCTBEHHH CO3HaTelbHHeE, U TOJbKO
CO3HaTeJIbHHeEe JIMYHOCTU.! 13

Finally, the programme of personal development that Lavrov prescribed, involving the
development of a 'whole' human life, of consciousness, critical thought, and even
creativity, allowed for the development of the individual personality, but never for
arbitrary choices and behaviour. The concept of free will in this sense seemed to
Lavrov to be at odds with that of development itself: 'Ecriv 66 KamAHi MOTr 1O
He3aBUCMMOMY NPOU3BOJIY BHOPaTh CBOIO JeATENbHOCTb, TO KU3Hb
yejioBeuecTBa IpeAcTaBuiIa 6H He pa3BUTHeE, a LIAPCTBO CIIydYaHOCTH'. 114

112'yrednye nachala’, p. 127.

113'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira', p. 46.

14'prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia', p. 323. Lavrov made this point in the context of a critique of
Hegel and Ruge, but the statement nevertheless seems to be an accurate summary of his own position.

49



Chapter two: Ethics

Lavrov's thought about ethics is one of the main elements distinguishing him from his
materialist contemporaries, particularly of the 1860s, such as Chernyshevskii and
Pisarev.! For Chernyshevskii, the morality of an action can be calculated according to
its utility for the agent. Good actions bring maximum utility, and utility is calculated
according to what brings maximum pleasure to the agent:

Eciu mone3HsM Ha3HBAEeTCS TO, UTO CITYKUT UCTOYHUKOM MHOMKECTBa
HaclaxAeHWi, 1 J06pPHM IIPOCTO TO, UTO OYEHb MIONIE3HO, TYT Ke He
OCTaeTCsd POBHO HUKAKHWX COMHEHMI1 OTHOCUTENIbHO LU, KOTOopas
IPeANUCHBAETCS UeNIOBEKY, — He KaKUMU-HUOY b IOCTOPOHHUMM
coobpakeHUSAMHU WK BHYWIEHUAMH, [...] HeT, mpeanucuBaeTcs npocTo
PaCcCyAKOM, 3PaBHM CMEICJIOM, IOTPEBHOCTHIO HaCHaRAEHUA: 3Ta Lienb
— 106po.2

Since, according to Chernyshevskii, it is natural to strive for pleasure, and moral
behaviour amounts to behaviour which is useful because it maximizes pleasure, it is
natural to the human being to behave morally.3

Unlike Chernyshevskii, Lavrov did not believe that good behaviour is natural to
human beings, and he was careful to differentiate between morality, utility and pleasure.
He hoped to show that moral behaviour can be pleasurable, just as it can also be useful,
but the definitive characteristic of moral behaviour is not that it is pleasurable or useful.4
According to Lavrov, only that behaviour can be considered moral, in which the agent
consciously decides to act according to a pre-conceived principle, or ideal. For this
reason, moral actions can neither be spontaneous, nor can they be motivated only by
pleasure or self-interest.

Ideals, therefore, are the distinguishing feature of any moral action for Lavrov,
and his concern about ideals is also an important distinguishing feature of his thought in
general. When Pisarev attacked Lavrov in his article, 'Skholastika XIX veka', for
example, one of his main objections was to the emphasis on ideals in Lavrov's moral
thought: 'B ob5acTv HpaBCTBEHHON $UITOCOGUU BIMIAAE HAllK IIOUTH

IMaMeTpalibHO MPOTUBONMONMOKHH. JIaBpOB TpebyeT uieasna 1 Lienu KU3HU BHe

LA few scholars have remarked upon this, but have not offered any detailed explanation; see: Rusanov,
Biografiia, p. 24; Zen’kovskii, Istoriia, 1, part 2, pp. 159-60; Scanlan, 'Peter Lavrov', p. 41.
2Chernyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 249.

3Chernyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 251.

4y artaniants noted that moral behaviour, for Lavrov, could not be motivated by caluclated self-interest:
Antropologicheskaia filosofiia, pp. 24-25. Lavrov himself, however, did begin to speak of inclinations
and self-interest as motivating moral behaviour from the 1870s at the same time as continuing to
maintain that convictions must be the cause of moral acts; see, for example, ‘Biografiia-ispoved”,

p. 94.
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ee nmpouecca; A BUKY B JKM3HW TOJILKO MPOLIECC U yCTPaHAIO Lefb U hiealt.'
Pisarev argued that ideals and duties are a burden which interfere unnecessarily with the
life of the egoistic individual who, by nature, behaves well, which includes helping
others:

YenioBeK OT NMPUPOJH — CYI[ECTBO OY€Hb J0OPOE, U €C/IN He OKUCIIATD
€ro NpOTUBOPEUMUSIMU U APECCUPOBKOI, ecJii He TpeboBaTh OT HEro
HeeCTeCTBEeHHHX HPaBCTBEHHHX ¢OKYCOB, TO B HEM €CTeCTBEHHO
Pa30BbIOTCS CaMble JTIOBOBHHEE UYBCTBA K OKPY:KAIOWKUM JIIOASIM, U OH
6yAeT MoOMOraTh MM B Bejie pajii COBCTBEHHOr O yAOBOJILCTBUA, a He U3
CO3HaHMA J0Jra, T. €. N0 J06poi BOJe, a He IO HPaBCTBEHHOMY

I PUHY K AEHUIO.0

Lavrov's assertion that actions done purely from self-interest or pleasure cannot
be considered moral brings him close to Kant. For Kant, only those actions fall under
the category of morality which are prompted by a sense of duty, and duty is defined as
the necessity of acting out of respect for the law. The law which pure reason prescribes
to us is the famous 'categorical imperative': 'T ought never to act except in such a way
that I can also will that my maxim should become a universal law.” Lavrov approved
of Kant's categorical imperative, and his insistence that one should allow one's critical
thought to determine one's ideals? is similar to Kant's view that reason must guide
moral judgement. The categorical imperative did not, however, become an important
element of his moral thought. According to Lavrov, the will to act according to a moral
ideal sometimes brings one into situations where one must sacrifice one's own welfare,
or even one's life, and, to some extent, also the welfare of other people. This was an
aspect of his thought that made it suitable for the ethical needs of a revolutionary.!0
Kant's categorical imperative condemned sacrifice of human life. Lavrov's emphasis
on the endeavour to realize one's ideals is 'humanist', but his demand for sacrifice is

not.

SPisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 89.

6Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 77.

TH. 1. Paton, The Moral Law; or Kant's Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, third edition,
London, 1958, p. 22.

8'Ocherki voprosov', p. 405.

9The relationship between ideals and critical thought is not discussed here because it has been dealt with
adequately in secondary literature. See: Shelgunov, Istoricheskaia sila', pp. 15-17; Kareev, "Teoriia
lichnosti”, pp. 15-17; P. Mokievskii, 'Lavrov, kak filosof', Stati, vospominaniia, pp. 29-72: 56-57;
Radlov, 'Lavrov v russkoi filosofii', p. 20; Kazakov, Teoriia progressa, p. 39.

10Rappoport claimed that Lavrov intended his moral thought to be a moral justification for revolution:
'Einleitung’, pp. xxvii-xxviii.
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A. Morality, ideals and the moral person

Lavrov often stated that moral actions must be motivated by the will to behave in
accordance with an ideal, or conviction. This remained a feature of his thought
throughout his career, although he spoke of ideals more often in his early works, and of
convictions (ubezhdeniia) more often in works following the late 1860s.!! In 'Ocherki
voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii', where he considered what kinds of acts were
legitimate for the dignity or virtue (dostoinstvo) of the person, Lavrov found that acts
that were motivated by pure inclination had no legitimacy. He included mercy and
charity among these, and remarked that such acts could even be harmful, since they
sometimes promoted self-satisfaction in the agent and could be demeaning to agent and
recipient alike. It was, however, legitimate to act in the name of religious ideals, or

principles such as fairness and justice:

CaMooTBep:keHWe, BEXOAslee U3 CAMOYHU:KEHUs, CaMOOTBeP:KeHHUe 110
IPUBHYKE WIA B IOPHBE CTPAaCTU HEJOCTOMHO yenoBeka. OHO
ONpaBALIBAETCA pejiurueit, Korjga sBisieTcs ee jorMaTom [...]
CaMooTBep:keHHe OTHOCUTENIbHO 60KeCTBEHHHX JIMUHOCTEN UK
OTHOCHUTEJIPHO JTII0Ael, OCBSIEHHEX pejurueil, eCTeCTBeHHO U
ONpaBJaHO Halleil Bepoil B 60:XeCTBEHHOCTb UK CBATOCTh DTUX
muyHocTeil. [...] CaMooTBep#xeHue AnA IOMOIIW JTIOASM, KOria MH
HaxOoJuUM BTy IIOMOIb CIPaBeAIMBOM, BBUAY 3al[MTH W MOAAEePRKAHWSA
Yy:KOro JOCTOMHCTBA, HE POHAA COBCTBEHHOr O, BIIOJIHE ONpaBJAaHO
Pa3yMOM, HO CJIMBAa€TCA TOrAa C UAeasioM ClipaBellIMBOCTH, KaK B
IEePBHX CJIydasX CIMBaNOCh C UAealiOM PelIMruo3HOCTH. 12

In 'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia v filosofii', Lavrov explained that an action
should not be judged according to whatever immediate inclination had brought it about,
nor according to goals which the agent seeks to achieve, but according to whether the

agent had acted in accordance with an ideal:

B npakTnuecko $unocodun, KpuTHKa AesTeIbHOCTA He BO3MOKHA HU
BO MM MODOY:KAEHUIA, HA BO UMA LieJieil, IOTOMY 4TO Te U Apyrue
MOT'YT U3MEHATHCSA, He NPEeJCTaB/IAI0T HeEN36eKHOCTH, CJIeIOBaTENbHO,
caMy nmoanexat Kputuke. IloBepka cTpeMiieHUit K JeATeNbHOCTU
MOXeT ObHTh IpoU3BeJleHa B JaHHOe MITHOBEHUE JINIIb BO UMS MOTOBBIX
pe3ybTaTOB, BHPaOOTaHHEX NMpeALAylield AesTelbHOCThIO, 3HaHMEM U

HConvictions are not significantly different to ideals, they merely necessitate a higher degree of
commitment than do ideals. In 'Tri besedy’, for example, Lavrov wrote: 'HpaBcTBeHHHE HaeanH
ABWINCH TPOAYKTOM STOr0 CTPEeMIIeHHUA K cornaieHmio. Pa3 co3gaHHHEe, OHU CTalll C
HeOTPas’uMoi y6eIUTEeNbHOCTHIO Iepell UeNoBeKOM, TPebys, YTOOH OH MX BOIUIOTUI B U3Hb.
OHM cocTaBWiM ero ybexoeHUe; OHU IPeANNCau eMy 00643aHHOCMb Iepel co60il U 06neKnU

€ro 1pagoM NOCTYINaTh COrMAacHO yOeKAeHWIO, UCIONHUTD CBOIO OOA3aHHOCTh nepel HUMH.' (p.

558) His move away from using 'ideals' may have been motivated by a wish to avoid being associated
with Idealism.
12'Ocherki voprosov', p. 407.
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TBOPYECTBOM W MPOTUBOIIOJIAaraeMHX peabHOM JIMUHOCTU, KaK HOPMH
ee. DTO uodeass.13

He emphasized that actions which do not occur in the name of an ideal fall outside of
moral calculation even more strongly in "Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii
filosofii'. At this level, which ideals one has is less important than that one has any
ideals at all:

KakoBH yb6emIeH!s — 3TO AeNo JajbHenlero aHaaumsa, 1ej10 pa3sBUTHs,
HO OHM JOJIKHH GHTh: YeJIOBeK 6e3 ybekaeHns, — TO HpaBCTBEHHHIA
YPO[, 3TO Belllb, 32 KOTOPOii MH IIPU3HAEM TOJILKO 300JI0rMuecKoe
JOCTOUMHCTBO BCeX eAnHul pofa homo [...] TolbKo TOT HpaBCTBEHHHI
YyenoBekK, KTO MOMOIIBI0 CAMOCTOSTENbHOM KPUTUKHK COCTaBUIl cebe
Boree UK MeHee SICHOe ybekeHre U pellaeTcs AeCTBOBAaTh COrIacHO
csoeMy yb6emxaennio. KTo aeiicTByeT, He 6HOCH CBOEro ybe:xaeHus B
CBOM JeMCTBUS, TOT aBTOMAT: OH AeiCTByeT 6e3HpaBCcTBeHHO. KTo
IOCTYNAET N POMUBHO YOERACHHNIO, TOT NPECMYNHUK: OH AEACTBYET
NpOMUBOHPaBCMBEHHO.14

Moral acts, therefore, cannot occur spontaneously, nor can they spontaneously
be judged. Rather, one must carefully consider the principle that motivates them.
Similarly, acts which might immediately strike one as immoral can be justified if they
are linked with some higher ideal. One sees this in 'Filosofiia istorii slavian' (1870),
where Lavrov evaluated the moral stature of the Greeks. He admitted, for example,
that the Greeks were xenophobic, but said that their manner of being so was better than
that of other peoples, because the Greeks claimed that their superiority lay in their
higher education and development, and so gave their hatred toward foreigners a
'human’ foundation.!5 The same tendency to excuse otherwise unacceptable behaviour
because it is connected to an ideal comes out even more strongly in an article about St
Augustine, written for Entsiklopedicheskii slovar”in 1861. Here, he described the
debauched life that Augustine led in his youth, and said that Augustine was forgiven by
his friends (and also, it seems, by Lavrov), because he connected his behaviour with an
aesthetic ideal: 'HO [ABrycTvH] He YHWKAJICA IO pa3BpaTa CBOMX TOBapulleil,
IIOTOMY UTO HOCUII B cebe 3CTeTUUeCKOe Hayalo, KOTOPHM WAeanu3upoBall
CBOM NPUBSI3aHHOCTH'.16

The general idea, namely that one must have ideals and beliefs and act according
to these in order to be moral, remained important to Lavrov. He devoted a lengthy
series of articles to ethics in 1870, in which he defined his position as follows:

13 Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 204.

14Tri besedy', p. 558.

I5p. L. Lavrov, 'Filosofiia istorii slavian', Otechestvennye zapiski, 1870, no. 6, pp. 347-420; no. 7,
pp- 65-126: part 1, p. 404.

16p L. Lavrov, 'Avgustin', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, 1, pp. 160-79: 161.
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'"YbemneHne obpasyeT 06/1aCTh HPaBCTBEHHOCTH U BHIENAET ee U30 Bcex
APYIrUX IcMuxudeckux obnacreil. [...] [IoeToMy B cocTaB/ieHUU YOeRAeHUT —
UCTOYHHK eUHCTBEHHOr0, HpaBCTBEHHO IPaBUNIbHOIO, JOCTOMHCTBA
yerioBeKa; TBEPAOCTh ybemaAeH!s] — e AMHCTBEHHAs JIMUHas A06poAeTerb'.
Lavrov repeated this very formulation in 1884 in 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia i zadachi
nravstvennosti'.17

Because moral behaviour is, for Lavrov, not possible without pre-conceived
ideals, the capacity to be moral is not an inborn capacity, but something that must be
developed. Lavrov's moral thought revolves around the notion of personal self-
development and, in this sense, is similar to humanism, which takes the development
of a higher, more noble, more 'truly human' type of person as its central concern. The
cultivation of human dignity, for Lavrov as well as for humanists, is not simply a matter
of physical and intellectual achievement and capacity, but also a moral issue. For
Lavrov, in early works, at least, this involved the creation of the self in an almost literal
sense. According to Lavrov, in order to become a moral person, one must form an
image of a second, ideal self in one's mind, and that second self must be a coherent
representation of all of one's values, but possess none of one's short-comings:
'Tlepea HaMHU CTAHOBUTCS B BOOOpaxkeHNU ApPyroe A, OTIIMUHOEe OT Hallero
JIMLIb TEM, UTO B HEM HeT HeJOCTaTKOB, KOTOPHE MH B cebe CO3HaeM; TeM,
YTO OHO ObnafilaeT COBeplIeHCTBaMH, elle HaM HeJIOCTYNHEMUA. DTO A eCTb
HpaeécmeeHHbIl udeasn.''8 In this passage, Lavrov commands us to follow the lead
of our second self and keep it alive by our constant efforts. To interrupt these efforts
for even one moment is to commit a sin: 'KT0 Ha MrHOBeHHe OTBEPHYJICS OT
HPaBCTBEHHOIO Ujieasna, TOT U3MEHWI1 eMy, TOT 6yIeT HOCUTh B CBO€i MHCIIU
CO3HaHMe CBOEro NpecTyIieHus, cBoei mopoyHocTh.'!9 The second self is also
described as a 'double’ (dvoinik) which follows us, continuously reminding us of
events in our past which we would rather forget.20 Both in 'Tri besedy o
sovremennom znachenii filosofii', and in 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii',
where Lavrov discussed this idea of the second self, he stated that it was a creation of

17Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 50; 'Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia’, p. 394.

18Tri besedy', p. 555. It is more than likely that Lavrov took this idea of the ideal and real self from
Fichte's Wissenschaftslehre, which he frequently referred to in his articles on Hegel. See 'Gegelizm',
Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, 1, pp. 43-175, especially pp. 122-25. He never admitted any debt to Fichte,
however, and does not ever explicitly refer to this idea in him. For Fichte on the ideal and real self,
see, for example, J. G. Fichtes sammtliche Werke, ed. I. H. Fichte, 11 Vols, Leipzig, 1925, I, pp. 85-
328: 269-78.

19Tri besedy', p. 555.

20 besedy’, p. 552.

54



the mind that was different to the real self,2! and that it was in the ideal self that the
virtue of the person lay: '9T0 ngeanbHoe A — TMYHOE OOCMOUHCMEO
yesioBeka.'??

The real self was clearly seen to be beneath the ideal self in moral status, as can
be seen in a later article, Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo' (1870), where he
wrote about the lack of virtue in scholars who arrogantly pursue their research in the
name of academic reputation, and, for this reason, have only a 'dirty self. Scholars
become pure when they devote themselves to a higher ideal, namely truth for its own
sake: ' Teneps 3TO TlECIaBUe, 3TO Cpebponodre, 3TO rpA3HOE I UrpaloT
BecbMa OOWHWPHYIO POJib B UX soi disant yYeHOI1 fesATelbHOCTH, HO Y HUX eCTh
YroOJIOK, ['ie OHU YUCTH, UICKPEHHU U ClIpaBeJIUBEL, I'le ANi1 HUX KPUTHUKA U
HayyHas UCTWHA BHIlle Bcero.'?3

Lavrov had no inclination to judge the private lives of individual people, just as
he was not interested in emotional conflicts between individuals. This becomes
apparent where he evaluates the lives of particular individuals in works on historical
themes, such as "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII i XVIII vekakh': 'U"HTUMHHe
MPUBA3aHHOCTU COCTABIIAIOT YaCTHYIO CIOCOOHOCTh IMYHOCTH, M €ClIU fake
obpalleHH Ha 0CO6 He OYeHb MX AOCTOMHHX, JO HUX HUKOMY JAefla HeT, eclii
JIMYHOCTH [...] yMeIoT pAIOM C 3TUM XKUTh U JeICTBOBATh, KaK LIEHTP BEIUKOIA
YMCTBEHHOU JesATeNbHOCTU'.24 Lavrov seems to have felt that a person's
commitment to his or her private relationships could only detract from his or her
commitment to what he called 'higher', 'moral’ ideals. He encouraged women, for
example, not to place the interests of their family above political, social, or even
religious ideals: a woman could do more for her family by devoting herself to a
political, social or religious ideal, potentially neglecting her family, than she could by
being a caring parent. In "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII i XVIII vekakh', he praised
Huguenot mothers who sacrificed themselves (and their families) for their religious
beliefs:

DTU MaTepy NMOKa3HBalIN AeTAM IPUMEP BSHEPruuecKol CTOMKOCTH 3a
CBOM Y6eRAEHNS; DTU KeHH ITOCHIIaIM MYy Keil Ha rajiepH U B USTHaHWe
BO MMSI TOTrO, UTO U1 HUX 6HIO McTUHON. KOHeuHo, ITpU BCceM CBOEM

21The notion that ideals belong to one part of the self, which is distinguished from the 'real' self,
contradicts the idea, introduced in the preceding chapter, that ideals contribute to a view of the person as
'one, indivisible whole'.

22:Ocherki voprosov', p. 377. Lavrov aired these views in early writings, but it is clear that he did not
abandon this position, since he quoted this very text as a definitive outline of his position much later,
in 1884 (‘Sotsial ‘naia revoliutsiia’, p. 391).

23'Formula progressa’, p. 416.

247Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 2, p. 22.
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Y3KOM $paHaTH3Me, OHU UCTUHHEeE JIIOOWINA CBOIO CeMbIO, BOCIIUTHBATIH
6oree 310POBHE NIOKOJIEHUSA, UM Pa3BUTHE UHANPPEPEHTUCTKH,
rOTOBHIE OTPEYLCA OT BCEro, M TOro UTob NpukMMaTh AeTell K
CBOEMY HeXKHOMY CepJlly, U 3a60THBIIMECS O TOM, UTO6 NMOJIMTUYECKHe
YBIIeUeHUS MY Kell He pa330pPWIN UX CeMbi.2d

B. Morality, struggle and faith

One probable reason why Lavrov insisted that moral behaviour must stem from ideals,
rather than inclinations or the calculation of personal profit, was that he did not consider
the latter two sufficiently effective to bring people to behave morally. The consideration
underlying this was that the kind of moral activities which were especially important to
Lavrov, namely efforts to create a more just society, might bring long-term benefit to
the individual, but in the short-term could bring the person harm (in Lavrov's case,
arrest and exile). Immediate inclination and calculation of egoistic profit were less likely
to motivate people to take high risks than unconditional faith in ideals. Although
Lavrov did not say this explicitly, he did often state that the function of an almost
fanatical faith in ideals was to make the person act, and, if necessary, join in social or
political struggle. This attitude to faith in ideals can again be contrasted to that of

Pisarev, who flatly rejected Lavrov's justification for 'fanaticism':

daHaTH3M 10AYac 6LHBAEeT XOPpoll, KaK NCTOPUYECKHI JBUraTelNb, HO B
MOBCEeHEeBHON KMU3HU OH MOKET IPUBECTH K 3HAUUTENIbHEM
Heyno6cTBaM. Xopoias 03a CKeNTHIM3Ma BCerja BepHee [poHeceT
BaC MeXAYy pa3sHEMH ITOABOAHEIMU KaMHSIMM KUSHU U JINTEPATYPH.
Drouctuueckue ybemaeHus, NoNnoKeHHEe Ha MOAKIIaAKY MACKON U
RO6POAYIIHOM HATYPH, CAENAIOT BaC CYACTIIMBHM YEJI0OBEKOM, He
TSKESTHIM JUIS APYTUX U IIOHATHHM A/ CaMOro cebs.26

On the contrary, for Lavrov, moral feeling became a tool for promoting social activism,
and for this reason scepticism must be replaced by faith and the wish for well-being
replaced by a self-sacrificing sense of duty. The 'good-natured’, 'happy' person
described by Pisarev would have felt very uncomfortable in Lavrov's moral world.
Some scholars have commented on the central role of action in Lavrov's moral
thought.?” It has already been indicated above that Lavrov regarded the failure to act in

25'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 2, p. 8. Lavrov also spoke of the need for women to place the
realization of ideals over the need to care for their families in P. L. Lavrov, Russkaia razvitaia
zhenshchina. V pamiat” Sof i Vasil ‘evny Kovalevskoi, Geneva, 1891, p. 17.

26Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 75.

278ee, for example: Scanlan, 'Peter Lavrov', pp. 23-24; Kareev, 'Odin iz poslednikh istoriko-
filosofskikh trudov P. L. Lavrova', Sobranie sochinenii N. I. Kareeva, 3 vols, St Petersburg, 1911-13,
II, pp. 209-36: 217-18.
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accordance with a moral ideal as a grave failure. In 'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh i
o estestvoznanii' (1865), for example, he wrote:

CroxuTh «HEHYRKHbe PYKU Ha ONyCTeBlleil rpyAn» — KapTMHa O4YeHb
MBOMMUCHAS; HO GUryPUPOBATh B HEll, CO CTOPOHH JIIOBOBATLCS el
MOTYT TOJIBKO T€, Y KOTOPHX BMeCTe C [Py Abl0 MYCTEET U rofioBa.
Bcskoe ynaneHue B HeJOCTUraeMHe M IPOCTHX CMEPTHHX BECH,
BCSAKOE OTIIEIbHUYECTBO B IYCTHHIO €CTh HUYTO UHOE, KaK
HpaBCTBeHHas KacTpalus.28

Much less attention has been paid to his frequent references to struggle, which
can be seen to be a Romantic feature in his thought. Preoccupation with struggle was
characteristic of Romanticism, which often connected ideals and the search for truth
with struggle.?? Struggle was already a feature of Lavrov's earliest works, and it is
often mentioned in the context of discussions about ideological conflicts. It is seen as
an unavoidable part of the development of ideas generally, and for this reason is an
integral part of progress and historical development.30 Lavrov claimed in 'Tri besedy o
sovremennom znachenii filosofii' that people who refuse to take part in this struggle are

'moral monsters':

Korpaa uger 60opbba 3a 0T€YECTBO WU 3a UJEIO0, TYCTh B MUHYTY
OTJBEIXa 300JI0T B CBOEM KabuHeTe uccraeayeT GOpMb MHGY30PHIl;
NYCTh CKYNBIITOP B CBO€il MaCTepCKOM OTAeNbBaeT roJIOBy
Adpoaute. Ho MMHYTa HacTalla, Korja OH4M He KakK y4yeHble, He KakK
XY JOMHUKH, HO KaK JIIOAW HYKHH B PsAlaxX CBOUX € IMHOMHIIIEHHUKOB;
TOrJa OHW HPaBCTBEHHHE YPO/H, €C/IM He 6pOCIT MUKPOCKOIa U
pe3ua, YTOOH eNIOM, $KU3HBIO CIIYKUTb OTEUECTBY WU 1lee.3!

Indeed, struggle is part of the creative self-assertion of the individual. Through action
and struggle, the ideal of an individual person becomes a part of historical development:
'OH JeicTBYyeT, U ero AesTelIbHOCTD 3aK/IoYaeTcs B CO3JaHuu1

XY RO}KeCTBEHHHX WAeasioB, B BOIJIOLIEHUA HPAaBCTBEHHHEX Mieanos. OH 3a
HUX 6BOPeTcs U CBOU IeiCTBUsI OpocaeT, KaK CeMeHA, Ha MOYBY OKPY:KaUEero
MWPA; U3 HUX BHpacTaeT HOBHII 6ECKOHEUHHI psii COGHITUI, BHIpacTaeT
6yaymas ucmopug.'3?

28'0 publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p- 24.

298chiller, for example, wrote that ‘it is not without good reason that the old myth has the Goddess of
Wisdom climb out of Jupiter's head in full armour, since her very first task is warlike. Even at her
birth, she must withstand a hard struggle with the senses, which do not wish to be torn from their
sweet repose.' Friedrich Schiller, Uber die dsthetische Erziehung des Menschen (On the Aesthetic
Education of Man, 1795), Stuttgart, 1965, p. 30.

30'Tri besedy', pp. 566-67; Postepennoe razvitie drevnikh filosofskikh uchenii', pp. 2, 18-19; 'Severo-
amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, pp. 412;

31'Tri besedy', pp. 568-69.

327 besedy', p. 570.
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For Lavrov, struggle and, more so, self-sacrifice are a sign of total commitment
to ideals. In "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII i XVIII vekakh', he indicated that
readiness to sacrifice oneself could be more important than the content of one's ideals:
'Ba’kHa rOTOBHOCTb IIpeHebpeub 6J1arocOCTOSHUEM U yIOOCTBOM CBOEro
yria ¥ 61M3KUX JTMYHOCTEl AN UCKPEHHOCTU ybemIeHus, a TOBOA U
dunocopckoe 3HaueHMe STUX ybOerxaeHWI ObIIO oKa AeloM
BTOpOCTeneHHHM'.33 Lavrov spoke of the need for self-sacrifice especially in
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, where he wrote that every developed person has a duty to join the
struggle for progress no matter how bad the consequences may seem: 'yCTPaHUTb
cebs OT 5TOM 60PLOH He UMeeT NpaBa YelnoBeK pa3BUTHI. Kak HM MPOTUBHO
Cpely IPA3HHIX JIy OTHCKMBATh JOPOrY, €e OTHCKMBATh BCe-TakKu Hajgo.4
Lavrov added: 'Bce 3TO, KOHEUHO, O4€Hb MPOTHUBHO U BO3MYTHUTENIbLHO, HO €ClI1
6H 60OpLIAM Iporpecca NpUXoAuIIoCh TOJIBKO TOPKECTBOBATh, UX AEJNO OHIIO
61 yepecuyp Jierko.35 It seems that the achievements of those who struggle on
behalf of an ideal is diminished, in Lavrov's eyes, if their struggle is too easy. Equally,
Lavrov valued faith in ideals because it encourages people to act and to sacrifice
themselves.

The connection between faith in ideals and morality stands out as part of what
Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, who knew Lavrov personally, identified as an element of
‘psychological religiosity' in Lavrov's moral thought. The main characteristic of this
psychological religiosity was an 'aversion to scepticism'.36 This claim is supported by

what one of Lavrov's friends recalled about him upon his death:

Orel KPUTUYECKON GUITOCOPUN ONPEle Ui CBOIO AeATeNbHOCTb, CKa3as,
4TO JBE Belld B MUPE HAIOJHAIOT €ro CBALEHHHM TPENeTOM:
co3eplLaHue 3Be3JHOro Heba U CO3HaHWe HpaBCTBEHHOro joinra [...] He
MOUIEKUT HUKAKOMY COMHEHMIO, YTO CO3HaHWe HPaBCTBEHHOI O JoJra
COCTaBIIANIO CaMYI0 CYIHOCTb €ero HaTYPH M COXPaHWIIO Y HEero
UiealibHYIO BEHCOTY PEMIMO3HOro KyJbTa BIJIOTh JO NOC/IeAHEN
MUHYTH U3HU. 3aKJIATHI Bpar pejIMrio3Hoi MUCTUKHU U TIepeRUBaHUIA
JAOUCTOPHYECKOTrO IIepHoja, 6eciomlaiHHi KPUTHK U pa3pyUHUTENb
BCEBO3MOKHEIX OrM, JIaBpoB ocTaBascsa B 0611aCTU JIMUHON U
0obUEeCTBEHHOM HPaBCTBEHHOCTU CAMHM BEPYIOIIMM YEITOBEKOM Halleit
ckenTuueckoi snoxu. TaliHa 06aATeNbHOro JeiCTBUSA ero JMUHOCTH
Ha BCeX OKPYXKaoIMX UMEHHO U 3aKJTIOYAeTCs, 10 HalleMy ITy60KOMY

33'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 74.

34Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 85.

35]storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 86.

36Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, Istoriia russkoi intelligentsii, II, p. 235; see also: D. N. Ovsianiko-
Kulikovskii, 'Petr Lavrovich Lavrov. Iz neizdannykh posmertnykh vospominanii', Stat 7,
vospominaniia, pp. 440-51: 445, 447,
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yO6e:XKAEHUIO, B 9TOM YNCTO PEJIMrMO3HOM KYJhT€ HPaBCTBEHHOM
KPacoTH M rpamaaHckoro jgonra.37’

These so-called 'religious aspects' stand out especially clearly in Lavrov's writings
from the middle of his career, particularly around 1868. In 'Razvitie ucheniia o
mificheskikh verovaniiakh' (1868), Lavrov emphasized that the moral person must have
faith in ideals, and not take a distanced or sceptical attitude toward them:

KTo paBHOAYIIEH K CBOUM KU3HEHHHM AefCTBUSM, TOT HE KUBET
HPaBCTBEHHO: OH NOAYUHAETCA exeJHEeBHOIl PYTHHE U OCTaeTCs
HpPaBCTBEHHHM VHINPPepeHTHCTOM. HO yBlIeueHue HU3HEHHHMU
BOIIPOCAaMH IIOTOMY CWJIBHO, UTO YeJIOBeK 8epum B JOCTOMHCTBO U
IpaBAy CBOMX JAEHCTBHI: OHO U3MEePSeTCs CUIOH ero MU3HeHHOro
y6emaeHus. [...] Ecnu aeiicTBUTENIbHO KUBOMY Y€NIOBEKY ITPUXOAUTCSA
OTKa3aThCA OT YaCTH CBOMX BEPOBaHMIl, TO 3TO CTAHOBUTCA AN HEro
He TOJIbKO 3aM€eHOM OJHOro JorMaTa APYIrUM, 3TO IIeperoM BO
BHYTPEeHHEM MUPe, 9TO HpPaBCTBEHHOeE NoTpsAceHue.38

It was especially important to him that faith in ideals should replace scepticism, and
even critical thought, when the time comes to act. Lavrov explained this in "Zadachi
pozitivizma i ikh reshenie', but more emphatically in Istoricheskie pis ' ma.39 Faith was
necessary to encourage action even when chances of success were slim: 'Jla, Bepa
ABUraeT ropH, - ¥ TOJILKO OHa. B MMHYTY JelCTBUA OHa AOMAKHA BlajeTh
YeJIOBEKOM WIIM OH OKaxeTCs 6eCCUbHEM B TO cCaMOe MIHOBeHHWe, KOria
HaJlo pa3BuTh Bce cBou cunkl.'40 Ideals in which one has faith, that is, ideals that
become beliefs, were also seen by Lavrov as the best way to prompt self-sacrificing
behaviour. In the conclusion to 'Kritika i vera', the fifteenth letter of Istoricheskie
pis ‘ma, Lavrov described his own beliefs as follows: 'Mx OoCHOBHOM AOrmar -
yesioBeK. Ux xynbT - #%u3Hb. HoO He MeHee Apyrux ¢aHTaCTUUECKUX
BepOBaHMI, OHX CIOCOB6HH OAYUIEBUTDb JIMYHOCTh K CAMOOTBEPAKEHHON
AesATeNIbHOCTH, K NMOKEPTBOBAHUIO Pa3/IMYHEIX HKU3HEHHBIX 651ar U caMoii
U3HU Ha aJiTape CBOEe CBATHHMU.'4!

While Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii drew attention to Lavrov's ‘psychological
religiosity', he did not note that a preoccupation with religion was a distinct feature of

37pamiati P. L. Lavrova, Geneva, 1900, p. 29.

38p 1. Lavrov, 'Razvitie ucheniia o mificheskikh verovaniiakh', in Lavrov, O religii, ed. A. 1.
Volodin, Moscow, 1989, pp. 119-224: 120.

39Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 618; Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, pp. 244-47. The significance of faith in this
regard has been noted by a few scholars and critics; see: Kozlov, Istoricheskie pis‘'ma P. L. Mirtova',
pp- 190-91; Shelgunov, 'Istoricheskaia sila’, p. 259; Thomas Masaryk, Zur russischen Geschichts- und
Religionsphilosophie, second edition, 2 vols, Diisseldorf, 1965, II, p. 139; Copleston, Philosophy in
Russia, p. 137.

407storicheskie pis 'ma, p. 245.

4 storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 255. In the second edition, Lavrov changed 'Ipyrux ¢aHTaCTUUECKHUX
BEPOBaHMI' to 'PENIMITMO3HLIX BEePOBAHW'"; Istoricheskie pis'ma, second edition, p. 347.
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Lavrov's writings. Such a preoccupation can be explained by Lavrov's concern with
faith as promoting action and self-sacrifice. Between 1859-63 and again around 1868,
Lavrov published a large quantity of articles on religious history, in which he often
expressed admiration for the capacity of religious figures to act decisively and in a self-
sacrificing manner.#2 In 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo' (1868), for example,
Lavrov described the career of John Wesley, who persevered in the face of adversity:
'[oH] npousHec g0 40 000 nponoBejeil, MEXAY TPOUYMM OJHY, KOTOPYIO HE
npepsaJl, Korja AOomkeH OHI NOCTOAHHO 0BTMPaTh KPOBb U3 PaHH OT KaMHH,
6POIlIEHHOrO €My NPSMO B 106'.43

Following his conversion to Marxism, Lavrov usually spoke of religion only as
a 'pathological’ phenomenon. In earlier works, however, his attitude to religion was
much more positive. In an open letter to Herzen, published in 1857, he spoke of a
'rational, contemporary religion'. The central dogma of this, 'his' religion, as he called
it, was faith in human progress.#4 Lavrov never again attempted to put forward the idea
of a 'rational, contemporary religion', but he continued to argue for the importance of
faith in progressive principles.#> Lavrov's preoccupation with religion also becomes
apparent in "Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie' and Istoricheskie pis ‘ma. In 'Zadachi
pozitivizma i ikh reshenie', he wrote:

ExaBa nu aame MOXHO NMPUAYMATh BHCTPOE U SHepruyeckoe
BOIUJIONIEHWE U/ieanioB 6e3 STOro ycjoBus, TO eCTh 6e3 COBEepPIIEeHHOM!,
6e3rpaHWYHOI MpeJaHHOCTH JIMYHOCTH UITH OBlecTBa BOIUIOLaeMOM
ujiee BO BpeMs Ipoliecca ee BOIUIONeHWs, MHaue roBops, 6e3
peluz2u03H020 OTHOIIEHUS K CBOEMY NMPaKTUYECKOMY ueay.40

He proceeded to develop some ideas about ways in which religious mechanisms could
be used to realize 'positive' ideals in society.#” Holy days, for example, could be used

42Some of his works on this subject were published in a separate volume (V) of his Sobranie
sochinenii in 1917. Little or no attention was paid to them, however, until recently, when Volodin
pubished another compilation of some of Lavrov's works on the history of religion and prefaced them
with a detailed introduction: A. I Volodin, 'K kharakteristike ateizma P. L. Lavrova', in P. L. Lavrov,
O religii, ed. A. 1. Volodin, Moscow, 1989, pp. 3-33.

43'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 461.

44Pis’mo k izdateliu', pp. 110-11.

451n 'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli' (1872), for example, he wrote: ' BOT HOBOe B€pOBaHUE pacTeT B
MUWPEe PAIOM C OBEeCCUITEM BCeX DIEMEHTOB IpexHel uuBunm3anumu. [...] OHo TpebyeT
061ecTBEHHOIO CTPOA, OCHOBAaHHOTO He Ha 60pbbe KasA0ro NpOTHB BCEX NTOJ
YXUlPeHHEMHW $OPMaMU JIeraibHOCTH, HO Ha FTapMOHMYECKOM KOOmepaluu Bcex And obmeit
LN, TPU MOTHOM Pa3BUTUM CIIOCOOHOCTE! KakAOrO U MPYU UCKPEHHEM OTHOIIEHUM K cebe, K
IPYTMM U K Lenomy obmectsy.' (P. L. Lavrov, 'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli', in Istoriograficheskie
issledovaniia po slavianovedeniiu i balkanistike, ed. V. A. D"iakov, Moscow, 1984, pp. 309-72:
364-65)

46'7adachi pozitivizma', p. 618.

4THere, Lavrov did not specify which ideals he meant, but further on, he refers to one particular ideal,
namely the ideal of justice: "Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 629-30.
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to 'draw the attention of the masses' to ideals put forward by the representatives of
'positive principles’. Even systematic worship (he used the word kul’t) could be used
with the aim of elevating the minds of the masses. He defined a 'cult' as:
'COBOKYIIHOCTb AECTBUI, KOHLIEHTPUPYIOIIUX MEIC/b YelloBeKa Ha BHICUIMX
[IPUHLMIIAX ero JesTelIbHOCTU U OTBIIeKaWNUX ee OT MeIOYHHX OOHAeHHEIX
3a60T'.48

Lavrov also understood faith in a special way, namely as a force of
reconciliation. This brings us back to the idea, discussed in the preceding chapter, that

ideals have a unifying influence in life:

Bepa B eIMHYIO HAYUYHYIO UCTUHY, BHJEIASI U3 Hee paHTaCTUYEeCKUe
CO3/laHMs, YCTpaHsiNa Bpamay B obrnacTy MeiCiu. Bepa B
PaBHOIPAaBHOCTb JOCTOMHCTBA JIMYHOCTEN, KaK eMHYIO
CIPaBeANIMBOCTb, YCTPaHs/Ia CTOJIKHOBEHHWE THCAY pa3HOO6Pa3HEX
HallMOHAJIbHHIX, IOPUAUYECKHUX, COCIIOBHEIX, SKOHOMUYECKUX
CIpaBeilIMBOCTEN U BCIO 60pb6y 3a 3TH UAOMNL. Bepa B NMMUHOE
Pa3BUTHE U B CIPABEANIMBOCTb, KaK € IMHCTBEHHHI O, TPUMHUPUIIA
BCE JIMYHHE CTPEMIJIEHUA B OBlleM YCUIIUM pPaclpOCTpaHEeHUs UCTHUHH U
CIIPaBeANIMBOCTH, YCTPaHW/IA TPaTy CWII B BULY GaHTACTUYECKUX
ob6s3aHHOCTEeN. 49

If ideals are what provide life with unity of purpose and judgement and are what help a
person to define his or her 'higher' self, then faith in ideals must represent a total
commitment to this unified, principled way of being, which was so highly valued by
humanists. On this level, the ideals that an individual commits him or herself to and
struggles for are not merely personal, but gain the quality of universality, although
Lavrov did not indicate how. This notion that personal ideals are somehow also
universal comes across in "Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii', where
Lavrov wrote: 'UeNioBeK fBJSAETCA, TAKUM O6pa30M, ABUraTesleM B UCTOPUH; OH
SABJIAETCS co3JaTerneM COOHTHII BO MMA 0BLeCTBEeHHOrO njeasna, B KOTOPOM
rapMOHHWUYECKU COBOKYIUIAIOTCS LeJIU JIMYHHX ITPUBA3aHHOCTEMN, MOJb3H,
NOJIMTUYECKOr0 YCTPOUCTBa U AYXOBHHX NOTpe6HOCTEH. >0

487adachi pozitivizma', p. 618.
4Ostoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 254.
50'Tri besedy', p. 569.
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Chapter three: Education

Education was a central theme in humanist works both in the Renaissance and in
nineteenth-century Germany because it was seen by humanists as an effective means
for personal development and the creation of a better kind of person. Lavrov saw an
additional function in education, namely the improvement of society as a whole, and
he believed that this could occur in two ways. Firstly, education should develop
people in such a way that they become ideal members of society; such people are at
once independently thinking, but also have a social conscience and respect for others.
Secondly, education should develop the kind of person who actively strives to
improve society, who has ideals and who endeavours to realize these in a self-
sacrificing manner.

Humanists' theoretical interest in education often went together with practical
occupation in this field. If they did not work as teachers or tutors themselves, then,
like Niethammer and Humboldt, they were at least involved in educational reform.
Lavrov's own interest in education may have stemmed from his practical activity as a
secondary school teacher at Petersburg's Artillery School, where he taught
mathematics and related subjects from 1844 until his arrest in 1866. He continued to
teach in an unofficial capacity even after his arrest and exile. In Zurich, where he
lived in 1872, Lavrov gave unofficial lectures on diverse subjects including
mathematics and the philosophy of history. During the last decades of his life in
Paris, he gave lectures to small assemblies on the history of socialism and socialist
thought.

Education was a central theme in Lavrov's works in the years when he first
began to publish articles of public interest,! especially between 1857 and 1862,
although he often returned to this theme in later works until the mid-1870s. A
number of his earliest articles were published in Zhurnal dlia vospitaniia and can be
seen as a contribution to a general debate on education that began in 1856.2 His
concern with education both as a tool for personal development and as a means for the
improvement of society is clearly marked in these articles. Short-comings in Russian
society as a whole were given special consideration where he discussed qualities that
were to be encouraged in the individual.

IBefore this, he published several articles for Artilleriiskii zhurnal on military technology and
discoveries such as the barometer, or the blast furnace.

2The debate began when an article by N. I. Pirogov appeared in Morskoi sbornik in 1856. This article
elicited so many responses that Zhurnal dlia vospitaniia was founded in order to publish them. A wide
variety of writers became involved, including V. L. Dal’, L. I. Davydov, N. A. Dobroliubov and N. L.
Grech. For further information, see: Antologiia pedagogicheskoi mysli v Rossii pervoi poloviny XIX v.,
ed. P. A. Lebedev, Moscow, 1987.
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One such quality was a love of ideas, capacity for clear thinking and thorough
consideration of abstract questions. In one of Lavrov's first published articles, 'Pis 'mo
k izdateliu', published in Golosa iz Rossii in 1857 but written in 1856, he defined

some of the inadequacies in the Russian mentality as follows :

Kakas 06513aHHOCTb JIEKUT Ha PYCCKOM I'paskllaHUHE B HaCTOAUYIO
MUHYTY? ['OTOBUTBHCA U UCIIONHATH CBOI AOJII, OTBEYalo f 1O
KpaliHeMy pa3yMeHui0. ['OTOBUTBCA — U3YUYEHUEM W OUYHMIeHUEM.
HepgocraTok 3HaHMA, ero MOBEPXHOCTHOCTh, €0 OJHOCTOPOHHOCTD
eCTb OJJHA U3 43B Halllero obuecrBa, MH He 3HaeM HU cebs, H1
OTeuecTBa, HA OOLeCTBeHHHX TPpebOBaHHUM; elBa KOCHYBIIUCH O
BOIIPOCa, He MPOHUKHYB B €ro CYIHOCTb, [...] MH IOCTOSSHHO
3ab6HBaEM, UTO TOJILKO B LI€JIbHOM YIOBJIETBOPEHUU BCEM
oblueyesioBeyeCKMM HayallaM 3aKJIIouaeTcs MCTUHA NMpaKTWyecKas, YTo
OTpPMLIATh CYIECTBYIOUEro Helb3s, HO MOXHO IPUMHUPUThL Pa3HHeE ero
CTOPOHH Me:kAy COD0I0; HayKa CIIOKOMHASA U 6eccTpacTHas, HayKa,
ob6HUMaUas TPUMPOAY U UCTOPHIO, HAyKa IyxXa, HaykKa OTeyecTBa
NOJIKHH COCTaBUTh NMEPBYIO CTYINEeHb Hallero NpuroToBjieHus.3

It was not so much factual ignorance as contempt for abstract thought which worried
Lavrov, as can be seen in an article on education published in the following year,
'Uvazhenie k idee i cheloveku' (1858):

[...] B OTBpalleHWH OT OTBIIEYUEHHOCTEN 3aKMI0UAeTCd U CAMHIH
OIaCHHI HEeJJOCTATOK Hallero obuecTsa, HeJJIOCTaTOK, OT KOTOPOro
ucrekaeT 60Mblias YaCTh OCTANIbHHX — HEJOCTATOK YBaeHUs
obleueIoBeueCcKmx, CBA3HBAKLNX, OB/IaropakuBaomux uae,
HaAKJIOHHOCTb K ONOIJIEHUIO, K U3MeJIbUeHHUIO Hallel KU3HU.4

For this reason, respect and enthusiasm for ideas is one of the most important qualities
that educators should encourage in their pupils, as he explained in the same passage:
'BOCIIMTaHUE JOIKHO pa3BUBaTh, B OTOT NEPUOJ MOJIOAOCTU U KUBOCTHU
BOOOPpaMeHHUs, yBaxkeHHe K niee, Jaxe NOOWPATh HEKOTOPYIO Hieann3aLHmio,
CTOJIb CBOMCTBEHHYIO 3TOMY Bo3pacTy'. This was also something that
Niethammer emphasised in his treatise on educational reform, Der Streit des
Humanismus mit dem Philantropinismus in der Theorie des Erziehungsunterrichts
unserer Zeit (1808). Like Lavrov, Niethammer objected to the perceived contempt for
ideas, or abstract thought, that dominated his contemporary culture and educational
system and which he felt crippled students, who in this way became unreceptive to
'true humanity'.3

Love and enthusiasm for ideas seem to have been something that Lavrov

encouraged in his pupils during his career as a teacher. One of his students, Firsov (L.

3'Pis"mo k izdateliu', pp. 115-16.
4p. L. Lavrov, 'Uvazhenie k idee i cheloveku', Zhurnal dlia vospitaniia, 1858, no. 3, pp. 124-28: 124.
SNiethammer, Der Streit, pp. 18, 30.
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Ruskin), remembered Lavrov as a very dutiful and demanding, but also inspiring
teacher. Firsov liked Lavrov's astronomy classes in particular: 'MBE MOJIOKUTETIBHO
YyBCTBOBAJIM B cebe NOABEM AyXa U MHCJIM, MH I[TTyOOKO BEPUIIA B CUITY
yenioBeyeckoro pasyma'.® Later, Lavrov encouraged young revolutionaries to
become 'lovers of knowledge', or of learning, and he meant knowledge in its most
abstract sense: he did not believe that revolutionaries should be fanatically committed
to individual facts, but to learning as a general principle. This can be seen in the
following extract from 'Znanie i revoliutsiia' (1874), where he advertized 'real
learning' as a kind of panacea to his radical audience:

HayuHo BHIIKOJIEHHHE PeBOJTIOLMOHEPH, STO — €e CBOBOHHE,
MOryuue JII060BHMKH, KOTOPHM OHa C PaJIoCThIO JaeT BCe, YTO MOXKET
AaThb B JAHHYIO MMHYTY, C KOTOPHIMH HAET PyKa 06 pPyKy Ha UX
cMeJiHe NpeANnpUATHs, KOTOPHX BOOAYIIEB/ISIOT YCTPOEHHHE CUITH B
MUHYTY 60pb6H. Jli0OUTE ee; UBeTe C HEIO; OHA, HACTOsAWAsA HayKa,
HUKOrjJa He BHYUIUT BaM UHAWbPepeHTU3MA K KM3HEHHHM 3ajlauaM,
HO OHa YSICHWUT BaM ux [...}7

In early years, Lavrov felt it was the principal duty of the educator to instil
love for truth, beauty and justice in the pupil, as he said in his article 'Avtoritet'
(1861), written for Entsiklopedicheskii slovar” as well as in 'Uvazhenie k idee i
cheloveku'.8 Besides love of ideas and of learning, Lavrov also felt that education
must strive to promote receptiveness in the student, and this, again, is a classically
humanist value. Receptiveness as a human quality was particularly important to
Lavrov in the early stages of his career as a writer, as was mentioned in the first
chapter of this dissertation. As late as 1868, in 'Didro i Lessing', Lavrov claimed that
the development of receptiveness in the pupil was more important than transferral of
knowledge, and there is no reason to believe that he changed his opinion afterwards,
although he did not repeat the claim later: 'Tleaaror gomxeH AaTb onpeAeNeHHH
YPOK M 6o15ee pa3BUThb BOCIPUMMUYMBOCTDb YUE€HHUKA, YeM ero 3HaHus. Jlyuue
HayuuTb HEMHOT'Y, HO XOPOlO. YYeHUK 3aBJlieueTcs U caM moujer anee."?

Lavrov also argued that the educator must inspire independence of thought in
the pupil and pointed out that this was especially important in Russian society, which,
according to him, conspicuously lacked independence of thought. He explained this
in an article on education, 'Polozheniia, na kotorykh dolzhno byt” osnovano

nravstvennoe vospitanie v nashem obshchestve v nashe vremia' (1857). Parents and

6Firsov (Ruskin), N. N., '"Vospominaniia o P. L. Lavrove', Istoricheskii vestnik, CVII, 1907, pp. 95-119:
106.

TZnanie i revoliutsiia', p. 232.

8p. L. Lavrov, 'Avtoritet', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, 1, pp. 408-14: 414; 'Uvazhenie k idee', p. 124,
9Didro i Lessing', p. 197.
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educators must aim to encourage independence of thought in their pupils and this went
along with breeding confidence and activeness: 'BOCIMTaTeIN U POAUTENN JOJIKHHL
CTPEMUTLCA K BO36Y:KAEHUIO B BOCOMTaHHUKE CaMOYyBakeHus,
CaMOYBEePeHHOCTH, UTOO6 MPOTUBOAENCTBOBATbh YKJIOHUMBOCTU MHEHMUIA,
CIIMIIKOM PaclpOCTPaHEeHHO B 06uecTBe; JOIKHE MOOWPATh PElIMTEIbHOCTD
1 CMeJNIOCTh B XapakTepe'.10
These qualities were not merely functions of being a good individual or a good
member of society, but also of being a good citizen. Lavrov was particularly
concerned with the notion of being a good citizen in 'Polozheniia, na kotorykh
dolzhno byt” osnovano nravstvennoe vospitanie v nashem obshchestve v nashe
vremia'. Here, he emphasised that a sense of duty toward other human beings as a
collective was an important feature of citizenship, and one that must be impressed
upon young people:
[...] cMeno MO%HO BCeMM CUNTaMi CTapaThCsl BHYUMUTDb IOHOWECTBY, UYTO
NIOO6OBb K OTEUECTBY, yBaxeHWe K NIPaBUTelIbCTBY, 3aK/II0YaeTCs B
TWaTeAbHOM U3YUEHUU BCIKOTO SBIIEHUS OOLeCTBEHHO KU3HU B
OTeuyeCcTBe, UTO Ha KaKJOM rpaxAaHUHE, KaKoBa OH HU OHJIA ero
CreluanbHOCTb, B YeM BH HU COCTOSINA ero esxxeJHeBHas KW3Hb,
OJVMHAaKOBO JIeKUT HeU3MEHHHI JOJII CTaBUTb, HApaBHe C BOIIPOCAMH
YaCTHOW KM3HH, €CJIM He Bhlle UX, BOIIPOC OTE€YeCTBEHHOIro UHTepeca;
4YTO XJIAAHOKPOBUE K IPaxJaHCKOMY 311y, XJJaIHOKPOBUe K obueMy

neny [...] ecTh rocyaapcTBeHHas U3MeHa, HapylieHWe rpaxaaHCKOro
Jonra.ll

Educators, therefore, should encourage young people to regard the improvement of
society as one of their greatest duties as citizens. Their sense of commitment to
society should be based on a fundamental feeling of respect for other people:
'‘BocnMTaHue NpeMMyLeCTBEHHO JOMKHO CTPEMUTLCA K Pa3sBUTHIO B
BOCIIMTAHHHX YBaMkeHUA K YeJIOBeKY, KaK YelloBeKy, He3aBUCUMO OT
BHellHel O6CTaHOBKM U EU3HEHHHX cityyaiiHocTelt'.!12 In the same passage, he
explained that this included loving and helping others.

In Lavrov's works, therefore, education stands out primarily as a means for the
development of moral qualities in the person. The communication of information to
young people was almost never mentioned as an important task in education. This
stands out especially clearly in a later article by Lavrov, 'Sotsialisticheskaia 1

burzhuaznaia nauka' (1875), where he wrote:

10'polozheniia’, p. 184.
1'Polozheniia’, p. 188.
12polozheniia, p. 185.
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M= TpebyeM Hayku Wi 6cex. He rpaMOTHOCTH M He KaTexXHU3uca.
He uwxon, nnukamoummMx yueHUKOB BoKabynaMu, COOCTBEHHHMU
MMeHaMH U OTPHBOYHHIMHU ¢aKTaMH, He WIKOJI, KOTOPHE HEeCITOCOOHH
Pa3BUThb HU KaMIH NOHUMAHUA, HA KPUTUKU MBICIIU, HU COUYBCTBUA K
yeJsioBeuyeCTBY, HU BpamAH KO 3/1y, HU HPAaBCTBEHHOI'O YyBCTBa
0643aHHOCTHU; He WKOJI, BHYNAKIIUX Tpe3peHre K HayKe,
BOCIMUTHBAOUMX JIJaKeeB, KapbePUCTOB U NTUIIeMepPOB. [...] Mu
TpebyeM 011 86Ccex HaYKH, YACHSIOUEA MUP B CBSI3U €ro peaibHhIX
ABJIEHUH, YACHALIEH yeioBeKa B eIMHCTBE ero ¢u3nuecKkon,
YMCTBEHHOI 1 HPABCTBEHHOI HU3HH, YACHAILENH 061eCcTBO B ero
IpaBOMEPHHX TpeboBaHUsAX 0blero 61arocCoOCTOsIHUA, COTMIaPHOCTU
MEXKAY BCEMM W KamAHM, CITPaBelyIMBOCTH U1 BCeX U Kaxkaoro.13

In addition to this, he seems to have regarded education as a potential source

of social cohesion. In his article 'Avtoritet', for example, he listed 'the reconciliation
of the young generation with the old' as one of the tasks of the educator, although he
did not explain in what way reconciliation was to take place.!4 Later, in 1870, when
Lavrov published 'Evropa i ee sily v 1869 godu', he hoped that if young members of
the intelligentsia were to go to the people in order to educate them, this might lead, if

not to reconciliation, then at least to rapprochement:

O ecnu 66 BMECTO «TpexJieTHero npebuBaHWs 0] 3HaMeHaMu», Ha
Ka3eHHOM Ilalike, KOTOpOe PeKOMEeHAYIOT AJIA MOJIOAHX TIOAEN,
KOHUMBIINX KYPC B lIKOJIaX U YHUBEpPCUTETaX, KaK XOpOLYIO
MOATOTOBKY K MPAaKTUUECKOU JeATEeNIbHOCTH, BO3MOXKHO OLIIO
YCTPOUTh TpexJieTHee npebHBaHKe TeX MOJIOALIX JIIo/el, Ha Ka3eHHOM
narike, B Bujie 6J1aropoAHON MOBUHHOCTH, O 3HaMeHaMU BEeJIMKOro
Aena HapoAHoro o6yuenus! Kakas rpoMalHas nojbp3a M Hapoja,
CHHIIaTh IepBOE CITOBO YMCTBEHHOIO Pa3BUTUA OT yelioBeKa
06pa30BaHHOIO0 U MOJIOAOI0, KOTOPHI CMOTPeN 6H Ha CBOIO
AeATeNIbHOCTh He KaK Ha BeUYHYI0 CKYJHO OIljlauMBaeMyIo Npodeccuio,
a KaK Ha UCTUHHHI I'pamJaHCKUN MOJBUT, HA KePTBY, NIPUHOCUMYIO
MM CO3HaTeJlbHO 6y IyIHOCTU CBoero Hapoja. U Kakas HpaBCTBeHHas
JAVCLMIIMHA MOTrJIa 6H 1ojJelicTBOBaTh 61aroTBOPHEE HA MOJIOAOIO
yeJioBeKa, BOCIMTAaHHOrO BHE HAPOJAHOW MaccCH, B HEBeIeHU! ee BHTa,
ee yMa, ee HyXk /A U 6bone3Hell, - Kak He Takoe MpaKTUUYeckoe, a He
OpaTOPCKOe, - pealibHOe, a He njeanbHoe conumkeHne C HapOJAOM,
cbnumeHne He «Io AyXy», a 1o Aey, COMMAAPHOCTbh YCTaHOBIEHHas
IBYMS-TPEMS rolaM1 YeCTHOM, 6€3KOPHCTHOI AeATeIbHOCTU Ha
MoJib3y HapoAa? I oBOPAT, UenoBeK caM IIPUMBA3HBAETCA K TOMY, KOMY
caenan fo6po. Ecnu sTO cnpaBeavBO, TO Kakas boraTas NOAroToBKa
6bir1a 6H Ta HAPOAHAA WKOJA He M YYEHUMKOB TOJIbKO, HO U ANIA
caMUX yuuTenell, K JanbHelen ux obuecTBeHHON U, MOKET OHTb,
rocysapcTBeHHOM gesTebHOCTu!!S

13p 1., Lavrov, 'Sotsialisticheskaia i burzhuaznaia nauka', Izbrannye sochineniia, IV, pp. 72-83: 80.
14‘Avt0ritet', p. 414.

15p, L. Lavrov, ‘Evropa i ee sily v 1869 godu', Vestnik Evropy, no. 1, pp. 235-71; no. 2, pp. 691-721;
no. 5, pp. 193-235: part 1, p. 263.
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In spite of the higher mission of that Lavrov saw for education, namely to
improve society, the educational process as he portrayed it was a highly individualistic
and personal one. In 'Uvazhenie k idee i cheloveku', for example, Lavrov explained
that the teacher must win influence over the individual student by gaining the latter's
trust, respect, and love.16 This could only be achieved by the honest and fair
behaviour, although Lavrov refused to specify how precisely the teacher was to act,
since the choice of methods must depend on what suited the character of the teacher
best:

MHe KaxkeTcs, UTO BOCIIUTATENNIO NO/KHA OHTh JaHa caMmas WIMpoKas
pamMa Ans TOro, 4Tob OH IO BO3MOKHOCTU MOT AeHCTBOBATh
COOOpPa3HO CBOUM YOemIeHUAM U CBOEMY XapaKTepy; IOTOMY UTO
TOJIBKO B DTOM CiTy4yae ero AeicTBUs 6y T BIOJIHE eCTEeCTBEHHH U
BIIOJIHE MOI'YT JOCTUraTh cBOel Lenu.!?

Lavrov did not specify which methods teachers ought to use, but suggested that values
such as love and enthusiasm for ideas and respect for human dignity must be
conveyed to the pupil through the personal example of the tutor. For this reason, the
teacher must never act in an arbitrary or inconsistent manner, but must display respect
for human dignity, as well as respect and enthusiasm for art and knowledge, which
would convey itself to the pupil.!8

More importantly, education should be tailored to the needs, talents and
inclinations of each individual student. This was implied in 'Polozheniia, na kotorykh
dolzhno byt” osnovano nravstvennoe vospitanie v nashem obshchestve v nashe
vremia', where he compared different schools in Europe, notably schools for
delinquent children. He concluded that the British system, as established in Red Hill
School, was the best. Here, teachers and pupils lived together, giving them the
greatest possible opportunity to become acquainted with one another. In this way,
teachers could adjust their methods according to their knowledge of the individual
pupil.1? (Lavrov did not suggest that this system was any less applicable to non-
delinquents.) Later, in 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo' (1870), he explicitly
stated that educational method must base itself around the particularity of the
individual pupil: 'negarorus B HacToslee BpeMs CTPEMUTCA He K
HUBEJIMPOBAHMIO JIMYHOCTEMN, a K Pa3BUTHUIO UX COOOpa3HO UX
ocob6eHHocmAM' .20

16'Uvazhenie k idee’, pp. 125-26; see also: ‘Avtoritet', p. 412.
17"Uvazhenie k idee’, p. 128.

18 Jvazhenie k idee, p. 126.

19'Polozheniia, p. 127.

20Formula progressa, p. 419.
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In this respect, Lavrov's thought is again 'humanist’. Niethammer, for
example, insisted that education must meet the needs and talents of the individual
pupil. The goal of the educator is to discover the pupil's 'inner calling' and to develop
it. According to Niethammer, developing this 'inner calling' increases the individual's
capacity to contribute to humanity and to society, and so the educator must not choose
between the cultivation either a good citizen or a fully-developed individual, but can
do both at the same time.2!

This is evidently also how Lavrov felt, particularly with reference to the
encouragement of ideals in the individual person. Ideals, as has been shown, are
particular to an individual in the sense that they must result from the individual's own
critical thought and, if they are firmly held, determine the person's identity. For this
reason, an individual cannot be given ideals, although an educator may help the pupil
to develop these. Lavrov attributed precisely this role to a character in his only
published fictional piece, 'Komu prinadlezhit budushchee?' (1874). This character, a
teacher, explains his aims to his former pupils as follows:

51 yMupalo Ha BOCBMUJIECATOM rOAy TaKuM ke CKeIITUKOM, KaKHUM
6bIT C IEPBOro Npo6yxkAeHUS BO MHE CAaMOCTOATENLHON MECIIH, U,
MEKIY TeM, HUUero s He KemaJj TakK CUMIIbHO, KaK KPelKoro
yb6exaeH!s; HU K UeMY He CTPeMWICA TaK CTapaTeNlbHO, HU4ero He
uckan tak HeytoMumo. Korga g yéeanncs, 4To He B COCTOSHUMU, IO
MOEeMY CKJIaAly MBICIIH, IO OCOBeHHOCTU MO€ero xapakTepa, JOCTUUb
STOW KeJJaHHOW 1ieJIy, s MocTapalicad pa3BUTh NeflarOrMuecku B APyrux
TO, HAa YTO caM He 6nl11 criocobeH. f 3aBej WIKOY, rje yIoTpebus Bce
CBO€e CTapaHHe Ha pa3BUTHe NMOCJIeJOBaTEeIbHOCTU B MEC/IM U SHEepruu
XapaKTepa BOCIMTAHHHWKOB, HEe TOJIbKO He HaBA3hBas UM KaKoro OH
TO HU OHIJIO eJUHOOO6PA3HOIO B3I/IAJa Ha KWU3Hb, HO CTapascCh B
KamAOM Ppa3BUTh O MOCJIeAHEN BO3MOKHOCTU TO HallpaBJieHue,
KOTOpOe caMO COB0I0 BHpabaTHBAJIOCh U3 ero ¢u3nIyeckKux u
IICUXUUEeCKUX ocobeHHocTell. KakoBo 6H HU 6HIIO yoOexaeHue, K
KOTOPOMY CKJIOHSJICA MOl BOCIMTAHHHUK, 5 laBaJl eMy BCe CpeJCTBa
OTKPHTb U YCHIIUTh apryMEHTH B IOJIb3Y 3TOro ybe:xkIeHus,
ocnabuTh U YHUUTOXKUTh apryMEHTH ITPOTUBHUKOB; a CTapa’sicsA
HalpaBUTh BCe CUJTH erO YMa Ha NocCjieJloBaTeNlbHYI0 06paboTKy
MHPOCO3€epLaHUA B CMEICIIE DTOro ybemaeHUs, BCe CUITH ero
XapakTepa Ha ®Hepruyeckoe BOIUIOUeHUe B KU3Hb TOI'O, UTO OH
1ocneoBaTelbHO MpoayMan.22

In 'Komu prinadlezhit budushchee?', Lavrov indicated that the future did not belong to
persons holding any particular ideological conviction, but could belong to every

person who combined 'consecutive' thinking and clear argumentation with an active

21Niethammer, Der Streit, pp- 327-36.
22Komu prinadlezhit budushchee?', p. 3.
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commitment to ideals. Lavrov put these words into the mouth of another character, a

young Russian revolutionary, whom he made the central figure of his story:

Ha, 6ynyuiee He TpUHAMNIERUT HUKOMY [...] IIpea HuMu 6opbba co
BCEMH Pa3HOOOPA3HHMHU ee YCIIOBUSIMU, CO BCEMU ee U3MEHUYHUBHMMU
BEPOATHOCTAMMU; IyCTb NOHUMAIOUjUe Pa3BMBaIOT B cebe CTPacCTh K
NpaKTUUYECKON JesATeJIbHOCTU B TOM HallpaBJIeHUM, IJile OHU BUAST
WUCTUHY; IYCTh 60pioujiecad pa3BUBAIOT B cebe MOHWUMAaHKWE YCIIOBUIA
60pbOHl, YCIIOBUIT TOGEH, YCIIOBUIT MPOYHOCTH HOBOIO CTPOS.
KaxaoMy yuyacTHUKY B 60opebe creiyeT cka3aTh TO, YTO FOBOPWII BaM
Ball YUYUTENhb: Pa3BUBaiiTe B cebe KamAuii CUITy MBICIIA U DHEPIUIO
yb6exaeHus, ICHOe TIOHUMaHWe U CaMOOTBEeP:KEeHHYIO PellMMOCTb.
31ech ycioBye nodelbl. 31ech 803MOKHOe bynyliee. bynyliee BaM He
IPUHAMJIEKUT, HO OHO Mokem NMpUHaANexaTh BaM. MauTe u 3aBomwiite
ero.23

In 'Komu prinadlezhit budushchee? therefore, the service of the teacher is to develop
the individual fully and according to that person's inclinations, needs and abilities.
Lavrov does not suggest that every fully-developed person will necessarily improve
society, but he indicates, at any rate, that only such a person has the ability to do so.
In this way, the humanist goal of education, namely the full development of the
individual, also becomes a precondition for the improvement of society. Lavrov's
ethic of education is perhaps oriented toward the improvement of society more than
was common for humanists. As was shown, however, Niethammer also believed that
the two tasks, namely the full development of the individual, and the creation of a

good citizen, must be accomplished simultaneously.

23'Komu prinadlezhit budushchee?', p. 72.
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Chapter four: Culture

Lavrov was interested in culture as an element that, to a significant extent, determines
the development of the person and conditions human activity. Culture became an
important feature in his works the more he recognised the influence of society as a
whole on personal development and action. He evaluated its role positively during the
middle of his career and more negatively toward the end.

The word 'culture’ began to be used in its modern sense by German thinkers of
the late eighteenth century, but did not come into wide-spread use until the late
nineteenth century. Since different writers have understood this term in very different
ways, any discussion of the notion of culture will involve definition and redefinition of
its meaning. One of the best-known attempts to offer a single and generally acceptable
definition of culture was made by the anthropologists Alfred Kroeber and Clyde
Kluckhohn in their study of the meanings that have been assigned to this term:

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behaviour acquired

and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievement of human

groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture
consists in the traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and
especially their attached values; cultural systems may on the one hand, be

considered as products of action, on the other as conditioning elements of
further action.!

Culture is an important concept for humanists, because it represents the
collective achievements of human beings, including the development of language,
technology, art and science, which they regard as 'humanizing' features of our species.
Humanists such as Wilhelm von Humboldt believe that individuals cannot act in
isolation from the achievements, habits and values of past generations. Culture,
however, should not become static, but must be transformed by individuals in each
generation according to contemporary needs and ideals. This developing capacity is
what Humboldt called Geisteskraft, which has already been discussed in the section on
creativity in the first chapter of this dissertation. Lavrov's theory of culture included
many of these humanist attitudes in the middle of his career. Later, he became
suspicious of habit and tradition as aspects of culture which he felt inhibited
development and transformation.

In secondary literature, it is generally claimed that Lavrov viewed culture as a

backward, conservative principle, while he attributed progressive, developing qualities

IA. L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn, Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions, New
York, 1963, p. 357.
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only to 'civilization'.2 Evidence for this has been found in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma and
later works. According to Ivanov-Razumnik's interpretation of Lavrov in Istoriia
russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli, for example, people did not become members of the
intelligentsia because they were cultured, but because they applied critical thought to
culture, and by doing so, turned culture into civilization.3 Ivanov-Razumnik ascribed a
more negative evaluation of culture to Lavrov in a later essay, published in 1920: 'oH
He Iyrascs 6H Boneid o rubenu KynbTYPH, O AMKMX I'YHHaX U ckudax, 4To
Tyuyeil HaBUCJIM HaJl MUPOM, O KOHIIe ctapoii EBpornH. [...] OH He 6osncs
rubesnu cTaporo Mupa, Ub6o vyasi MMpa HOBOTO, Uisi K KOTOPOMY HeJlb3
OCTaHOBUTBCA Ha NOJ-Aopore'4

Here, I will argue that Lavrov regarded neither culture nor civilization as
inherently progressive or regressive, nor did he ever call for the death of culture.
Rather, Lavrov saw culture as a necessary feature of social life. For a time, he hoped
to show that culture played a positive social function and that cultural forms could be
put to use for progressive purposes. Even when he became less optimistic about this,
he maintained that the task of progress was to develop and improve cultural forms, not

do away with them.
A. Theory of culture until 1870

Lavrov first used the term 'culture' in the mid 1860s, a period when it was not yet
commonly used in Russian. Pisarev included kul ‘tura in the title of an essay on the
history of labour, "Zarozhdenie kul ‘tury’, published in 1863, but he scarcely mentioned
culture in the article itself, nor did he offer any definition of it.> Lavrov began to
publish a series of articles entitled 'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kultury' in 1864 (the series
continued under the title 'Iz chelovecheskoi kul ‘tury' in 1865).6 In his first article,
Lavrov introduced culture as a new concept 'even in European languages' and

hesitantly explained what he meant by it:

2Vartaniants, Antropologicheskaia filosofiia, p. 21; A. A. Gizetti, "Istoriia mysli" i mirosozertsanie
Lavrova', "Vpered!", pp. 28-31: 28; A. Z. Shteinberg, 'K filosofii istorii P. L. Lavrova', "Vpered!", pp.
41-46: 45-46; Kaplan, 'Ot sostavitelia', pp. 16-17; Walicki, A History, pp. 241-42.
3Ivanov-Razumnik, Istoriia, I, pp. 6-7.

4Ivanov—Razumnik, 'P. L. Lavrov i kommuna', "Vpered!", pp. 47-50: 50.

SD. 1. Pisarev, 'Zarozhdenie kul tury', Polnoe sobranie sochinenii D. . Pisareva v shesti tomakh, fifth
edition, St Petersburg, 1907-1912, 11, pp. 505-620.

6p. L. Lavrov, 'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kul“tury', Zagranichnyi vestnik, 1864, no. 7, pp. 147-82; no.
12, pp. 562-93; "Iz chelovecheskoi kul ‘tury', Zagranichnyi vestnik, 1865, no. 4, pp. 108-36; no. 7, pp.
126-49; no. 11, pp. 371-400.
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[...] KynpTypa, KaK C/I0BO HOBOe, PEJCTABIISIET elle JaJIeKO He BIOJIHe
onpejenuBiieecs NoHATHe. OHa NPOABIAETCS yiKe B MPOCTENINX
OTHOIIEHUAX UelloBeKa K MpUpo/e, B Iuile, oAemae u kuivue. OHa
HACTOJILKO 3aXBaTHBAaET B Ce6s TEXHOJIONMIO, YTO pa3rpaHnYeHue ux B
Halle BpeMs ellle BecbMa 3aTpyAHUTeNnbHO. OHa B cdepe S3HKaA,
HApOJHOI0 TBOpPUYECTBa, HAPOAHHX IMOBEpUil U HAPOAHON MY APOCTH,
KacaeTcs CaMBIX BHICIIMX Cdep UCKYCCTBA, PEJIUIUHU, HaYKH, PUITOCOPUH.
MH BOBCe He UMeeM B BUIY ONpeJeNnaTh 3HaueHue 9TOro ClIoBa, Win
BXOAWUTDb B €0 aHAJIMTUUECKUi1 pa3obop. [...] ecin kakon-nmmbo
OPUIVUPUYUBHI YUTATENDb HAMAET, YTO MH BHIUIU U3 Halleil 0651aCcTH, MH
NMpeJOoCTaBIIsieM eMY yKa3aTh TOUHee Ipejiellk ocjiefHeil. DTo 6yAeT
BajkHas yciyra Hayke.’

Here, Lavrov gave the widest possible meaning to the term, something like 'way of
life'. These articles, however, covered an extremely broad range of subjects, and the
style was rambling and disjointed. It is not unlikely that Lavrov only used ‘culture' as a
cover for the lack of coherence in the subject matter of his essays.

At the same time, however, Lavrov displayed a growing interest in the influence
of society on personal development. In early works, Lavrov had stressed the
importance of the influence of other persons on the development of the individual, but
this influence was always described as being of a personal nature, where one particular
individual influences another. This stands out clearly in his essays on education from
the late 1850s, for example, in which the teacher and pupil meet and react to one
another as individuals. From the mid-1860s, however, he claimed that every person
(or almost every person) is necessarily influenced by the community as a whole. Here,
society at large conditions each person's attitudes and ideals.

Lavrov now began to write about what one might call cultural inheritance: the
idea that an individual's life and mind-set are, to a significant extent, shaped by those of
his or her ancestors, and that the individual passes on this inheritance, with some
modification, to his or her children. This idea can be found in 'O publitsistakh-
populiarizatorakh i o estestvoznanii' (1865) even though he did not use the term

‘culture':

YesnoBekK nepejaeT NIOTOMCTBY He TOIbKO CBOM JIMUHEIE CBOICTBA, HO
U3MeHeHHHEe UM BHellHUe yCNOoBUA Ku3HU. OH BUIOU3MEHSeT IPUpOLY
COO6pa3HO CBOUM BHICIIMM IIOTPEOHOCTSIM; OH CO3JaeT UCKYCCTBEHHHE
peJMeTH, KOTOPHX A0 Hero He 6u10 B npupoie [...] Bce 3T
6eccMepTHHE TPOAYKTH 4eJloBeyecKoro yma [...] nepeaaiorcsa us poja
B POA U BCce 6ojiee pa3rpaHWYMBAIOT ABJIEHUS KU3HM BCeil MPUPOJH - C
O/IHOW CTOPOHH, U ABJIEHUS HKU3HU YeJioBeKa - C Apyroi.8

7'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kul ‘tury', part 1, pp. 147-48.
8'0 publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 29.
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Lavrov had introduced a similar idea in 'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kul ‘tury' the year
before. Here, he spoke of a fabric that unifies members of different generations and
provides a fixed context for the activities of every agent. In the text, he called this
‘civilization', although this did not yet denote any fixed meaning of that term (he did not

clearly distinguish between 'culture’ and 'civilization' until roughly 1868):

[...] uMBMIM3aLMA Halla, KOTOPOI MH TaK FOPAMMCS, eCTh TaK:ke HUUTO
MHOe, KaK CyMMa II0JIe3HOro TpyJa npoTeKamoumux BeKoB. Hu oaHO
PasMHIUIeHWe, HU OAHO YCHUIIME OTLIOB U ITPAOTI[OB HallUX He 6hIH
TIWETHH; HUKOrja TPY/A YeloBeKa He nponajar, U NpealpusTus,
IMOBUAUMOMY He NMPHHOCHBIINME IONb3H MM, IO KpaliHeit Mepe,
ocTaBlinecs 6e3 NOCIeACTBUM, BCe-TaKH MOCITYKWIN K YBeJIMYeHHIO
3HaHUI, K Pa3BUTHIO CIIOCOBHOCTEH U BOObIe K BOCIIMTaHHUIO
yenoseyecTsa. [...] CnenoBaTensHO yenogeuecmaso ecTh e AMHCTBEHHHI,
CYlIeCTBEeHHHI u3o6peTaTerb; TMYHOCTh ONpeelaeT I1llb IepBoe
CJIOBO 3ajlaui, KOTOPYIO NpeJlIpMHUMAaEeT pa3pelinTh, U BCAKasA BenuKas
ujaest eCTh B TO K€ BPeMs, U pe3ynbTaT IPOIIIOro, U 3epHO 6y AyIiero
JasipHeiero pa3ssuTua. Pelko yaaBasioch OAHOM JIMYHOCTH HaNacCTh
Ha BakHOe U306peTeHune; Halli MBICITH Y UCCIIefJOBAHUS IepPexoT,
6oblieil 4acThio, U3 PYK B PYKU; Ka:kJHIM IpoJo/KaeT TKaHb 4acTo 6e3
BUAUMHX nocyeacTsuii [...]°

In 'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh i o estestvoznanii', Lavrov displayed an
interest in the extent to which commonly accepted customs and values shape one's
outlook and the way that one lives one's life. He concluded that every person must
necessarily be influenced, in one way or another, by the values and even prejudices of
the community, and that every individual is obliged to make allowances for these habits
and prejudices: 'BCAKUI U3 HAC, BOJIeli-HeBOJell, He3aMeTHO AJiA caMoro cebd,
JeflaeT YCTYIIKU MpeApaccylKaM BpeMeHH. [...] Ybepeubcs OT KUTelCKOM
NIOLIOCTH, KUBS IOCPelV ee, BeCbMa TPYIHO; a YAQJIATLCA OT OOeCTBEeHHOM
’KM3HM - 3HAUMT CYKUBATh CGepy AesTeNbHOCTH CBOUX CHIL.'10

Lavrov was now confronted with the issue of the extent to which critically
thinking individuals are different to the general community in these matters, and how
differently they ought to be treated as a result. In 'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh i o
estestvoznanii', he indicated that there are some people who are able to dispose of
common customs and values altogether:

ToJIbKO TaKHe CaMOOHTHHE HaTypPh, BeChMa PeIKO BCTpevalouuecs,
CIIOCOOHH KUTb BIIOJIHEe 6e3hCKYCCTBEHHO. Bce Apyrue eiie CUIBHO
CBSI3aHH C OBIUM CTPOEM KU3HH, HE B COCTOSIHUM BHIOUTHCS U3

BCaCHBaIIEro 60/10Ta PyTHHH, a IOTOMY B KOHLle KOHIIOB B CaMOiA

9'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kul ‘tury’, part 1, pp. 163-64.
100 publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 26.
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PYTHHe HaxoJiT pa3pelieHHe TeX BOIPOCOB, Ha KOTOPHeE
ecTeCTBeHHBE HaYKH JAlOT CIIMIIKOM JlaJiIeKue CYypPOBHE OTBETH. 11

He does not yet seem no have felt, however, that there is anything wrong in itself with
the influence of habit and custom over the majority of people. Instead of combating the
dependence of the majority on habit and custom, the social reformer ought to find ways
in which customs can be turned to his or her own advantage.

Lavrov continued this train of thought in "Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII-
XVIII vekakh' (1867). Here, again, he did not use the term culture, but suggested
reasons why the social function of practices, values and institutions which one would
generally associate with culture, for example fashionable forms of poetry and
‘decorum’, ought to be evaluated positively. The first reason for this is that such
practices bring people together. Fashions open up possibilities for discourse in society
(no matter how trivial the subject of conversation), and enable people to take an active
part in some movement together, which is what Lavrov liked about French salon culture
in the eighteenth century:

OHU cOnmMKanich BO UM OblieyeIoBe4eCKMX CIIOCOBGHOCTEN YMa U
06pa30BaHHOCTU. M OTTyla BO3HMK Liefbil MUTepaTYPHHEI OT/AeN
JIerKMX CTUXOTBOPeHUU (poésies 1égeres), KOTOPHI1 HOCUIT OTIIEYAaTOK
¢paHLY3CKOro yMa, $paHLy3CKOro obuecrsa; 3TO He OblJIa HU
IPUABOPHAS MO33USA HAEMHHEIX OCTPOYMOB UTanuum ¢ ux cTuxamu
concetti, KOTOPEIMU 3a6aBJISNIMCh, HO B KOTOPHIX He yuacmeogasiu. DTO
OblIa TUTeparypa 8cex [...] ToToMy 4TO 8ce OHU MOTJIU B Hefl
Y4acTBOBaTbh, U AeACTBUTENbHO B Hell yuacmeosasiu. DCTeTUUeCKU OHa
6b/Ia HUKE BCAKOU KPUTUKM, IO MBICJIM COBEPIIEHHO HUYTOXKHA; HO KakK
CBsI3HBaMOllEe OOLECTBEHHOE Havallo, OHA MMesla BeChMa BakHOe
3HaueHue, 1 6blJIa OpPMIrMHANIbHEIM ITPOSBIIeHWEeM $PaHILy3CKOro
Pa3BuTHA. 12

The second way in which cultural practices and institutions can play a positive
social function is that they may motivate people who are not critically thinking and who
have no independent ethical standards to behave well, or at least prevent them from
behaving badly.13 This type of consideration was new to Lavrov: formerly he had
spoken only of critical thought as a source that points to the right kind of behaviour (for
Lavrov, just behaviour) and did not look for any other source. He now suggested that
decorum ought to be seen as a ‘healthy' part of social life, although he seemed
somewhat uncomfortable with his own proposition:

11'0 publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 8.

12‘Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 63.

13This is not an evaluation of persons as moral agents, but a practical evaluation of their behaviour
according to Lavrov's standards.
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Hy*HO HeCKoIbKO CMEIOCTH, UTOOH rOBOPUTL 06 UCTOPHYECKOM
3HaueHUU, KOTOpPOe UMeJIO HeKOora B obliecTBe Havano npunnuusa. Ho
- 3/IeCbh 3TO HeOO6XOAUMO. B CcyIHOCTH, HaYaJIO MPUIMUMUSA €CTh OUYEeHb
30pOBO€e HayvaJio 06ueCTBEHHOCTH, U OHO BOBCE€ HEBUHOBATO B TOM,
YTO ero Kakue-Huby b ¢paHLy3CKUe précieuses WU aHITIMIUCKUe
INYPUTAHKHW JOBOJAT A0 KapUKAaTypH. BIIOIHE pa3sBUTOMY 4eNlOBEeKY
CMEeUHO F'OBOPUTH O MPUIIMYKAX, TIOTOMY UTO €My AOCTAaTOUYHO OHTh
ectecTBeHHHM [...] Ho MHOro v BIosiHe pa3sBUTHX Jiofeii? 4

Lavrov's distinction between the critically thinking élite and the majority of
people and his different assessment of their thoughts, actions and needs was stronger in
"Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII i XVIII vekakh' than it had been in 'O publitsistakh-
populiarizatorakh i estestvoznanii'. Here, he declared with greater firmness that
cultural values and norms, not rational argument, are the only mechanism regulating the
behaviour of the population at large. The role of cultural values and norms, however,
is preventative, not positive, since it only discourages behaviour that disrupts the lives

of other people:

Tonbko obuecTBeHHOe TpeboBaHUe ABIISETCS NO6 yOumesbHOlL

I PUYMHON NOAOBHOrO caep:kaHus, U 06lEeCTBEHHOCTh IOSTOMY AJA
HEPa3BUTHX WU HEAOPA3BUTHX JIWUHOCTENM CTAHOBUTCS MHOTJa KpaliHe
noJiIe3HHM yKa3aHueM. TakuM o6pa3oM oblieCTBEHHBIE ITPUITHIUSA
CTAHOBATCS, B CAaMOM IIPOCTOM U CYl[eCTBEHHOM CBOEM CMEICIIe,
OXPaHUTEISIMU IOCTOUMHCTBA OJHOM JIMYHOCTH OT AYPHEIX NPUBLIYEK
Apyroi.ts

In "Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie' (1868), Lavrov argued that popular culture
(habits, beliefs and rituals) should be placed at the service of moral ideals, which, at the
time, he hoped would be elaborated by positivism. Progressive values and ideals must
be spread among the masses, and this should be done by making use of already existing
cultural forms, affirming that Lavrov preferred to make use of customs and habits,

rather than arguing for their abolition:

[] ©CJIU IIO3UTUBHOE MHIIIeHUe 3aKJInvaeT B cebe HpPaBCTBEHHbBIE
naealnb U CTPEMUTCA K UX BOIIJIOIEHUIO nyremMm MIOJTHON IIpeiaHHOCTHU
UM, TO €/IBa JIU JJI1 HEro NpoTUBOPEUYMBO BBECTU B KYJIbTYPHEIE
IIPUBHIYKHU PAA TPa3HECTB, 06Pall.[eHHbIX Ha YyACHEeHUue OCHOBHHX
TPGGOBaHMFI INO3UTUBU3Ma CJIIOBOM U HA NIpUBJIeUeHUE K DTUM
TPebOBaHHUAM 3CTETUUECKO O6CTaHOBKOM, WIK YIOTPEOIATh
KajeHaaphb, rae npeictaBuTesIM IO3UTUBHBIX Hayall U CO6bITM$I,
CoJIeliCTBOBaBIIME PAa3BMTHIO DTUX HauyaJl, IPMBEK/IU 6L Ha cebs
BHHUMaHUe MacCCH, CBA3RBasA Npoliefliee C HACTOAIUM U NIOATOTOBJIAA
6ynyuee.16

14'7henshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 65.

15Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, pp. 65-66.

16:Zadachi pozitivizma', p- 619. The notion that the opinions of the masses must be changed by using
cultural mechanisms suggests that they are to be acted upon as a group. This is different to the means
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Lavrov now used the word culture with increasing frequency, although he did
not attribute any single meaning or function to it. There are three senses in which he
understood this term. In the first sense, culture is identified with habit and custom, and
while its existence and influence are seen to be inevitable, it is evaluated negatively
because it is thought to inhibit knowledge and discovery. This can be seen clearly in
'Neskol ko myslei ob istorii mysli' (1867):

[...] KynpTypa 210XM ABNAETCA Y:Ke IPM CAMOM CBOEM
ITPOUCXOMKAEHUH, HEU36EKHEM Olpefe/ITeNIeM pas3/IMUHEX 3JIeMEHTOB
MeIcM. Ho, pu aanbHelieM pa3BUTHH 0blileCcTBa, OHa NMpeACTaBisaeT
elile MOT'ylleCTBEHHH 3JIeMeHT, BIIMAHUE KOTOPOro, 6eCClOpHO,
BHKa3HBAETCSA BO BCEX OTPACI/IAX MUPA MHEICIIN: STO IPUBHYKH U
npeaanua. OHU TO MPUAAIOT JOrMaTUYECKOMY UYBCTBY €ro caMyio
TPOYHYIO IIOUBY, OHU SIBJISIOTCA MPOTUBHUKAMU HOBOT'O 3HAHUWA WU
IIOBOJIaMU K €ro HallpPaBJIEHHUIO B OIpelielIeHHY0 CTOPOHY.!7

At the time he wrote Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, Lavrov began to use culture in a
second sense; he now defined it as a 'zoological element in the life of humanity'.18
This means that culture is as a function of any species that lives as a group, culture itself
consisting of the qualities of that species which demand and encourage co-operation and
solidarity. In the letter 'Kul tura i mysl” in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, Lavrov spoke
abstractly of the 'needs' and 'attractions' that humans have, and claimed that these are

what give rise to social life:

O6ecTBeHHas *%U3Hb, UCTEKAOWAS U3 STOTO UICTOUYHHUKA, eCTh yiKe
U3Hb KYJIBMYPHAA, U UEJIOBEK, HEMHCIIMMEIN 6€3 MoTpebHOCTeN U
BJIEUEHMI1, TeM CaMEIM HEMHIC/IUM 6e3 KaKoi-Inbo KynbTyphl. HapaBHe
C HEKOTOPHMM APYTMMH CBOMMH COOPAThIMU U3 MUpPa HaCEKOMHEIX U
MO3BOHOYHHIX, OH IIPUHAANIEKUT K KMBOTHEM KYIbTYPHEM.!9

Lavrov returned to this theme in 'Do cheloveka' (1869), where he attempted to outline
the origin of culture, that is, of mechanisms of communal existence in primitive
organisms which do not even possess a faculty of thought: TlepBas KynbTypa
npejuecTBOBalia paboTe MECIH, a TaM, rle 3Ta paboTa BIOCIeACTBUU UMela
MEeCTO, OHa B 3HAUUTEJIbHOM CTeNleH! onpefenviach $opMaMU KYJIbTYPH, el
NpeJleCcTBOBaBIUVMHY, U HaJl KOTOPHMH €li IPUILTIOCh YIPaRHATHCSA. 20
Lavrov's theories on culture in this sense are mainly concerned with biology, and he
appears to have been inspired to develop these ideas by the works of Darwin, which he

of acting upon the masses that was suggested by Lavrov in 'Evropa i ee sily v 1869 godu', which was
discussed above in the chapter on education.

17p_ L. Lavrov, ‘Neskol ko myslei ob istorii mysli', Sobranie sochinenii, 1, no. 4, pp. 5-41: p. 38.
18 storicheskie pis‘ma, p. 90.

19]storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 87.

20p. L. Lavrov, 'Do cheloveka', Sobranie sochinenii, 111, no. 1, pp. 5-123: 88.
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began to read at this time. Nevertheless, this notion of culture in its biological sense
shows the close connection between culture and society, or sociability, in his thought,
and in this sense, culture must be considered to play a positive role, at least by Lavrov's
standards.

The third sense in which Lavrov understood culture in the late 1860s was as a
product of the labour of thought. It consists of those practices which were once
established with a consciously intended aim and purpose, but which have gone over
into habit and custom. In ‘Do cheloveka', where he wrote primarily about culture in its

biological sense, Lavrov also provided a definition of culture in this sense:

Ha30By KynbTypoil Te OPMH KHU3HU, KOTOPEE 0O6Pa3yIOTCA
IPUBLIYKAMU U YHAC/IeJOBAHHEMHU IPelaHUsIMU B UeJIOBEUeCKOM
obuiecTBe, pa3BMBas py 3TOM b6oJiee U MeHee COBEPIIEHHYIO
TexHUKyY. KyneTypa HaM IpeAcTaBisieTcs KaK NPOAYKT, BHI3BAHHHIA
BHayaJie paboTOl MBICIIY, 2 TIOTOM Y:Ke NepexoAsluil B IPUBEIYHOE
Aerno, B yBamaeMoe IpeflaHue, B ICUXUUYECKUI mpuem.2!

Lavrov indicated in Istoricheskie pis ma, however, that cultural practices which were
once established by critically thinking individuals and which go over into custom do not
necessarily become petrified institutions, but may continue to be subject to development
by critical thinkers. Indeed, in the following passage, culture appears as an open field

for influence and activity far more than as a rigid and conservative force:

KynbTypa RoMKHA OGHTH B3ATA B cOObpameHue Npyu paboTe MBICIH, KaK
UCTOPUYECKH JaHHAA cpejia, HO He KaK HeM3MeHHH 3aKOoH. Ecnu
CPaBHUM KYJbTYPH Pa3HHX 30X, TO JIErKO 3aMeTUM, HaCKOJIbKO
caMhble OCHOBHBIE DJIEMEHTH KYJbTYPH NOAIeXKaT U3MEeHYUBOCTH. |[...]

M Tak nepea HaMM onpejie/ieHHas 3ajavya nporpecca: KyJemypa
JOJIKHA OGHTDb MepepaboTaHa MbICITbI0.22

While one finds culture used in all three senses in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, the notion of
culture as a conglomeration of habits and customs comes across most weakly, and the
idea of it as the product of thought comes across most strongly. It is the appreciation
of culture in this sense which makes Lavrov's attitude to culture particularly 'humanist'
in the middle of his career. Here, culture is seen as a product of continuous
development, reflecting human will and achievement in the past, but subject to change
resulting from new ideals and needs in the present.

From the late 1860s, Lavrov often referred to the result of the labour of critical
thought upon culture as 'civilization'. In 'Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie’, for

example, he spoke of a 'criterion of moral judgement' which must be applied to social

2I'Do cheloveka!, pp. 87-88.
22 storicheskie pis‘ma, pp. 92-93.
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life, the application of which would transform a culture into a civilization.23 Lavrov
also made the same point in various passages of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma. 2* He was not,
however, consistent in his use of civilization. In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, for example, he
referred to the ancient oriental kingdoms, which he considered an archetypal example of
repression, stagnation and lack of criticism, as a civilizations,25 and he continued to
apply this term to dead or declining societies.26

According to Gizetti, Lavrov saw civilization as the 'realization of personal
ideals' when they were applied to daily life.2” Gizetti, however, did not explain that,
for Lavrov, the application of ideals to life must be a process that is constantly repeated
and is, to some extent, circular. Lavrov believed that new ways of life that result from
the idealistic efforts of critically thinking individuals themselves become habits and
rituals which must again be reformed by future generations who hold different ideals
corresponding with the demands of a different age. This comes out especially clearly in

the following passage of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma:

Boob6ue yacTh LMBUIM3ALMH OTIIOB, B $OpMe NMPUBHYEK U ITpeJaHUi,
COCTaBJIAE€T HAYTO UHOE, KaK KYNbTYPHHI D/IeMEHT B KU3HU
NMOTOMKOB, U HaJl 3TOU KYNbTYPOil BTOpOil dopMalium AOKHA
KPUTHYECKHU PaboTaTh MHCJIb HOBOIO TOKOJIEHUSI, YTOOH OB1EeCcTBO He
npelanochk 3aCTOK, YTOOH, B UXCIIe YHACIeJOBaHHLIX ITPUBHYEK Y
npejaHuii, OHO pas3risajeno Te, KOTOpHe IPeACTaBIAIT BOSMOKHOCTh
JanbHeliiesi paboTH MEICIIM Ha IIyTHU UCTHHEL, KPAaCOTH U
CIIpaBEeJIMBOCTH, OTOPOCUIIO OCTaJIbHOE, KaK OT:MUBlIEee, U CO3Aalo
HOBYIO LIMBU/IM3ALIMIO, KAK HOBHIU CTPOI KYJIbTY Phl, ORUBJIEHHHIN
paboToit MHCITN.28

This twofold demand made on culture, namely that it should at once transmit
values and customs while still remaining open to change and development rests on an
optimistic hope, also common among humanists, that both should be possible
simultaneously. Lavrov, however, was clearly uneasy about this dual role in the first
half of his career, and, as has been shown, he displayed suspiciousness toward the

conservative aspects of culture - habit and custom. At this point, however, he was

23Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 629.

241storicheskie pis’ma, pp. 88, 91, 149.

2S[storicheskie pis ‘ma, pp. 44, 48.

26See, for example: P. L. Lavrov, 'Khaos burzhuaznoi tsivilizatsii na poslednee vremia' (1874),
Izbrannye sochineniia, 111, pp. 31-78:78. Lavrov also spoke of dead, or dying civilizations such as
Celtic civilization and the Roman empire: P. L. Lavrov, 'Epokha poiavleniia novykh narodov v Evrope
(1873), Sobranie sochinenii, IV, no. 7, pp. 5-20: 6, 20.

27Gigzetti's whole definition sounds very 'humanist’: '[ns JlaBpoBa LMBUIM3ALNA —
“rpaklaHCTBEHHOCTL” B CAMOM IIMPOKOM, 6JIarOPOJHOM M BCEOOBEMITIONMM CMEICIIE CII0BA
(Tax ¥ cpeaHeBEKOBHIi1 MHCIMTeNb llaHTe BAOXHOBIAICA uieel civilitas humana!), T. e.
BOINIONIEHWE WealnoB JIMYHOCTH B U3Hb, B $OPMH OHTA.' (Gizetti, 'P. L. Lavrov, kak "istorik
mysli"', p. 299).

28storicheskie pis‘ma, p. 8§9.
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unwilling to concede that the role of habit and custom is purely negative or, indeed,
purely conservative. In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, for example, he described critical thought
itself as a habit: 'Ho B uncne yHacneoBaHHHX IIPUBHYEK BCAKON LIUBUITM3ALMU
3aKJIIOYaeTCsA MPUMBEYKA KPUTUKHA U OHA-TO BH3HBAET YEJIOBEYHHI! 3/IeMeHT
UCTOPUM, pabomy MbICTU."29

There is one significant problem in Lavrov's theory of culture until 1870,
because it divides all societies into a critically thinking minority and a majority whose
actions and decisions are guided by habit and custom and seems to sanction this
division. The difficulty is that it makes one group responsible for change while the
other is bound by necessity to custom and conservatism, a situation which one imagines
would lead to the polarisation of the two groups and to an irreconcilable clash of
interests. His model of culture is different to the humanist one in this sense, because
according to humanists, every member of the community is intended both to act
according to custom and to develop cultural institutions according to his or her own
ideals.

B. Theory of culture from 1870

After 1870, Lavrov's attitude changed in several important ways. He now understood
culture only in two of the three senses outlined above, namely as habit and custom and
as a 'zoological element'. Further, Lavrov no longer approved of the difference
between a critically thinking minority and a majority that always relies on habit, custom
and tradition. According to Lavrov's new position, the majority ought now to be
trained to think critically also.

Lavrov no longer attempted to argue that aspects of habit and custom could be
useful. Indeed, he declared habit to be the worst kind of motivation for activity in

‘Biografiia-ispoved™:

/3 yeTHpex NO6yAUTENbHEX MPUUYUH YelIOBeUeCKOoil e Te/IbHOCTH,
obnvasi, apbexTa, MHTEepeca U yoexeHus, neppas 6€3yClIOBHO
IIPOTMBHA KPUTHKE U NMPOrpeccy, KOTOPHI1 BCerja 3aKioyaeTcs B
IOCTEeNeHHOM OCBOOOMXKAEHWH YellOBeKa, 0 Mepe €ro pa3BUTHA, OT Y3
obHyas B dopMe NPUBHYUKU U ITpesaHmii.30

The reliance both of Russia's ruling classes and that of the working classes on habit and
custom was, according to Lavrov, the root evil behind Russia's inability to reform.

One sees a trace of this attitude in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, where Lavrov claimed that

Dstoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 90. The second (1891) edition adds 'moTpe6bHOCTb pa3BuTHA' to 'paboTy
MHCIH' (p. 243).
30'Biografiia-ispoved”, p. 96.
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customs and habits were at fault for the inability of ruling classes to see that they were
acting against their own interests in perpetuating the exploitation of the working
classes.3! In 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo', Lavrov wrote: '061ieCTBEHHO€E
3510 BCerjda ropasio 6omee 3aK/mo4yanoch B IPUBHUYKAX U TpellaHUAX, 4YeM B
3JI0M pacueTe 3KCIIyaTopoB'.32 Lavrov also believed, however, that the
oppressed majority could rebel and improve its own situation if only its members were
critically thinking enough to realise that they must overthrow the whole social structure:

Kak HM XUTPO MOII0 6HTh YCTPOEHO OB1EeCTBO, HO €ClI1
SKCIIyaTUpyeMoe 60JIbIIMHCTBO CO3HAJO 6L Hecn pasedu8oCmsp
CBOEro IMOJIOKEHUA, OHO OHIIO OH BCErja B CMilaX HUCIIPOBEPIrHYTh
cTpoit ero aasauwun. Ho Aeno B TOM UMEHHO, UYTO 60MNbIIMHCTBO
YyBCTBOBAJIO BCerja Mullb MAKECmb CBOEro NMoJjIoKeHusd, a
HeJJOCTaTOK KPUTUKU MEICIIM BCerja Meiian eMy JOoraibBaThbCS,
HAaCKOJIbKO TAKeCThb €ro jKM3HHU 3aBUCUT OT HeCpaBeAJIMBOCTU
061IeCTBEHHOTIO CTPO4, elije bonee Mellan pasriijeTh NPUUMHE 3TOMN
HeCITpaBeJJIMBOCTU U CPeACTBa ANA ee yCTpaHeHUs. IIpUBHUKU U
mpelaHus, TpU BCeli TPYAHOCTH EKU3HH, ITOUTH BCerja HacTolbKO
TATOTEIU HaJ HAaPOAOM, UTO Jaxe Torja, Korja nojuruyeckas
KaTacTpoda Nmo3BOJIsifia HapojaM U3MEHUTh OOWeCTBEHHH CTPOi, OHU
6orbliell YaCThIO MEHAJM JIllb AaBsAllMe IMYHOCTH, a caMas
CYylLeCTBEHHOCTb HeCllpaBe ATMBOro ob1eCTBEHHOr 0 CTPOsA OCTaBajach
Hen3MeHHO 110C/ie CaMHX KPOBABHX I€peBOPOTOB.33

Habits and customs of all groups and classes, therefore, were regarded as one of the
most counterproductive features of society. This attitude remained firm in Lavrov's
thought until the end of his life.

While, formerly, the notion of culture as a product of the labour of critical
thought upon custom had allowed Lavrov, at least sometimes, to think of culture as
something that is self-developing, he now envisioned a largely passive role for culture.
Indeed, the whole framework of the discussion about action motivated by critical
thought changed after 1870: it was subsumed under Lavrov's new theory of history.
This theory divides mankind, past and present, into 'historical' and 'non-historical'
groups. Historical peoples are distinguished precisely by their critical reworking of
customs, habits and traditions, and Lavrov referred to their societies as civilizations.
Pre-historical and non-historical peoples have either failed to develop critical thought
yet, or else rest lazily on the achievements of their ancestors without contributing to the
further development of their society. Civilizations in which development has ceased are

considered non-historical. Elements of this use of 'history' can be found in

3Ystoricheskie pis ‘ma, pp. 41-48.
32Formula progressa’, p. 415.
33'Formula progressa', p. 415.
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Istoricheskie pis ‘ma and also occur in 'Sotsializm i bor’ba za sushchestvovanie'
(1875), but he does not seem to have elaborated this view properly until Opyt istorii
mysli novogo vremeni began to be published in 1888. Here he explained:

B 3TOM cMHCHe uctopuueckas ku3Hb €CTb POLECC CO3HAMETBHO20
passumus, UMeloliMii MeCTO B OBlleCTBE C ONpe/ielIeHHEMU
KyJbTypPHHMU dopMaMu. Te gonu 3TOro obinectBa, KOTOpHE, M
YCTPOICTBA CBO€EW KU3HM B JaHHOI OOleCTBEHHOM cpelie, B JaHHOMN
KYJIbTYPe, He IPUCIIOCOBIIAIOTCA CaMU K DTOM KYJIbTYPe, HO
CTPeMATCA NlepepaboTaTh NOCIEAHIO COO6Pa3HO CBOEMY
NIpeACTaBJIEHUIO O Pa3BUTUH, KUBYT UCMOPUUECKOILL KU3HBIO, KaK OHI,
BIIPOYEM, HU OLITM BEPHH WJIM OWIMGOYHHL UX MIOHSATUS O Pa3BUTHUM.34

Not every member of a civilization lives historically. Those who do, namely the group
that Lavrov would formerly have called 'critically thinking individuals', were now
labelled as the intelligentsia. Lavrov defined this group as follows:

[...] BELAENSAETCA B UHHIX CITyuasiXx U IpMoSpeTaeT BiIUAHWE Ha OBLeCTBO
rpynmna JMyHoCTel, CIOCOBHHX HaclakAaThCs Pa3BUTHEM U
BHpabaTHBAKLINX NOMPEOHOCMb pa38umus. DTOW IPYINH 6yleT
3/1eCb TPUCBOEHO Ha3BaHWE UHMEUTUZEHUUI U OHA BHCTYIIaeT KaK
ABUraTesb CO3HATeJIbHBIX U3MEHEHUN KYTIbTYPH B
IPOTUBYIOJIOKHOCTh HEITPeAHAMEPEHHHM ee U3MEHEHUsM IO TeX IOP
MMeBUIMM MecTO. Ee jieno - nepepaboTKa Kyibmypsl meicyibio. C
HavaJiOM 3TOi CO3HaTeNbHON pabOTH HaUMHAETCA UCMOPpUYEeCKas
JKU3Hb YelioBeyeCcTBa U B Tpolecce nepepaboTKU KYJIbTYPH MECIIbIO
DTa KM3Hb OOHAPYKMBaAETCA.33

As this passage suggests, however, culture is far from being a dispensable part
of historical development. This is a process that results from the interaction of culture
and thought, and while Lavrov may have valued thought more highly than culture, still,

the process requires both parts, as he wrote in Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni:

Toraa MH IOTYYMM, C OAHOU CTOPOHH, 06J1acTh YHACIeOBaHHYIO,
HenepepaboTaHHYIO MECIIbIO, 06JIaCTh 0O1EeCTBEHHON Cpefibl, OOBIUHOU
KYJIbmypbl, WM IPOCTO KYJIbMYPbl; C APYroi - ob61acTh nepepaboTKu
Cpelib YeJIOBEKOM BO MM €ro CTpeMIIeHHWi K Pa3BUTHIO, 0BIaCTh
PaboTH MbIC/TU, KaK TOATOTOBUTEIBHULIEL HOBEIX UCTOPUUYECKUX
IIepPUOJIOB, OOJIACTh UCMOPUYECKOLL KU3HU. B3anMopeiicTBue
nmocJiefiHel ¢ 06JIacThi0 KYJIBMYPbl U COCTaBIISIET BCe COJEpKaHNe
UCMOPpUYEeCKUX UUBUTU3AUUIL.30

Further, Lavrov did not forget his 'biological' theory of culture, in which

culture is the source of social behaviour in all species that live as a group. Lavrov now

34Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 21.

35Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 30. See also: Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 22. Lavrov
began to use the term 'intelligentsia’ in 1873, but it did not become a regular feature of his works until
now.

36Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 21.

81



consistently associated the origins of solidarity among humans with culture, for

example in 'Sotsializm 1 borba za sushchestvovanie':

C mepBOro KynbTYPHOI'O 06l[ecTBa KUBOTHEIX COIMAAPHOCTDb YJIEHOB
rpynnH 6HIa MOI'YYUM OPYAUEM B 60pbrbe rpyIi 3a CyleCTBOBaHHUE U,
obecrneunBas rpyIs, TeM CaMEM obecreurBasia OrpOMHOE YUCIIO ee
YJjIeHOB ITPU F'OTOBHOCTH KaMAOro KepTBOBaTh AA 1enoro.37

The connection between solidarity, which he prized, and culture, of which he was now
suspicious because of its conservative character, indicates a fairly fundamental problem
in his thought after 1870, and one which stands out more clearly in Zadachi ponimaniia
istorii:
M3 n10TpebHOCTH CONMMAAPHOCTH BHTEKAET NIOCTOSSHHOE CTpeMIIeHNe K
rOCIHOACTBY HEM3MEHHOro obhyas, K yCTaHOBIEHHUIO OOHUYHEX $OpM
6ETa U BOOBIUEe K NOAYMHEHUIO MUHAMBUAYANTbHOU MBICSIA U JeATeIbHOCTH

yCTaHaB/IMBAOMUMCSI $OpMaM OBUERUTHA; MHaYe roBOpA - K opMaM
KYIbTYPH, B KOTOPHX [OCINOACTBYEeT HaKITOHHOCTb K 3aCTOI0.38

A similar problem regarding the incompatibility of solidarity and criticism in Lavrov's
thought will be discussed in the final chapter on the state.

On the whole, Lavrov's attitude to culture became less humanist after 1870,
principally because he ceased to see any value in culture as it was related to custom, and
also because he divorced development and critical thought from his theory of culture.
The change in his thought in this year is marked by a decline in optimism. As has been
remarked, the humanist attitude toward culture is optimistic, because humanists believe
that culture can and must transmit customs, habits and values while at the same time
permitting these to develop and change. There is no obvious explanation for why
Lavrov, who seemed to share this optimism to some extent, changed his mind in 1870
and now regarded culture as a purely conservative force. This development does,
however, correspond with a loss of confidence in the capacity of Russian society to
change (other than through revolution). Lavrov's decision to leave Russia in 1870 and
join the revolutionary movement abroad seems to have been motivated by a new
conviction that attempts to alter the system from the inside would not yield any fruitful

results.

37Sotsializm i bor’ba za sushchestvovanie', p. 374.
38Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 35.
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Chapter 5: Idealization of Greece

Humanists of the Renaissance and in early nineteenth century Germany have looked to
classical antiquity, and especially to ancient Greece, as a period when their ideals came
closest to being realized. Niethammer, for example, spoke in glowing terms of the
harmonious existence and coexistence of the Greeks, who 'acted with an undivided
mind and unseparated striving'. They were distinguished equally 'by harmony of
feeling and thought, content and form, unity, intimacy and solidity, as by purity, clarity
and poise'.! Humanists believe that knowledge about classical antiquity is beneficial to
human beings, although it is not pure knowledge about classical antiquity that matters,
nor do humanists wish their contemporaries simply to imitate the Greeks. Rather, they
advocate that one must allow oneself to be inspired by the Greeks. Wilhelm von
Humboldt commented that the greatness of the Greeks 'has sprung from nature and
humanity so pure, true and real, that it does not force itself upon us in its own way, but
rather prompts and attracts us inspiringly according to our own way. [It does so] by
heightening our independence and only binds itself to us through the idea of final
perfection, of which it is an undeniable image. It also allows us to pursue [the image of
perfection], although by different means.”? This was also important to Niethammer,
who called the Greeks 'guiding stars',3 but stressed that one should not look to them
for 'regulations according to which one should form one's own representations, but
rather to allow the content and form of the masterpieces to fill one with immediate
enthusiasm'.4

The study of Greek language, culture, history and philosophy is deemed by
humanists to have an elevating effect on the student. According to Niethammer,
studying the Greek language alone is a many-sided training of human faculties: of the
mind as well as of sensibility.5> For Humboldt, reading about classical Greece generally
makes one a 'greater, more noble person'.® Classical languages, literature and history
should, for these reasons, be an integral part of education. This is one respect in which
Lavrov differed from humanists. He was not classically educated, had only a scant
knowledge of Greek and Latin, and does not seem to have felt that the study of 'dead'

INiethammer, Der Streit, p. 235.

2Wilhelm von Humboldt, quoted in Kurt Grube, Wilhelm von Humboldts Bildungsphilosophie, Halle,
1935, p. 90.

3Niethammer, Der Streit, p. 235.

4Niethammer, Der Streit, p. 224.

SNiethammer, Der Streit, p. 222. According to Niethammer, this was especially important for
Germans, whose bad literary taste could only be counteracted by reading and studying classical texts (pp.
235-36).

6Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'Briefe an F. A. Wolf', Wilhelm von Humboldts Gesammelte Werke, 7 vols,
Berlin, 1841-52, V, pp. 1-316: 5-6.
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languages, at least, was of particular importance to the development of the young
mind.”

In spite of this, Lavrov allowed himself to be inspired by ancient Greece and
Greece was a prominent feature in his works from the late 1860s onward, especially
between 1870 and 1874, when he wrote about it at some length in four works. It
occupied a smaller place in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma than in 'Filosofiia istorii slavian'
(1870), 'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli' (1872) and 'Iz istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii' (1874).
Greek history and philosophy were not common areas of interest among Russian
thinkers at this time. Greece and Rome had attracted some attention among the
generation of Russian thinkers who were slightly older than Lavrov, such as the
Slavophiles and Herzen. Pisarev published two pieces on Greek philosophy in 1861,8
but after him, no outstanding radical thinker seems to have devoted any considerable
time or space to this subject. Nor have many scholars commented upon this theme in
Lavrov's works.?

References to classical Greece in Lavrov's writings appear from the time he
began to keep a diary in the early 1840s!0 as well as in works of the 1850s and 1860s.
These references do not, however, indicate any serious interest in or influence of
classical texts. Lavrov spoke of the classical world generally, without distinguishing,
as he later emphatically did, between Greece and Rome, and he usually only mentioned
Greece and Rome by way of illustrating some wider historical or philosophical issue.
He mentioned figures from classical Greece and Rome in 'Ocherki voprosov
prakticheskoi filosofii' (1859), partly, one suspects, in order to flaunt his erudition.!!
There is, however, one passage in this text in which he did attribute some special
significance to the Greco-Roman world, namely where he claimed that Greeks and
Romans had defended the principle of personal development and individual freedom:

7p. L. Lavrov, 'Idei o klassicheskom i real'nom obrazovanii v Anglii nashego vremeni', Vestnik
Evropy, 11, 1867, pp. 4-18; 'Chto delaetsia na rodine? VI. Nashi prosvetiteli', Vpered!, 1, 1873, pp. 38-
55: 48.

8A. 1. Herzen, Pis ‘ma ob izuchenii prirody, 'Pis'mo tret’e. Grecheskaia filosofiia', Sobranie sochinenii
v tridtsati tomakh, Moscow, 1954-64, 111, pp.142-87; D. 1. Pisarev, 'Idealizm Platona’, Izbrannye
filosofskie i obshchestvenno-politicheskie stat’i, ed. V.S. Kruzhkova, Leningrad, 1949, pp. 39-67; D.
I. Pisarev, 'Apollonii Tianskii', Polnoe sobranie sochinenii D. I. Pisareva v shesti tomakh, fifth
edition, St Petersburg, 1907-12, II, pp. 1-166.

9The role of Greece in Lavrov's thought has been mentioned in two unpublished dissertations: Panin,
P. L. Lavrov - istorik, p. 12; N. I. Mitroshenkova, P. L. Lavrov kak istorik russkoi filosofskoi i
obshchestvenno-politicheskoi mysli XIX v., Avtoreferat kandidatskoi dissertatsii, Moscow, 1987,

p. 13.

10Lavrov spelled out the Greek word for fate in his diaries on two separate occasions without further
comment: 28. VIII. 1840, the second entry has no date but is probably from 1841: Dnevniki i
stikhotvoreniia', pp. 23, 40. A poem from 1854 is about the vain search of Diogenes the Cynic for the
true human being: 'Stikhotvoreniia', GARF, 1762 2 340, p. 138.

110ne gathers this in the introduction, where Lavrov compares Aristotle's political theories with those
of thinkers of the nineteenth century: 'Ocherki voprosov', p. 341.
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CaMoobnajganmas MTMYHOCTh, $U3UUECKU CUITbHAS U IpeKpacHasi,
Moryyasi 3HaHWeM M TBOPUECKHM YMOM, CTalla ujeanoM 60CmOLiHOLL
JIMYHOCTU. DTO OBUT MAealT KJIaCCUUecKOro Mupa, KOTOPHII COXPaHWIICS
co BpeMeHu Oauccest 10 CTOUKOB, BUIOU3MEHSAACH B MOAPOBHOCTSX,
CMOTPA IO TOMY, TPe60BaJIo JIM YelIoBeYeCTBO, IOJTHOEe CUIT U Hallexk ],
IpaKTUYECKOl AeATelIbBHOCTU OT CBOMX NOJIy6OroB U repoeB Wi B
pa3zouapoBaHuM KaTOHOB OrpaHMYMBAIOCh CTPajaTeIbHHM
caMoobaganueM. Uaean 3Toi cBOGOAHON JTMYHOCTH, CBI3aHHOM NUlb
HeOoOXOAMMOCTHIO, He 3Halollell APYrUxX ABUrartesneil, KpoMe CBOEro
MIPOU3BOJIa U CBOEro JOCTOMHCTBA, BOllesl B PUMCKOe IpaBo.!2

This passage may be considered 'humanist' in the sense that it celebrates the ancient
Greeks for having achieved the many-sided development of the person. Where Lavrov
refers to free will and necessity in the Greek view of the person, he resembles Wilhelm
von Humboldt, who praised the Greeks for recognising laws of necessity at the same
time as the person's arbitrary will.13

Lavrov's words here have a distinctly 'humanist' ring, but are different to what
he would later say about classical antiquity. Firstly, Lavrov began to distinguish
between Greece, to which he attributed many positive qualities, and Rome, to which he
increasingly attributed only negative qualities. Lavrov, for example, subscribed to the
notion that Latin culture was entirely derivative. In his article on St. Augustine (1861),
Lavrov wrote that all of Roman philosophy was borrowed from the Greeks:
'JIaTMHCKMI MUP He uMen caMocTosATeNnbHON dumocoduun. I'peueckoe
MBlliTIeHWe JOCTAaBJIANO BeCh MaTepual ANd NO3AHEeNUNX ¢UIT0COPCKUX
nucareneit'.'4 Rome and all things Roman did not, however, come under serious
attack until Lavrov wrote 'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii v XVII-XVIII vekakh' in 1867.
Here, the vicious nature of the Romans, even around the time of the Republic, was held
up against the virtue of the Athenians: 'Kak Boo6paxeHue pUMIIAH b6ilefHee, TaK U
TUII - HPaBCTBEHHO HU:Ke, MHCJIb - Xy*ke.'l> Lavrov took Lucretia as a
representative of all Romans:

JIyKpelys CiyKUT JWilb IIOBOAOM K IOMMTUYECKOMY ABUKEHMIO U
yMHPaeT 3a YeCTh JOMAIIHEero ouara; HO B Heil MHl Y3HaeM OJHY U3
STUX 3AOPOBHX, OrPAHUYEHHHX PUMCKUX MaTPOH, KOTOPHE POJASAT 1
BOCIIUTAIOT PAA Y3KOrOMOBHX, STOMCTUYECKMX BOMHOB-IpabuTeneit

12'Ocherki voprosov', p. 387.

13Humboldt, 'Latium und Hellas', p. 153. Herzen made the same assertion in Pis ‘ma ob izuchenii
prirody, p. 146.

14'Avgustin', p. 164.

15’Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 47. Not all Greeks were presented in a positive light. Lavrov
objected to Spartans: TIpes HaMH Lenoe OB1WECTBO, BOCIUTAaBIIEe XeHIWH-TPakIaHOK, C TAaKUM
e rpy6OsM, KPOBaBHM U HECOKPYIIMMHM NAaTPUOTHU3MOM, KaK UX OTLH U MY*bA.' 'Zhenshchiny
vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 46.
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MUPpa, HeNPeKJIOHHas PellMMOCTb KOTOPHX IIPUAAET UM HEYTO
repouyeckoe.16

Ancient Greece and republican Rome were seen, at this point, to have one feature in
common, namely that they did not foster individualism, and Lavrov appears to have
considered this to be a progressive feature. In both societies women were influential,
but did not distinguish themselves as individuals. When they exercised influence,
according to Lavrov, they did so as one of many rather than 'making history' as
individuals: 'BnusiHve XeHIUHH 3aMEeTHO, HO Yike He KaK OTAeNIbHOU JIMYHOCTHU:
UCTOPHA M JIereHa COXpaHseT Cllef eAMHUL, HO 3TO - eAMHULE U3 MHOIMX
ApPYTux He oTMeueHHHX'.!7 In the same passage, Lavrov made the same point in a
different way by remarking that Athenians were 'general types', which one may take to
mean that every individual could be seen a representative of society at large. This
attitude fits his later claim that one of the greatest Greek achievements was to create an
‘organic state' which was characterized by close ties between its citizens.

At the end of the 1860s, Lavrov found two principal virtues in ancient Greece.
The first was that Greeks had developed the 'right' attitude toward living as a
community (even if they did not fully achieve it in reality), and had also discovered the
'right' political arrangement, namely federalism. Lavrov never allowed himself to
overlook the fact that Greek society and economy had depended on slaves, and he
always balanced his praise of the Greeks with a condemnation of their toleration of
slavery. Indeed, he liked to warn that it was this system of inequality that brought
about the downfall of classical civilization.!8 Nevertheless, in Istoricheskie pis ‘ma,
where he emphasized the failings of the Greeks in this regard, he also referred to a
'Hellenic ideal of the just life'.1 By 1872, Lavrov had become much more enthusiastic
about the Greeks and claimed that they had created a 'rational communal life [...] on the
basis of the striving of the human being toward the good; toward that which is useful to
all, toward the just'.20

16'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 47. Lucretia was a legendary Roman matron of noble birth, who
committed suicide after having been outraged by Sextus Tarquinius, son of the Roman king, Tarquinius
Superbus. This event led to the expulsion of the Tarquins and to the foundation of the Roman republic
in the fifth century BC. Chernyshevskii also referred to this episode in 'Antropologicheskii printsip v
filosofii', p. 241.

l7'Zh«&>nshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 46.

BJstoricheskie pis 'ma, p. 46; 'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 413; 'Komu prinadlezhit
budushchee?', p. 70; Iz istorii sotsial nykh uchenii': here, Lavrov's critique of the Greeks focused more
on how 'bourgeois' they became as a consequence of flourishing trade than on the evils of slavery, pp.
200-01.

Y/storicheskie pis‘ma, p. 47.

20'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli’, p. 320.
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With relation to their civic life, the Greeks sought to establish what Lavrov
believed to be the best kind of state, namely the 'organic state'.2! In 'Filosofiia istorii
slavian' (1870), where he expounded these ideas, he defined 'strivings toward an

organic state' as follows:

[...] ux MOxkHO TpU3HaTh 60JIee CUIbHEIMU TaM, I'ie 6OoJbliee YUCIIO JIUII
yYacCTBYeT B NOJIMTUYECKO KU3HU, CO3HaBas, YTO rOCyAapCTBeHHas
CBs3b NOAJEPRKUBAET B HUX DTY KM3Hb U YBEJIMUMBAET CPeJCTBA UX
DKOHOMMWUYECKOro, YMCTBEHHOI O Pa3BUTHUSA U UX OOlIeCTBEHHOMN
JeATeNIbHOCTH; TaM, rjie MeCTHHE LIEHTPH UMEOT MOJIHYIO
BO3MOKHOCTb ITpeciieloBaTh CBOU CaMOCTOATelIbHbEE LelI 6e3 Bpela
obuelt CBA3U, U 9Ta 0DOllas CBA3b HUCKOJIBKO He OTBIIeKaeT
oblleCTBEHHHE COKM OT Pa3/IMUHBEIX MECTHHX LEHTPOB; TaM, I'lie
MOJIMTUYECKHUE BOMPOCH BOWJIM B ®U3HEHHHEIH O6MXO0J YaCTHOIO
yeJioBeKa, rocylapCTBEHHHE UHTEPECH CYTh TMUHEE UHTEPECH
rpaxaaf.22

The Greeks were great because they strove to create such a state, even if they did not
succeed: 'T'peuus B pa3BUTHE rOCYyAapPCTBEHHOM KU3HU BHeCIa
NOOKUMETbHBIL DIIEMEHT: TpeboBaHWe OpPraHu3Ma, U 3TO J03BOJIUIIO
Pa3BUThCS B Hell BceM CTOPOHAM YeJloBeyecKo &13HU.23 Lavrov also
approved of the fact that the Greeks were able freely and wilfully to sacrifice themselves
for the good of the state: 'T' peueckuit uaean 3aksoyaeTcs B JOOPOBOJIPHOM U
CBOBOJHOM NMOJUMHEHUH JIMUHOCTHU K rOCyJapCTBY, @ MEXaHUUEeCKOro
IOAYMHEHUsS T'PeKU NOHATh He MOIJIN.'%4

21The notion of an 'organic state' was probably taken from Hegel, who developed this idea in early
works. In Hegel's organic state, individuality and division in social relationships is transcended by
'totality' and 'unity’. Human relations are not defined contractually, but by means of 'organic links'.
See: G. R. G. Mure, The Philosophy of Hegel, London, 1965, pp. 43-61; G. W. F. Hegel, 'Uber die
wissenschaftlichen Behandlungsarten des Naturrechts, seine Stelle in der praktischen Philosophie und
sein Verhéltnis zu den positiven Rechtswissenschaften', Werke in zwanzig Bénden, ed. Eva Moldenhauer
and Karl Markus Michel, Frankfurt am Main, 1970-79, pp. 434-530: especially 440-41. Lavrov's
'Hegelian' period is generally thought to have been much earlier - in the late 1850s. There is no
indication that Lavrov began to read Hegel again now, nor did he refer to Hegel in the context of
discussions of the 'organic state'.

22'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, pp. 393-94. The Romans, on the other hand, were accused of
attempting to create a 'mechanical’ or ‘machine state', which he ranked above the ‘predatory state’, but
nevertheless condemned: 'HeckOnbKO BHIIE TOUKA 3PeHUA TeX, KOTOPHE K NpelHAyleMY
IPUCOEINHAIOT YCJIOBUE TPOYHOCTH, NOAAEPKHNBAEMON He TONbKO CUNION OPY XU, HO
UCKYCHOM aMMHUCTPATUBHON LIeHTpanusalmet, OpuanueckuM OJHOOOpa3neM, XOTA 6H 5Ta
rocyfapcrseHHas CBfA3b OHJIa KyIUIeHa LieHOM HPaBCTBEHHOIO U YMCTBEHHOIO YHUKEHNUA
60NbIIMHCTBA HacelleH!s, YHUUTOXKEHUEM NOJIMTUIECKOr 0 CMHCIA W MONUTUYECKON KU3HU B
MECTHHIX LeHTPaX, IoJaBleHUEM NMUHOIO Pa3BUTHSA, a CNIeA0BATENbHO BEMUPAHUEM CaMHIX
OCHOBaHMUI, Ha KOTOPHX BO3MO:KeH KaKOM-JIMOO IMTPOUHHI1 obuecTBeHHHI cTpoil.' (p. 393)
23'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 420.

24'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, pp. 413, 415. Here, the Greeks were again contrasted with the
Romans, of whom Lavrov wrote: 'PUMcKas UCTOPUS NIPEACTaBIAEeT O6pa3Ls Tyboyaiiero
JIMYHOT'O DrousMa ¢ 3a6BeHneM ObLeCTBEHHHX MHTePecoB, riiyboyaiilel #eCTOKOCTHU 1
HeJO6pPOCOBECTHOCTH BO BHEUHUX CHOWEHUAX, IPU OTBPaTUTENIbHOM JIMLIEMEPUN B
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Where Lavrov spoke of the Greeks' attempts to establish an 'organic’ state, he
did not always distinguish clearly between an 'organic' state and an 'organic' society,
or 'organic' links between members of society. What was implied in this organic
theory was the harmonious fusion of individual development and freedom of thought
with close ties uniting all members of society: ‘B neTonucsax, coxpaHUBWUXCA B
UCTOPUM ApeBHero Mupa, [ penus nepsas nocrapanach OCyleCTBUTh 3aKOH
Pa3BUTUA BCAKOrO NOIMTUYECKOro 0bllecTBa: NOJIUTHMYECKOE Lesloe MOKeT
IPOrpeccMpoBaTh JIMlb IyTeM CBOOOJHOIO pPa3BUTHUs JIMYHOCTEN
OpraHnWyecKkH CBA3aHHHX MeXAY COb60I0 U C 1ieNkiM."25 He even wrote in the
same article that Greece was the 'only representative in antiquity of an understanding of
the organic link between the person and society, between thought and culture, between
the citizen and the state'.26

In 'Iz istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii' (1874), Lavrov attacked the Greeks from a
Marxist perspective, explaining that they could not attain a true understanding of society
because they did not appreciate the importance of 'universal labour'.27 But in
'Politicheskie tipy XVIII veka' (1880), where Lavrov digressed to expound his views
on the virtues of classical Greece, he again praised Greek social and political life,
especially for 'bringing an organic link into their political life'. In the passage below,
Lavrov seems almost to have been swept away by the picture of Greece he was
presenting. Even if he was not inspired by Greece artistically, it did 'prompt and attract
him inspiringly in his own way', as Humboldt would have said:

B psiay 3aKOHOAATENbHHEX MONHTOK U KOHCTUTYLIMOHHHX pPedOPM MILYT
TYyYllMX, Pa3yMHeAmnX GOpM MOJIUTUUECKOro OBWeXUTH. [...]
I'ocynapcTBeHHBIV IATPUOTU3M MeJIKMX LeHTPOB BCTpevyaeTcs C
HaLMOHANIbHO-KYJIbTYPHHM NMAaTPUOTU3MOM DJUIMHM3MA.
BruipabaThBaeTcsa OObeAUHSmAas UMBUIM3ALMA, CBA3KBAs HOBHII CITON
oblie-rpeyeckoro obuyas, oblie-rpeueckoi mMTepaTypH U ¢unocodpuu,
oble-rpeyeckux MMGOB U MUCTEPUI1, TPUUEM BCE 2TO COXPAHAET elle
TECHYIO CBAI3b C TPAJAULIMOHHKIM HAPOAHHM, Jajke MEeCTHHM, OOLHYaeM, 1
B YHUBEPCAJIbHHIX UJIESIX TEOPETUUYECKOUN dpunocoduu, 1 B
YHUBepPCaJIbHHIX Meanax NpaKTUuecKoil IpeAnpUMMYMBOCTH, 3Ta
LIMBUIIM3ALMA CTAHOBUTCSA CIIOCOOHON clieflaThCs HayasioM
aIoCTOJILCTBA, HauaJIoM IlepepaboTKH 060COBTeHHEIX
HallMOHAJILHOCTE!N B eIMHOe YeloBeuecTBo. [...] DIIMHU3M cocTasiseT
AYXOBHOE Hayajio COIUAAPHOCTHU Pa3BUTHIX JIOJel U TOTOMY MOT
CO3/aTh B UCTOPUU efMHYIO I pelyio, He3aBUCUMO OT KaNKUX U
BO3MYTHUTENIbHHEX CONEPHUYECTB rOPOJIOB MeXAY COO0I0, MEIKUX

cobnmoaeHnn ¢opM. OHO CTAaHOBUTCA NMOHATHHM, KOT4a MH YCBOWJIM MHIC/Ib, YTO $OpPMANN3M
roCyAapCTBEHHOCTHM OHIM MMaBHHM JAenioM A Puma.' (p. 415)

25'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 418.

26'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 419.

271z istorii sotsial nykh uchenii', pp. 197-209, especially p. 198.
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CeBANMOOUBHX MAPTHI U IMYHOCTEN BHYTPU 3TUX ropoJioB. Bo Bcex
STUX HKAJTKUX WIM BOBMYTUTENBHHX 3IU30/aX MOJIUTUUYECKON KU3HH, BO
BCEX DTUX MEJNIKUX U CEOSMIOOUBEIX MOTMTUUECKUX JAesSTeNax
BHMMaTeJIbHHI HabmoAaTeNMb BUAMT ITPOsIBIIEHUE CTPEMITEHNS, Cliebl
KOTOPOro 0 TOrO OH He BCTPeYaeT HWUrje, - CTPeMJIEHHUsS CO3AaTh
OPraHWYecKyIo CBA3b KaK BHYTPH CB0600H0O20 HaceNleHUs Kamaon
OT/eNIbHOM pecnyObiIvMKY, TakK U MeXAY BCEMU pa3suUmbIMLL TUYHOCTSIMM,
IPUCTYNAIUMU K FPeuyecKoi LIMBUIM3ALUU, U MEeXKIY BCEMU
MOIUTUYECKUMH CUITaMH I'PeYecKux ropoJos.28

In 'Politicheskie tipy X VIII veka', Lavrov also praised the Greeks for
discovering independent thought, which they asserted over habit and custom, which
brought Greek culture, or civilization, to the highest level achieved by any society until
then.29 The combination of adherence to tradition, described above, with critical
reworking of habit and custom makes Greece a prime example of a society that met
Lavrov's 'humanist' demands of culture from the middle of his career.

Lavrov regarded the development of Greek thought both as a product of its
federal state system30 and also as the source of everything that was positive about
Greek state and society: 'B ee KONOHUAX, Ha NIOYBe, rie LapCTBO OBLUas He
MOrJIO BGHITE TaK CUIILHO, BOSHUKaeT paboTa CaMOCTOATEIbHON MHICIIH,
HONMBITKa Pa3yMHOI0 MMPOCO3€epLAaHUs B TPOTUBOIMOOKHOCTD
TPaAULIMOHHOMY, IIONHTKA BHECTU OPraHUMYeCKYIO CBSI3b B MNOJIMTUYECKYIO
#u3Hb.3! In 'Iz istorii sotsial nykh uchenii' (1874), Lavrov claimed that they were the
first people ever to attempt consciously to form a better society, which again was
credited to their ability to think critically: 'T peuus 6r1a nepBas cTpaHa, riae Bo
BCeX 06/1aCTAX MHIUIEHUS] PENTUrMO3HbEe MOTHUBH YCTYIIUIIM MOTUBaM
dunocodpckon U HayyHoM KpUTUKA. B Hell mepBOi ME MOM¥eM UCKaTb
MONHTKYW PellMTh BOMPOC O PaLMOHAJIBHOM MOCTPOiKe obuecTBa. 32

In the early 1870s, Lavrov repeatedly remarked on the Greek 'discovery' of
critical thought, for example in 'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli' (1872),33 but especially in
Tz istorii sotsial nykh uchenii'. Here, he wrote that the great achievement of the
Greeks was not to let themselves be overly impressed by habit and tradition, but rather
to think for themselves:

CaMHIi1 CylleCcTBEHHHI yCIex 3JieCh 3aKIIoyancs B TOM, UYTO JUIA
nepejoBEIX MHCIUTENeN NpejaHue, Kak NpejaHue, IOTEPSIIO CBOe
PYKOBOJslee, MOJaBIAIIee BIUIHWE, YTO TIODTOMY IOJIUTHUECKHe

28'politicheskie tipy', pp. 99-100.
29Politicheskie tipy', p. 99.
301storicheskie pis'ma, p. 228.
3I'politicheskie tipy', p. 99.

321z istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii', p. 197.
33'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli', p. 320.
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$OPMH, TOYHO TaK ke, KaK PeJIMrMO3HEE BEPOBaHHUA UIIH
DKOHOMHYECKHe U JOMallHhe OTHOIEHMS, MO2JiU TTOJBEepraThCs
nepecMoTpyl...]34

The Greeks produced the 'father of pan-human secular philosophy', Thales.35 In 'Rol”
slavian v istorii mysli', he said they had developed the first ‘critically thinking, civilized
minority',36 while in 'Sotsializm i bor‘ba za sushchestvovanie' (1875), he referred to
the Greeks as 'that people, which brought almost all elements of critical thought into the
world'.37 Lavrov was also pleased to describe in 'Iz istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii', how
members of this minority, namely the sophists, had spread critical thought among the
populace:

OHU BHCKa3alli FPOMKO Iepeji 061eCTBOM, — KOTOPOe [0 TeX MOP
KUITO YBaskeHUEM K IpeflaHuIo, fae TOrAa, Koria OTMeHsJIO CTaphHe
IpelaHus, — UTO APEBHUI OOHYal He UMeeT HUKaKoro
CaMOCTOATEJILHOrO NpaBa Ha YBaMeHHWe; UYTO BCSIKOe 3HaHMe, KaK
BCAKOeE KU3HEHHOe JefiICTBUe, He 6€3YCIIOBHO, a TOIbKO
OMHOCUMEIBHO; UTO «UeJIoOBEeK eCTh Mepa BCEMY»; UTO,
creiloBaTesNbHO, BO UM I10JIb3H MOKHO U3MEHSTh BCE OBLECTBEHHHEe
nopsaaku [...]38

Here, Lavrov referred to Protagoras, whom he later listed in 'Biografiia-
ispoved”, along with the sceptics of the Second Academy and several modern thinkers,
as someone in whom he was able to identify his own thoughts, particularly his
‘anthropological’ point of view:

Il Mupoco3epLaHusi, KOTOpoMy JIaBpoOB ClieiyeT, OH IpeAloYnuTaeT
yNOTpebNnsATh Ha3BaHWe aHTpononornsMa. OH BUJANUT IPOSIBIIEHUE
3TOro HanpasjieHua y IIporaropa, HAXOAUT BO3MOKHEM IPOCIIEAUTh
ero BO33peHus y JPeBHUX CKEINTUKOB, OCO6eHHO BO BTOPO
AxajeMuy, KOrja BupabaTHBaJIOCh MMOHATHE O BeposATHelueM|...]3°

This statement is ambiguous, because it invites one to believe that these philosophers
influenced Lavrov, although he only indicates sympathy or identification with their
ideas.40 Lavrov's identification with Protagoras can be attributed to one common idea,
namely the one expressed in the phrase that was quoted above: 'man is the measure of
all things - of all things that are, that they are; of all things that are not, that they are

not'. It is typical of Lavrov to find his own point of view in such an ambiguous

341z istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii’, p. 198.

351z istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii', p. 206.

36'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli', p. 320.

37Sotsializm i bor’ba’, p. 375.

381z istorii sotsial ‘nykh uchenii', p. 204.

39'Biograﬁia—ispoved", p- 90. The other thinkers whom he listed were 'theoreticians of experience'
(empiricists?) 'sensualists' (?), Kant, Feuerbach and neo-Kantians, especially Albert Lange. This
passage has sometimes been used to 'prove' Lavrov's debt to these thinkers or to show his eclecticism,
but has not been subjected to careful analysis.

407Zenkovskii has interpreted this statement to indicate 'deep influence', Istoriia, 1, part 2, p. 157.
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statement, which may be interpreted to mean that each person's perceptions of an object
or phenomenon are subjective, and that every person's perceptions are as legitimate as
those of any other.4!

The Second Academy, also referred to above, was the continuation of the
Academy founded by Plato. In the third century BC, it became associated with
scepticism as well as with anti-dogmatism, which it represented in opposition to the
Stoics. Sceptics of the Second Academy claimed that, not only did they not know
anything, like Socrates, but they did not even know that they did not know anything.
In public, they did not take an official, positive position on most philosophical or moral
questions, but reserved for themselves the right to hold private opinions. Lavrov
referred to what is known as their "probablism': among themselves, they might discuss
the pro and contra of an issue and then express a preference as to what they thought
was most likely to be true, but they sought not to impose these opinions on others.
Each person must decide each issue on the basis of reason alone, and not on
authority.#2 This is a proposition with which Lavrov must have agreed, and he is also
likely to have sympathized with their anti-dogmatism.

Lavrov's anthropologism maintains that one can not know anything other than
that of which one is conscious. One can never be certain whether one's perceptions of
the outside world correspond to things as they 'really’ are.#> An impression is
incorrect if and only if it is contradicted by other impressions in the same person.4
Consequently, all coherently thinking and feeling people have equal claim to the validity
of their impressions. Lavrov did not, however, use the term 'truth' here, rather, where
he discussed the validity of impressions, for example in "Tri besedy o sovremennom
znachenii filosofii', he only spoke of likelihood: 'C xaxAbM HalleHHBM U3 STHUX
IIPU3HAKOB, Hallle IPeANosoxeHne 6oilee U 6oree OnpaBALBAETCS, JeflaeTCs
pornee 1 6onee eposmHbiM'. 45 One may believe that one's perceptions are correct,
and if one makes a judgement, one may believe that the judgement is the one most likely

to be correct, but one may never attach an absolute value to perceptions and

41 Ambiguities include whether Protagoras meant one man or group of men in particular, or all of
mankind. Further, many have asked whether each person’s subjective impressions are considered by
Protagoras to be objectively true, or whether he merely wanted to point out that judgement and
perception of truth in the individual is subjective. It has also been asked whether he believed that
objects or phenomena might contain two or more opposite qualities, so that people who had different
perceptions of the same object might both be right in noticing different and contradictory qualities.
See: Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, 9 vols, London, 1961-75, 1, pp. 87-91.

421, G. Kidd, 'Greek Academy', Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Paul Edwards, 8 vols, New York and
London, 1967, 111, pp. 382-85.

43'Chto takoe antropologiia', p. 482.

44Tri besedy', pp. 521-23.

45'Tri besedy', p. 522.
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judgements. This must be why Lavrov felt an affinity for the "probablism' of sceptics
of the Second Academy, on the other hand, there is an evident tension between this
position and his moral antipathy to scepticism in the name of fervently held ideals.

On the whole, Lavrov's interest in Greece was eclectic. He was not interested
in all aspects of Greek philosophy and history, indeed, he even questioned whether
these were necessarily of interest to Greeks themselves: 'ToMepuab 6yAyT BCeria
BOCIIeBaTh NOEAUHKU AXWUIUIOB U ['eKTOPOB, HO KaKOW CMEICIT AiA
ApucToTens uMeeT 60pbba 3a npekpacHyo EneHy?'46 When considering the
wishes of Renaissance thinkers to resurrect the Classical age, Lavrov judged that these
dreams were misguided. ‘B COUMHEHUAX JPeBHOCTH He 0Ka3aJioCh HU
HencuyepnbBaeMOro UICTOYHMKA 3HaHWs, HU HEeNOKOoJIebUMOro Havana
HMUTENCKOoN MyapocTi. Ounocodusa Moria O6HTh JOCTOSIHUEM KaOUHETHHIX
YUYeHHIX, HO BOCKPeCHUTb APeBHUI MUP NOCJIe THCsueneTHero norpebeHns
0OKas3aJloch HeBO3MOKHHM. 47 Nevertheless, Lavrov did attribute a special historical
function to the Greeks, namely as the first people to develop an 'organic state' and
critical thought, and he also identified Greece as the birthplace of some aspects of his
anthropologism. What was 'humanist' about Lavrov's attitude toward Greece was not
simply that he knew something about it and saw some value in the Greek contribution
to human development, however. Rather, his attitude was similar to that of humanists
because he found the realization of some of his ideals in ancient Greece and allowed

himself to be 'inspired' by the Greek way of life.

4S]storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 235.
4TDidro i Lessing', p. 158.
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Chapter six: Theory of the federal state between 1868-1870

The humanist attitude toward the state is an ambiguous one. On the one hand,
humanists fear that a powerful state may prevent free personal development and
personal achievement. On the other hand, they regard the state, if it allows citizens to
participate in government, as an institution which enables human beings to work
together as a group in striving to realize their ideals. Humanists tend to think that the
federal state fulfils this purpose best, because individuals have the greatest opportunity
to participate in the government of their community if administrative power lies at a local
level. The power and function of the central state is reduced to the protection of the
region as a whole and of fundamental, universal principles, such as basic human rights.
Further, humanists, especially Wilhelm von Humboldt, feel that the division of the state
into regions can in itself be fruitful. A single state can develop in isolation, to some
extent, but its development will always be 'one-sided’, whereas the subdivision of a
nation into smaller states provides for greater variety and more opportunities for
discovery and exchange of ideas. Greece is an example of a state that was enriched by
its subdivision into smaller states.! Lavrov agreed that in Greece, 'the mutual
community of different nations, almost all of which stood on different levels of culture,
and possessed a different type of development, created a situation in which some
elements could be carried over from one nation into the other, [...] or at least more, than
if each one had existed in isolation'.2

Lavrov recognized the same potentials and dangers in the state that humanists
did. Especially until 1870, he saw the state as a universal, guiding idea that represented
people's decisions about how to organize their common lives, similar to the 'organic’
link described in the preceding chapter. Lavrov believed in a kind of federalism
(although he did not immediately attach a name to his views),3 in which practical
decisions were made at the local level, giving individual members of society wide
opportunities to shape the political life and environment in which they lived. The central
state stood over localities, protecting universal, progressive values, guaranteeing the
individual freedom and a many-sided development. According to Lavrov, this was to
be achieved by allowing every person free movement within the larger territory of the

Iwilhelm von Humboldt, 'Uber das Studium des Alterthums und des griechischen insbesondere’,
Wilhelm von Humboldts Gesammelte Schriften, 17 vols, Berlin, 1968, I, pp. 255-81: 273-74.
2Istoricheskie pis‘'ma, p. 228.

31n the 1870 edition of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, he described a state comprised of autonomous regions as a
'union' (p. 216). In the second, 1891 edition of the same work, he used the term 'federation’ (p. 325)
and did not substantially change any of the ideas expressed in the first edition. He also spoke of a
‘worker's federation' in 'Gosudarstvennyi element' (p. 303).
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central state in order to find a locality whose culture and customs suited his or her needs
and ideals.

The state, however, can also pose a threat to human freedom, something which
concerned both Lavrov and Humboldt. For this reason, Humboldt's famous position in
Ideen zu einem Versuch, die Grenzen der Wirksamkeit des Staates zu bestimmen was
that state power must be reduced as much as possible.# After 1870, Lavrov became
increasingly suspicious of the state and began to argue that it should eventually be
abolished altogether. This has earned him the reputation of an anarchist, and it is now
commonly thought that Lavrov categorically rejected the principle of the state.>

Support for this view has been found in 'Gosudarstvennyi element v
budushchem obshchestve', published in Vpered! in 1875-76. Here, Lavrov wrote that
by its very essence, the state element is an element of 'compulsion, because it is not an
element of social solidarity, but only an indication of a lack thereof; the state prevents
the establishment of the vital, 'organic link' in society.® Consequently, the state
element in society must be reduced to a minimum and, eventually, be abolished.” One
scholar, however, has explained that there are numerous contradictions in Lavrov's
views on the state. Novomirskii pointed out that Lavrov was an anarchist, because he
rejected the state, but nonetheless argued in support of socialism as a state form, and
was a federalist.® Novomirskii also commented that Lavrov warned against the dangers
of the compulsion of the individual by the state but proceeded to 'sacrifice’ the
individual to social opinion.9

The aim of this chapter is to show that, at least in the middle period of his career,
Lavrov was not an anarchist, but believed in a federal state system. There are a few
indications that Lavrov's sympathies for federalism developed early on, although he did
not write very much on social and especially political themes before his arrest in 1866,
perhaps for the obvious reason that he wished to avoid censorship. Still, a sympathy
for federalism is evident in an essay he wrote for Entsiklopedicheskii slovar”, entitled
'Avtonomiia' (1861):

[ocyaapcTBO ecThb KUBOI opraHu3M [...] TocyaapcTBo ecTh
MHOTOCJIOKHOe 1LieJioe, YJIeHH KOTOPOIro COCTaBJISIOT OT/AeNIbHHE
OOIINHE, OBI[eCTBEHHHE COI03H U O6TacTHHE yIpaBileHus. [...]

4Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, especially pp. 30-31.

SSee, for example: Stoianov, 'Anarkhizm i P. L. Lavrov', pp. 50-59; Kaplan, 'Ot sostavitelia', p. 20.
®'Gosudarstvennyi element', pp. 392-93.

7'Gosudarstvennyi element', pp. 395-96.

8Novomirskii, Na puti, on anarchism: pp. 401-02, 448, on federalism: pp. 433-34, 444. V. Trutovskii
also remarked that Lavrov was a federalist: V. Trutovskii, 'Sotsializm v uchenii P. Lavrova', "Vpered!",
pp. 15-19: 19.

9INovomirskii, Na puti, pp. 402, 411-15.
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[TpenMyiecTBO OBWIMHHON U OBJIACTHONH aBTOHOMMWM COCTOUT HEe TOJIbKO
B TOM, YTO OHa 6NaronpusaTCTBYET CBOOOe, TyOIIMUYHON KU3HM,
MECTHOM CaMOCTOSTENIbHOCTHU ITpe]l CACTEMOU LieHTpaIu3alMu, HO 1 B
TOM, UTO OHA YAOOHee B MpaBUTENbCTBEHHOM OTHOIEHWH, TOTOMY UTO
KTO BUJUT Bellk BOINM3U, TOT IO COBCTBEHHOMY HaOMIOAEHUIO U ONHTY
CyWT JIyule, CKOpee 1 JielieBjie MOKeT BCe CAeNlaThb, HexkesM TOT, KTO
yIpasBiisieT U3falu, He MMesl caM HeNloCpeACTBEHHOr o CBeleHUs O
MECTHHX W UHAWBUAYAJIbHEIX OTHOIEHHX. !0

One immediately apparent difference between the way he wrote about the state in this
period and the way he did so later, however, was that in this period Lavrov was still
hesitantly reacting against Russia's monarchy and bureaucracy. A few years later, he
had rejected them to the extent that they no longer entered into his calculations.

The clearest indication of Lavrov's sympathy for federalism was the extremely
favourable comments that he made about the United States in numerous works between
1868 and 1870. In 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo'(1868) Lavrov commented on
the high level of literacy,!! and he also noted progress made toward the equality of
women in American society.!? It was the fact that the United States was a federation
that impressed him most, however. He wrote in 'Filosofiia istorii slavian' (1870), for
example: 'AMepuKa npeicTaBuiia obpasel rocyfapCTBeHHOro CTpos, K
KOTOPOMY IOCTOSIHHO O6paualoTCs B30PH BCeX MBICIISUUX oAeit EBpomnk, 1
rle opraHvyeckas %u3Hb B OJIMTUYECKOM TeJle pa3BMBasNiach A0 BLICOKOM
creneHu.'!3 He believed that the American state system was successful, but not

perfect:

B CoeauHeHHEIX lllTaTax CeBepHOt AMEPUKH CieflaHa IONMHTKA, — A0
CHX NOP caMas WIMpOKasg B UCTOPUM, — COEIMHUTh AOBOJILHO CUIIbHOE
rocyAapCTBEHHOE eIMHCTBO, CIIOCO6HOEe PaCIMPUTBCA O KaKUX
YTOAHO IpeJenoB, C BOSMOKHO IOJIHON CAaMOCTOSTEIbHOCThIO
rnaBHbX HeHTpoB. Ho llltaTh CeBepHOIl AMepUKHU IPEeACTaBIIAIOT B
STOM OTHOIEHWH ellle CIIMIIKOM KPYIHHE eJUHMIIH, He JONycKamlne
BCEOOIIero y4yacTus HaceJIeHUs B BaxHeX ¢yHKUMAX MOJIMTUIECKOM
®U3HHM, @ IOTOMY He MpeACTaBIALIINE PyYaTelbCTBa B TOM, UTO BCE
HaceJIeHMe WTaTa CUMTaeT cebs JeCTBUTENIbHO CONUIapHEM C
roCyAapCTBEHHHM JOrOBOPOM, T. €. KOHCTUTYLMEO mTaTa. 4

Lavrov distinguished three bases of power in a federal system, namely the central state,
the regional state and the individual person,! each of which will be discussed below.

10p, L. Lavrov, 'Avtonomiia', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, 1, pp. 404-05: 405.
11'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, pp. 406-07.

12'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 2, pp. 311-21.

13'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 81.

14 storicheskie pis’'ma, p. 215.

15'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 411. This comment was made with regard to the
organization of civil society in the United States, but this may be taken to be true for federal systems as
a whole.
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A. The central state

Between 1868-70, Lavrov presented his readers with two different concepts of the

central state, which he referred to indiscriminately as soiuznaia vlast”, tsentral ‘naia

vlast’, or gosudarstvo. One concept of state included a negative evaluation and defined
the state as a force of physical compulsion over the population. The state, understood
in this way, was a product of culture or of past developments, and not of thought:
'TOCYyJapCTBO €CTb, COBCTBEHHO, BOBCE He NPOAYKT pa3yMa 1
06AYMaHHOCTH, a eCTeCTBeHHOe KYJIbTYPHOe fBlleHHe B ObLeCTBeHHOM
#U3HU'.16 A second, positively evaluated concept of the state treated it as an idea
embodying progress, or as a symbol for the united striving of its citizens. In this sense,
the state is founded on the 'imperative of reason’: 'TOCyJapCTBO ke CTPEMUTCA
OCHOBaTb CBOe CYIleCTBOBaHHME U €IMHCTBO Ha 06s13aTellbHOCTH pa3yMa, a He
Ha UcTopuueckoM npuHy#xaeHun'.!7 Lavrov declared that there is no compatibility
between these two forms of state.18

According to Lavrov, the United States was, at least in this period, an example
of the central state in its positive sense. In 'Filosofiia istorii slavian', he described the
central government of the United States as representing and defending a 'universal’,
progressive idea: 'OHa nocraBuia ObueuesIOBEYHYIO MbIC/Tb HaJl BCEMU
KyJbTYpPaMH B caMO/Jiep:KaBUM KOHIpecca U COI03HOW KOHCTUTYLIWH,
OXpaHsALllelt oblMe Havana yeloBeyecKoro passuTHs, BHpabOTaHHHE
MEICJTBIO U3 ee UCTOpUUeckoro onura.'l® He contrasted the United States with
Britain, which he called a ‘cultural-historical type of organism', and of which he wrote:
'OH BOBCe He NIPOAYKT OblieuennoBeyeckoro aneMeHTa LMBWIA3aLMK, He
DPOAYKT MHICIIH, a BHPOC OpPraHM4eckuM pa3BUTHMEM MeCTHOi, 060CObIIeHHON
KynbTypH'20

In its positive sense, the central state defends absolute, progressive principles,
as he said, 'laws of truth and justice":

LlenTpansHas ke BIacTh AOKHA IIPU DTOM ylep:kKaTb 3a COBOM
OXpaHeHHe JIMllb TeX 3aKOHOB, OBUNX AJIA BCeli TEPPUTOPUH, KOTOPHE
COCTaBJIFIOT HE UCTOPUYECKU-BHPAabOTaHHEE YCIIOBUS KYJbTYPH, He

16 storicheskie pis‘ma, p. 196.

YIstoricheskie pis‘'ma, p. 218.

18 storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 201: '[IBa MICTOYHNKA rOCYAaPCTBEHHOl CBA3M — €CTECTBEHHOE
HayaJio MPUHY AMTENbHOCTU U O6fyMaHHOe Hauano AOrOBOPa, — BCTYIAIOT B CTONIKHOBEHMUE,
[OTOMY UTO NOCNeAHee, BO UMA CIIPaBeAJIMBOCTH, CTPEMUTCA YMEHbIUTDb IPHY ANTENbHOCTS.'
19Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 119.

20'Filosofiia istorii slavian’, part 2, pp. 118-19.

96



pe3ynbTaT MECTHHIX TPeBOBaHMIA WM BpeMEHHEIX YBJIEUEeHMUIl, a
Heu3MeHHHE 3aKOHH HaYKW OTHOCHUTEJILHO 0blIeyennoBedyeckKoil MICTUHE
U oblieyenoBeyeckoil cnpasemBocTH [...] HayuHocTh U
00b11e4yeToOBeYHOCTb STUX 3aKOHOB JIOMI:KHE CaMU COB0I0 UMETh
CrieICTBUeM NMPUIOKUMOCTb UX KO BCEM MECTHOCTSM, HE3aBUCUMO OT
KYJIbTYPHOrO pa3Hoo6pa3us obuectBa. O653aTeNIbHOCTD U

NPUHY AUTEIBHOCTh DTUX 3aKOHOB MO:KET UMETh JIMIIb TOT CMEICII, YTO
YCIOBUs Nporpecca Ans Bcero obuecTsa - 06s3aTe/lbHO OXPaHUTh OT
YacCTHHX yb6exkeHU! TMUHOCTEl; HO IO Mepe pa3BUTHA OBLIeCTBa, 3Ta
06s13aTeNIbHOCTh MEPEXOUT BCe BoJiee U3 rocyjapCTBeHHOro 3aKOHa B
NMMYHOoe ybemaeHu e, ciieJoBaTelIbHO, Bce bosee TepseT CBOIO

IPUHY AMTENIbHOCTH]...]21

The state element should be minimized by devolving the political functions of the central
state to 'regional centres',22 and the role of the state is now to protect universal,
progressive laws against the encroachments of local culture and individuals' beliefs.
The significance of this will be seen below.

B. Regional states

In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, Lavrov specified that regional states, or 'local centres', as he
often called them, should represent local culture and local needs: 'B pa3nnuuu
MEeCTHOIO CTPOA AOJIKHO OTPa3UThCA BCEe pa3HOOOpa3ue MeCTHHX
norpe6HOCTEN U MeCTHOI KyNbTypH'.23 He emphasized the cultural particularity
of local states more strongly in 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', where he claimed
that the regional state reflects extremities of custom and belief, especially religious
beliefs, or the freedom to live by one's religious beliefs. The freedom of the individual
to hold any (or no) religious conviction must be defended by the central state.24

Apart from showing the cultural distinctiveness of local states, he also spoke
numerous times in Isforicheskie pis ‘ma of their special political function. Regional
states are meant to be republican (although Lavrov did not use this term) in the sense
that they should allow their inhabitants active participation in government, and their

political systems ought to conform to the wishes and ideals of people living in them:

BHYTPEHHHF[ ske CTOpOHa roCcyAapCTBEHHOM XU3HU, T. €. UMEHHO Ta,
KOTOpas MOMKeT 0Ka3aThbCA CTeCHUTEINILHOM A1 OTAeJIbHEIX
MeCTHOCTe! U IMYHOCTEM U BHI3HBAaeT HEeAOBOJILCTBO, AOIKHA
nepexoJUTh BCe MOJIHEee U MOoJIHee K MellbualliuM LleHTpaM,
JONyCKaoUNUM AeiCTBUTENIbHOE YYaCcTUe B NOJIMTUYECKON AeATEIbHOCTHU

2 storicheskie pis ma, pp. 216-17. In the 1891 edition, Lavrov replaced MecTHOCTAM in the 8th line
with TMYHOCTAM: Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, second edition, p. 324.

22storicheskie pis ‘ma, pp. 214-15.

2Istoricheskie pis‘'ma, p. 216.

24'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 414.
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MOYTH BCEX B3POCIKIX JIMYHOCTEN [...] TpM 4yeM rpakaaHuH, CTeCHEeHHHI
YCJIOBUSAMH MOJIMTUUECKOIO CTPOS OAHOM MECTHOCTU MOXKET IIepeiiTH B
APYTOil MECTHHI HEHTP, CTOJIb ke MOJHONPABHAI MOJIMTUYECKH, HO
6oJiee MOAXOAAUMIA K €ro KU3HEeHHOMY uieany. O6LUPHOCTb
TEPPUTOPHUM B DTOM ClIyyae He TOJIbKO He MOKeT OhTh CTEeCHUTEIIbHA,
HO CKOpee objieruaeTt rpaxiaHvHa, Tak Kak I10 Mepe 3TOM
OOUIMPHOCTH, PACTET BEPOSITHOCTb M1 HEro HaliTH LIEHTP,
COOTBETCTBYIOUMI1 ero KeJlaHWsM; U B TO ke BpeMs, OH COXpaHSeT
CO3HaHMe, UTO, 3aMeHSAA OJIHU IOJIMTUUECKUE YCITOBUA KU3HU APYTMMH,
OH OCTAaEeTCs BepeH CBOEMY 00lieMY rocylapCTBEHHOMY OTe4yeCTBY.2d

In this passage of Istoricheskie pis ‘'ma, Lavrov's description of his model of a
‘federal' state system conforms fairly closely with what Humboldt had to say about the
state in "Uber das Studium des Alterthums und des griechischen insbesondere'. As has
already been mentioned, both Lavrov and Humboldt idealized the Greek state system.
Both believed that the subdivision of a nation into smaller states was fruitful because
different customs and practices would evolve in different states, the idea being that
states would adopt and exchange customs from one another. Humboldt claimed that, in
Greece, this led to competition and high achievement;26 Lavrov also felt that the Greek
state system had led to higher (intellectual) achievement, but mainly because it
augmented freedom of thought.2?

An important difference between Lavrov's thought and that of Humboldt stands
out, however. For Humboldt, life inside the republic is characterized by debate about
issues of government among citizens, which he believed had an elevating effect on the
person. The individual must make every attempt at self improvement in order to
increase his or her persuasiveness, and so democracy leads to self-development.28 In
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, Lavrov mentioned participation in the political life of the state as
an important activity for citizens. For Lavrov, however, this does not seem to have
included extensive debate and fundamental disagreement about how the state should be
governed. Citizens make a decision about what kind of a political system they want to
live in when they choose to join a certain community, and if it does not meet their

needs, expectations or ideals, they express their disapproval by leaving it:

JINUHOCTH, KPUTHYECKHE CTPEeMIIEHHA KOTOPHIX IOABEPrain U MOTJIN
MOJABEPrHYTh WX MpeciiefJOBaHMIO B OJHOM rOCyAapCcTBe, HaXOAWIH

2S]storicheskie pis ‘ma, p. 216. He repeated this idea several pages further on, p. 218: 'Ta %e yacTb
rocyapcTBeHHOU ¢yHKUMH, KOTOPas nepelia K MeNKUM YaCTHHM LeHTPaM, TEPAET CBOIO
NPVHY AMTENbHOCTb, BCIIEACTBME Pa3HOOOpa3isd MECTHOIO NONMUTHYECKOro CTPO, ero
COOTBETCTBUA C MECTHOMN KYNIbTYPON W BCIIEACTBHE IIONHOM BO3MOKHOCTU AT MMUHOCTH
BHOPaTh yIOGHENNI TOMUTAUECKHI CTPOM, He BHXO/A U3 IpellefIoB OTeYecTBa. DTUM NYyTeM
MECTHHE LIeHTPH CTPeMATCA O6PaTUTbCA B CBOGOAHHI OOWECTBEHHHIA CO03.'

26Humboldt, "Uber das Studium', pp- 274-74.

27 storicheskie pis’'ma, p. 228.

28Humboldt, 'Uber das Studium', p. 272.
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yb6exuile B spyroM. Mx MEICIb Kpellsia Ha ceobose. OBIWHOCTh
KYJbTYPHHX YCJIOBUIl B OBOUX rOCYAapCTBaxX AO3BOJIsANA JIETKO
PacnpoCTPaHATHCA CIIOBY M MHCJIM U3 OJHOIO roCcyAapcTBa B APYToe,
HECMOTPS HU Ha KaKue NPpensTCTBUA. 29

Pluralism is, therefore, to be guaranteed at a national, but not necessarily at a
local level. Indeed, it would seem that Lavrov's commitment to pluralism waned after
1870, as he increasingly emphasised the need for solidarity that was to be based on
community of belief. This is reflected in Lavrov's descriptions of the obshchina, both
of the past and future.30 In the late 1850s and 1860s, the term is often used to mean a
community of people with a common faith, and this is also the sense in which it is used
in 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo' (1868), where he described obshchiny as
religious sects. After 1870, Lavrov began to use this word to describe communities
generally, of which he demanded that they have a common faith. In one much later
essay, 'Politicheskie tipy XVIII veka' (1880), he gave a highly idealized portrait the
ancient Russian obshchina as a kind of city state. He claimed to have gathered
information from works by the economic historian P. A. Sokolovskii,3! but the
description clearly reveals Lavrov's own ideals and preferences:

O6muHa, rooput COKOJIOBCKMUIA, - 0Os13aHA CBOMM ITPOUCXOKISHUEM
CO3HaHMIO JIIO/El, UTO PY OOLEKUTUM OPraHM30BaHHOM Ha Havasnax
PaBeHCTBA U B3aUMHOCTH ropasjo NOoJIHee YIOBIETBOPAIOTCS
MOTPeBHOCTU KaxkJaoro yenoseka. OHa Ovlla He LieNblo, a JIMIb
CPeACTBOM IS OCYUIEeCTBIIEHUS JIMUHOIO 651aroCOCTOSHUSA U CBOOOH
nHAMBUAYyMa. OTcioja NMOHATHO, YTO OHA He MOorJla UMeTh HUKAKOM
IPUHYIUTENLHOM B/IaCTH HaJl CBOMMM ulleHaMW. BcneacTBue Takoro
YCTPOIACTBA B APeBHeil ObllHEe He MOTJIO OBITh HU pellleHUit 1o
BOJIBIIMHCTBY IOJIOCOB, HU OpraHoB BnacTh. Kaxjaoe MHeHHWe Jeanoch
obs13aTeIbHEM JIMIIb TPU € IMHOTIJTACHOM NOCTaHOBJIEHWH, ITPY COrllacuu
C HUM Bcex wieHoB [...] O6bmuHa B 3TOi dopMe nmpeacTaBiIANa,
NOBUAMMOMY, 3HAUMTENbHYIO CTENleHb COMMAAPHOCTH, ONUpaBlieiica KakK
Ha CBATOCTb OOHYAs, TaK M Ha AOCTAaTOYHYIO CTElleHb
YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTH JIMUHHX UHTEPECOB ee YJIeHOB, a TaK:ke Ha
obecneyeHne UX 6€30MacHOCTU OB13aHHOCTHIO B3aMHO ITOMONIN.32

In this passage in 'Politicheskie tipy XVIII veka', the demand both for free individual
development and unanimity stands out. Here, however, the potential conflict between

these two is not as glaring as in a corresponding passage in 'Gosudarstvennyi element v

2storicheskie pis‘'ma, p. 228; see also pp. 216, 218.

30Alan Kimball has commented at length on Lavrov's use of the term obshchina. Kimball, however,
looks at obshchina more or less exclusively as an economic entity; see: Alan Kimball, 'The Russian
Past and the Socialist Future in the Thought of Peter Lavrov', Slavic Review, 30, 1971, no. 1, pp. 28-
45, especially pp. 40-41.

31Lavrov referred to these works in 'Politicheskie tipy', p. 110. He did not discuss Sokolovskii's
theories, however, and rather seems to have referred to Sokolovskii for support.

32'politicheskie tipy', pp. 109-10.

99



budushchem obshchestve', where Lavrov described the ideal obshchina of the future.
Here, the claim made by Novomirskii, that Lavrov 'sacrificed' the individual to social

opinion, rings true:

ConuaapHas ob1MHA, B KOTOPOIl MHTEPECH BCeX U KaskAOro CBsA3aHH
BO BCEX OBWECTBEHHEX OTNPaBIeHUAX, HEU36eKHO BH30BET POPMH
OBWERUTHA, TAe ANA KaKIOro 6yaeT MoYTH HEBO3MOKHO YKPHTb OT
APYTUX CKONMBKO-HUOY b Cepbe3HHIe SBIEHUS CBOEl JTMUHOMN KU3HH.
CBob0oHEE KOONEPAaTUBHHE COIO3H IS BCEX OOECTBEHHHX GYHKIINIA,
npudeM KasKAHil usieH obuecTsa 6yaeT OJHOBPEMEHHO y4acTBOBaTh B
HECKOJIbKMX Pa3HOOOPa3HLIX COI3aX, MPeAnonaraloT HpaBCTBEHHYIO
3aBUCUMOCTb Ka®A0OM JIMYHOCTU OT MHEHUS MHOKeCTa JINLL, BXOAIIWMX
CcaMBIM pa3HOOOpa3HHM 06pa30M B ee KU3HEeHHYIO AesiTelIbHOCTh. Bce
9TH BIWSAHUA, BMECTe B3ATHE, JOIKHH 006pa30oBaTh TaKoe CUJIbHOE
HpaBCTBEHHOE JaBjIeHHe Ha JIMUHOCTD, YTO, COBEPIIEHHO He3aBUCUMO
OT JeCTBUTEJNIbHOI NNepepaboTKu adPpeKTOB Ny TeM W3MEHEHUS YCIIOBUIA
ObleCTBEeHHOM KU3HU U BOCIIMTAHMA, TPUBHYKA ClEP:KUBATh
IposiBlieHne apPpeKTOB, MPOTUBHHX OBIECTBEHHOMY MHEHHIO, JOMKHA
3HAYMTENbHO YCWIMTBCA M KakAoNM 0cobu, a MOTOM CAeNlaThCA
Hac/eACTBeHHOI.33

Just as pluralism and diversity seem to have lost value for Lavrov, so one also
finds that his evaluation of politics became increasingly negative after 1870, when he
began to predict the decline of the political element in the contemporary world. In
'Filosofiia istorii slavian', he wrote: 'monMTuyeckas UCTOPUS rocyJapcTs
OKa3HBaeTcs He 605iee KaK BCIOMOTraTellbHHM, BTOPOCTENIEHHEM 3JIEMEHTOM
HacmosAw,eli ICTOPUX YesloBe4eCTBa, MCTOPYMU HapOJOB B UX KYJIbTYPHOM
Pa3BUTHM MIOA BAUSHWEM HayYHOM, Xy AOKECTBEHHOM, peIMruo3HoMn,
dunocodckoit paboTH MeCTH'.34 Later, he claimed that in the nineteenth century
people no longer had faith in politics, and that only opportunists engaged in it for its
own sake.35

The year 1870, therefore, was a dividing year in Lavrov's thought about the
state and community. Until and including 1870, Lavrov did not feel that total unity of
opinion in society was possible to any large extent, or even desirable. This is
expressed most clearly in 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo', where Lavrov
attacked Mikhailovskii because the latter argued for a society of homogeneous people.

33'Gosudarstvennyi element’, p. 267. This was not one isolated thought. It was part of a wider
discussion about the way in which there would be no need for the police, or for physical compulsion of
any kind, in post-revolutionary society, because of social opinion. In a society of true solidarity, social
opinion would be as equally effective a form of compulsion as physical force. Some of the ideas
expressed in this passage, however, directly contradict other, established views, such as the one that
progressive ideas could not be hereditary, which is discussed below.

34'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 99. Lavrov, however, spoke positively about 'taking part in
political life' in the first part of the same work (p. 393).

35'politicheskie tipy', p. 87.
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Human beings, according to Lavrov, have a right to be different, think differently (and
critically), and even to want to be different. To sacrifice this right is to sacrifice critical
thought, and hence also to sacrifice progress.3¢ Following 1870, Lavrov's emphasis
on the need for solidarity that was to be based on community of belief increasingly
contradicted his demand that people had a right to free development and to express
critical thought.37

C. The individual and the state, or 'national idea'

The cultivation of variety among human beings, which Lavrov defended in 'Formula
progressa g. Mikhailovskogo' was also of paramount importance to Wilhelm von
Humboldt. For Humboldt, the extent to which the state facilitates the many-sided and
free development of human beings is the most important criterion for the evaluation of
any system of state. The protection of free personal development is also one of the
most important functions of the state in Lavrov's works between 1868-70. Indeed, for
Lavrov, this is the only way in which the state can gain legitimacy. He explained this in
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma:

[ocyaapcTBO €CTh OTBIEUEHHOEe NOHATHE, U €C/IN DTO NOHATHE He
3aKJ/IIOYaeT pealbHOro cojepkKaHusa, TO OHO CTAHOBUTCS MAOJIOM, Ipek
KOTOPHM IIPUHOCHUTh KPOBaBHE KePTBH 6eCCMEICIIEHHO. PeasnbHoe
cojep:KaHue NOHATUIO JaeT JTUllb JIMYHOCTh B CBOEM pa3BUTUNA. BHecs B
IIOHATHE O roCcyJapcTBe TpeboBaHWe UCTUHEL U CITPaBEANTMBOCTH,
JIMUHOCTh ObpalllaeT MpeApacCyAOUYHOro ujiosa B Hepa3Ae/bHHi
9JIEMEHT BHCIIEro ob1ecTBeHHOro uieasna v I/ 3TOro uiaeana Bce
epTBH Pa3yMHH U ClIpaBeSIUBH.38

A state represents an ideal, or an idea, if it allows its members to develop
themselves and their thoughts freely and permits them to act toward the realization of
their ideals. In 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', he described the central state as an
idea’ in which the individual represents ‘criticism' and struggle, and he even said that
the role of the individual in the state is the role of struggle:

lleHTpanpbHOe mpaBiieHWe BHPpakaeT 6ojiee BHpabOTaHHH DJIEMEHT
MBIC/TU, TJie BEICKA3HBAETCA KPUTUKA CYIECTBYIOHE pa3sHOOOpa3HOM
KYNbTYPH U HAaUTyyllde pe3yNbTaTH ee epexoliaT B 3aKOH, KaK
TOJIbKO OHWU CTAHOBATCA UCTOPUYECKH BO3MOMKHBIMU. JIMUHOCTB, CO
CBOMM HeOorpaHWYeHHHM IPaBOM acCOLMALUN, TPUHOCUT DIIEMEHT
UCmopuyeckoz0 npouecca 60pb6bl, JO3BOJIALINIA B CAaMOe KOPOTKOE
BpeMs OLeHUTb MaTepUallbHO CHITY HOBOW MEIC/IA U CTapOro

36'Formula progressa', especially pp. 401-404.
37Lavrov continued to defend these, for example, in the second edition of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, p. 216.
38[storicheskie pis'ma, p. 234.
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KYbTYPHOTO NpejaHusi, U ClieJoBaTeIbHO, U UCTOPUYECKYIO
BO3MOKHOCTh OCYI[ECTBUTh HOBOE C HEKOTOPOI HaAekI0i Ha
MMPOYHOCTH.39

Between 1868-70, Lavrov also felt that freedom strengthened what has been
called the 'organic link' binding individuals and localities into one larger body. In
'Filosofiia istorii slavian' he wrote: 'ueM mMpe 3Ta CBO60Ja, TEM JIyylle JIMUHOCTD
CITYKUT LIEJIOMY, TeM Kpelye OKa3HBaeTCsl OpPraHu3M rocyapcTBa; ueM
CcaMOCTOsATeNNbHee POABNAETCA MeCTHas KU3Hb, TEM CUANTbHEee YYBCTBYIOT
Ppa3HbEle MEeCTHOCTH CBOIO B3aUMHYIO cBA3b'.40 He also claimed that the free
development of thought could only increase state power: 'Pa3BuTe HayuyHoOe,

XY AOXKECTBEHHOe, PUIocodckoe He Mellasio rocy JapCBeHHOM Cuile, a,
HaNpPOTHB, YBeIU4YUBaJo ee.'4]

The relationship between the individual and the nation4? or civilization is similar.
The opportunities the person has for development and for the expression and realization
of his or her ideas also become opportunities for a civilization to express its 'idea’, and
this, according to Lavrov, makes for a healthy and progressive society. In Istoricheskie
pis ‘ma, the ideal relationship between the individual, critically thinking citizen and the
civilization in which he or she lives comes across as a symbiotic one:

IleCTBUTENBHO, B KaXKAYIO 310Xy LIMBUIN3ALIMA HECKOIHKO Pa3BUTOIO
0o61IeCTBa UMEeT CBOM XapaKTepPHUCTHYEeCKUe YePThH, CBOM PYKOBOJSAIME
uien, u ueM obleCTBeHHbe $OPMH JIyullle CTOCOBCTBYIOT
BCECTOPOHHEMY Pa3BUTHIO JIMYHOCTH, YeM 3J0pOBee OBLEeCTBO, UeM
6oree LEeIOCTH B €ro LMBUIM3aLUM, TEM IIOJTHEE U ONpejeNuTe/lbHee
BhHIPaKaeT 3Ta UMBUIIM3ALMA CBOIO uielo. IIOHATHO, UTO B NOZOOGHOM
cryvae, LMBUIIM3aLMS JaHHOW HalMOHAIbHOCTH, B PaCCMaTPUBAEMYIO
210Xy, 60jIee CIoCO6CTBYET Pa3BUTHIO NMUUHOCTEN, U BHECEHHIO
CIipaBeAJIMBOCTU B GOPMHI OBLECTBEHHOM KU3HN.43

Lavrov not only spoke of an idea with regard to the state and civilization, but
also with regard to the nation. The concept of a 'national idea' was problematic for
Lavrov, because it is often associated with the Slavophiles. Since he wished to avoid
being compared with Slavophiles, he hesitated to adopt this concept, and often referred

39'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, pp. 411-12. One might recall Lavrov's general claim, in
"Tri besedy', that the application of critical thought to an idea necessarily leads to struggle (p. 549).
40'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 81. He said this in the context of a description of the state in
Britain and the United States.

41'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 95.

42For an account of Lavrov's views on nationality, see V. A. D’iakov and E. K. Zhigunov,
'"Narodnicheskoe napravlenie v russkoi slavianovedcheskoi istoriografii i P. L. Lavrov', in
Istoriograficheskie issledovaniia po slavianovedeniiu i balkanistike, ed. V. A. D’iakov, Moscow, 1984,
pp- 157-216, especially p. 193.

B[storicheskie pis ma, pp. 162-63.
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instead to 'national tendencies'.#4 The word 'idea’, however, kept appearing in this
context, and he even conceded that Slavophiles might be right when they spoke, for
example, of a 'national' approach to science.#5 In Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, he did not want
to admit that there was any such thing as a national idea, nevertheless, he argued that

one 'might' think of it in such terms:

HaxoHel MO:HO cebe npeACTaBUTh Aejio TaK. JIMUHOCTH OAHOrOo
IIJIeMEeHU WIK pa3HBIX IJIEMeH, O] BIMAHWEM OAMHAKOBHX
KJIMMaTUUYECKHX, ITOUBEHHKX, DKOHOMHUYECKHX U KYIbTYPHHX YCIIOBUIA,
BHpabaTHBAIOT HEKOTOPHE OblIHe MCUXuuecKre HaKJIOHHOCTH, ITPH
60JIbIIOM Pa3HOO6pPa3MK BO BCEM OCTAIbHOM. DTH IICUXWUYECKUe
HaKJIOHHOCTH, Ob1iue A BCeX, U COCTABIIAIOT HallMOHAJIbHOE
ob60cobieHHe, KaKMM OH IIyTEM OHU He Monyuanuchk. Iloka ux HeT,
HallUM HeT; KaK TOJIbKO OHU IOIYUYaIUCh, TO UX MOKHO
$bOpPMYIMPOBaTh B OCOBEHHOM njee, KOTOpas HelmpepHBHO
MPOSBIIAETCS BO BCell Mmocieayouei :ku3H1 HallMoHambHOCTU. ITo Mepe
BJIMSTHUSA NOCeHe Ha UCTOPHIO YelIOBEUeCTBa, BXOJAUT B OTY UCTOPHIO
M COOTBETCTBeHHas uaes. TopxecTBO U rvbesib HallMOHAJIbBHOCTH
BHI3EIBAIOT BO3BHIIEHUE WU ocliabneHue U ee uaen. IlepBue nMomokeHUs
9TOro NOCTPOEHUS AONYCTHUTh, KOHEYHO, MOKHO, U Telepbh HEKOTOPHE
MBEICIIUTENN YKe MOCTaBUIIU cebe 3afiauell MccieoBaTh SBIIEHNUS
IICUXOJIOrMU HapOJOB.46

Lavrov was careful to point out, however, that a nation may represent an idea only for a
limited period of time, and only if the idea corresponds exactly with very specific,
historical circumstances: 'Ha OCHOBaHUM ODUWMX NICUXUUECKUX HAKIIOHHOCTEN U
COOHTHIA UCTOPUM — JaHHAA HALMOHAJIbHOCTh, — B HEKOTOPYIO DIIOXY CBOEro

CYLIeCTBOBaHUsA, — MOkem CAeNaThCA, IO XapaKTepy CBOei LMBUIIU3aLUH,
3aMeTHHM IIpeACTaBUTeNIeM TOM UK Apyroi uaen'.4’7 Ideas and ideals,

therefore, are not hereditary, rather, their appearance depends on the existence of
individual people who think, understand and strive to realize them: 'B CYI[HOCTH,
IOHUMAaTh ¥ BOIUIOWATh MOI'YT TOJIBKO IMUHOCTH, KOTOPHE [...] cyThb
eAMHCTBEHHHIe JieATeNu Iporpecca’.¥8 One cannot rely on a nation to bring about
progress in history, nor can one tie the rise and fall of a progressive principle to a
particular nation. Individual people, not nations, have a duty and responsibility to act

441n 'Rol” slavian v istorii mysli', he said of nations: 'OHM He cyTh BOILIOWEHNS HEKOTOPHX
MeTadpu3nyecKux UM HpaBCTBEHHHX MAel, KaK NpeAnonarani UCTOpuku-uaeanuct. Hapoau
HWKEM U HM K yeMy He npejHa3HaueHH. Maen He UMEIOT peanbHOro CylleCTBOBAHUA BHE
MBICITU IMUHOCTEN MX BHpaboTasuux.' (p. 311) Nevertheless, one could, he said, speak of national
tendencies. The point of this work was to show that the Slavs had a way of thinking that made them
particularly suited to show the world the way toward a better future (see especially pp. 367-68).
45Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 3.

46/storicheskie pis‘'ma, p. 165.

4Istoricheskie pis‘ma, p. 170.

4B[storicheskie pis‘ma, p. 172.
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toward the realization of ideas and must not observe the rise and fall of ideas as if from
outside. A nation, according to Lavrov, can become a representative of progress, but

only if it gives its citizens the freedom to make this possibility a fact.
D. The organic state

As was mentioned in the previous chapter, Lavrov praised the Greeks for trying to
establish an 'organic’ state, which he defined in 'Filosofiia istorii slavian' as a state in
which i) the state fostered the development of each person 'economically and
intellectually’ and encouraged people to take part as fully in economic and social life as
possible, ii) the state allowed 'local centres' to follow their own particular paths
‘without harm to the common link', and iii) each person allowed political questions to
become an integral part of his or her life and citizens regarded the interests of the state as
their own interests.#9 The idea of the 'organic' state corresponds fairly accurately to
what has been said about the 'federal’ state. What is special about the organic theory is
the way in which all of the different demands made on the individual and state are
linked. They are all, presumably, meant to function simultaneously, harmoniously, and
interdependently, in other words, as an organism. It is not the same kind of organicism
which treats constituent parts as means rather than ends.>% The full development of
each individual is valued as an end in itself, only individuals are regarded primarily as
members of society whose lives and efforts are evaluated as positive or negative
contributions to society, and who are seen to be highly dependent on one another. Here
one might recall what Lavrov said about 'organic society' in 'Gosudarstvennyi element
v budushchem obshchestve':

Bcsikoe 061ecTBO TEM JIMib OTIMYAETCS OT COBOKYIHOCTHU Ocobeit, UYTO
B HEM OCOOU UYBCTBYIOT WM CO3HAIOT CBOK B3aMMHYIO COJIMAAPHOCTb,
4YTO MEXKAY UY/ieHaMM OblecTBa CylleCTBYEeT HEKOTOpas opraHuyeckas
CBsI3b. DTa CBA3b MOMKET OHITh CBA3bIO OOHYAS, CBS3bIO BPEMEHHOTI O
addexTa WM BEepPOBAHMA, CBA3bIO PACCUMTAHHOI LIEITH, CBA3BIO
HPaBCTBEHHOI 06A3aHHOCTH; BO BCEX DTUX CIIYUYasaX COIMAAPHOCTD
MEXAY UlleHaMU CYUeCTBYeT, XOTSA MOMKET ObTh BeCbhMa pa3iiMyHa 110

49'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, pp. 393-94.

S0Lavrov often used organic language when discussing his own political and social theories and even
defined society as an organism. See, for example: P. L. Lavrov, 'Khronika obshchestvennykh nauk’,
Sobranie sochinenii, 111, no. 8, pp. 189-243: 217-19. In 'Biografiia-ispoved”, p. 96, he explained that
it was legitimate to call a society organic, so long as one distinguished between the biological and
sociological meanings of the word. This probably meant that Lavrov, like Mikhailovskii, rejected a
view of society as an organism in which human beings were regarded as organs with no independent
value or existence of their own. Scholars have not remarked upon organicism in his sociological
writings, apart from Sorokin, who claimed that Lavrov was opposed to organicism in 'P. L. Lavrov,
kak sotsiolog', p. 23.
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IPOYHOCTH, IO Pa3yMHOCTH, IO 1errecoobpasHocTy. Kak Tonpko
Kakas-Mbo 13 3TUX CBsA3el obpa3oBanach, COBOKYNHOCMb TUYHOCMell
cTajna o6u,ecmsom, KOTOpoe COCTaBNIAET OP2aHU3M, MOKET
JefiCTBOBaTh KaK HeUTO Liefloe, TaK YTO YIeHH ero MOoryTt
PacCUMTHBATH APYT Ha Apyra.sl

Lavrov's thought about the state was most humanist in the middle of his career,
around 1870, when he argued that a system of state must encourage both 'organic links'
in society and free individual development and criticism. The federal state system was
intended to enable pluralism at the same time as community of belief at the local level.
This view of the state in the middle of his career is analogous to the view of culture that
he also put forward in the same period. According to this view, culture was to maintain
habit and tradition while simultaneously fostering development and transformation.
Lavrov's 'humanism' of the late 1860s and early 1870s, therefore, was optimistic in
that it sought to reconcile potentially opposing principles. This optimism was shared by
Humboldt, for example, who valued cultural particularity at the same time as social
diversity, freedom, criticism and debate, and who did not believe that these stood in
fundamental conflict with one another.

As Lavrov's social and political ideals shifted to the left following his flight from
Russia, principles within his social and political thought came into increasing conflict.
Formerly, he had argued that criticism and development were necessary in society, and
that this inevitably meant a certain amount of struggle and conflict within society. Later,
he argued that communities must be regulated by consensus and unity of belief, and
criticism was marginalized in Lavrov's social theory along with the principle of political
activity. He began to regard the state itself as an extraneous element in society the more
his faith in unity of belief grew. In this way, his later thought undermined ideas that
had been central to his earlier thought, notably criticism and free personal development.

Sl'Gosudarstvennyi element', p. 392.
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Conclusion

Lavrov's interests and preoccupations changed in several significant respects during the
course of his career as a writer. During the first decade, until the mid-1860s, one of his
principal aims was to provide his readers with a philosophical account of various
aspects of the human personality and general guidelines for the development of a better
kind of person. The development of the whole person, body, mind and character,
according to an ideal was the central theme of humanist thought, and this was also a
common issue in Lavrov's early works. According to Lavrov, ideals must become a
part of the person's very identity and he or she must cultivate an unconditional faith in
them. The strength of a person's commitment to ideals is underpinned by
receptiveness for ideas and by general strength of feeling. These are also qualities that
humanists admired. Lavrov and humanists alike regarded the human being as a creative
being who applies his or her ideals not only to personal development, but also to art,
science and to the development of society. Human relations should be based on respect
for the dignity of every human being, which does not rest on an individual's
achievements in the past, but on the potential for achievement that lies in every human
being.

In the course of the 1860s, Lavrov found that Russian society presented only
limited possibilities for personal development, and that the state's initiatives were not
improving the situation. Efforts by private individuals were unsatisfactory due to the
small scope of their results. Lavrov became increasingly interested in the development
and pursuit of ideals at the social rather than the individual level. At this point, his
thought became 'humanist' in new respects. He adopted a notion of culture which was
similar to that of humanists because it stressed the importance of inherited values and
customs in determining personal development, but also demanded continuous change
and development according to contemporary needs and ideals. In the late 1860s and
early 1870s, he put forward a theory of a federal state which he valued because it
promoted free personal development and encouraged the expression and realization of
personal ideals, while still allowing people to live in communities that are united by
shared beliefs. This, again, is an attitude which one associates with humanism.
Finally, in a fashion analogous to humanists, Lavrov was inspired by the ancient
Greeks, whose state and society, he claimed, embodied his own ideals.

In this way, until the late 1860s and early 1870s, Lavrov's concern for the
influence of society on the development of the person allowed humanist elements in his
thought to develop. His attitude toward the person and personal development remained
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the same, even if issues such as receptiveness, creativity, feeling and wholeness were
no longer prevalent subjects of discussion in his writings.

Following the mid-1870s, when Lavrov's thought became more militantly
socialist, his ideas did not develop in any new ways that can be considered distinctly
humanist. Lavrov did not, as one might imagine, formulate anything that one could
describe as a socialist humanism, and his arguments in favour of socialism were now
based on principles that were alien to humanism. These included calculation of personal
interest, maximization of pleasure and minimization of pain as ends in themselves, as
well as the intelligentsia's debt to the working classes, and not, for example, the human
right to a many-sided development, or the defence of human dignity (often invoked by
Soviet socialist humanists). Nor was humanism relevant to the most important
developments in his thought, for example his discussion of the philosophy of history.

Some of Lavrov's humanist values were directly challenged by his
fundamentally socialist values, such as the theory of solidarity, which became a
definitive part of his socialist theory from the early 1870s. This clashed with ideals of
criticism and free development, which had been integral to his earlier ideas about the
person. It also conflicted with humanist values concerning culture and the state in the
middle of his career. This conflict, however, was never openly acknowledged or
played out in his works. He never repudiated his former ideas and values, indeed,
Lavrov himself did not believe that his thought had changed 'in any essential point’, as
he claimed in 'Biografiia-ispoved” (1885/89).1 But 'Biografiia-ispoved”, in which
Lavrov gave a broad survey of what he then considered to be the salient features of his
thought, scarcely refers to any distinctively humanist idea or value. Lavrov's claim to
continuity of belief is supported better by a late exposé of his thought, 'Sotsial ‘naia
revoliutsiia i zadachi nravstvennosti' (1884). This includes references to a group of
humanist values that were very characteristic of his writings until the early 1870s,
indicating that he had not, in fact, dropped them. While there may not, therefore, be
any clear answer to the question, whether Lavrov's thought remained 'humanist' at the
end of his career, it does seem that a humanist framework, both overall and in
particulars, loses much of its relevance for Lavrov's later thought.

The set of ideas and values that have been put forward in this dissertation have
greater value in explaining works from the beginning of his career up to and including
Istoricheskie pis ‘ma, which is undoubtedly his most important and influential work.
The tendency in secondary literature to consider Lavrov's views about society and

social change in isolation from the more philosophical aspects of his thought about the

I'Bjografiia-ispoved”, p. 89.
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person has led to an incomplete appreciation of his work. It is, for example, easily
forgotten that Istoricheskie pis ‘ma not only pointed out social injustices to his readers,
but sought to encourage the development of the kind of person who could effectively
strive to improve society. Lavrov's message was less practical than it was moral and
philosophical, and this was also what the people whom he influenced remembered
about him and his famous letters. Kropotkin, for example, wrote that he valued Lavrov
and Istoricheskie pis ‘ma only for their moral element: 's ¢ FITy6OKUM YBakeHUEM
OTHOCWICA K aBTOPY HMcmopuueckux nucem U 0CO6eHHO K HPaBCTBEHHOU
CYIWHOCTH €ro y4eHus 1 Booblle K ero HpaBCTBEHHOMY OONIMKY COLMAJIMCTA,
AMBYLIErO B COTJIaCHM CO CBOUM yb6emaeHusaMu'.2 Similarly, Aptekman
remembered him for 'the greatness of his moral beauty'.3 According to Rusanov, the
impact of Istoricheskie pis ‘ma upon himself and his companions was that it inspired
enthusiasm for ideas and ideals:

AX, HaJo 6b1JI0 KUTh B 70-€ TOJib, B DIIOXY ABU:KEHHUA B HAapOJ, YTOOH
BUAETb BOKPYT cebsi 1 UyBCTBOBATh Ha CaMOM cebe YAUBUTEbHOe
BJIMSIHWE, ITPOU3BeleHHOe «McTopuueckuMu nmucekMaMu»! MHorue us
Hac, IOHOIIM B TO BpeMs, a Apyrue NpocTo MajbuyMKH, He pacCTaBaJIMCh
C HebOJIbIION UCTPEeNTaHHOM, UICUMTAHHOMN, UCTEPTON B KOHEll KHUKKOIA.
OHa nexana y Hac noj usroyiobeM. U Ha Hee majanv Mpu YTEHUHU
HOUBIO Hallu ropsiuve cressl UAEHHOro SHTy3Wa3Ma, OXBaTHBABIIErO
Hac 6e3MepHOM XKamAoN KUTh M 6J1arOpoJHLEX UAel 1 yMepeTh 3a
Hux.4

The application of humanism to Lavrov's thought is helpful because it enables one to
study his views about the person and about society within a single framework as well as
inviting consideration about the moral ideals which made his theories influential.
Finally, the study of Lavrov's works from a humanist point of view may also
lead to a more complete understanding of the history of Russian thought as a whole.
Many of the humanist concepts and values in Lavrov's works that are discussed here
have been neglected by scholars, and it is often believed that these ideas were not
represented in Russian thought until the beginning of this century. Part of the reason
why these values have not been recognized as part of Lavrov's thought is because
scholars have approached his works with preconceived views and aims arising from his
reputation as a socialist. This attitude can be seen very clearly in Berdiaev, whose
attitudes toward Russian thinkers and Russian thought have been extremely influential.

2p. A. Kropotkin, 'Vospominaniia o P. L. Lavrove', Stati, vospominaniia, pp. 436-439: 437, see
also: Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, 'Petr Lavrovich Lavrov', p. 443.

30. V. Aptekman, Obshchestvo "Zemlia i volia" 70-kh gg., second edition, Petrograd, 1924, p. 122.
4Rusanov, Biografiia P. L. Lavrova, p. 24.

108



In his article for Vekhi (and also in Russkaia ideia), Berdiaev defined Lavrov's place in

Russian thought as belonging to an uncreative, uncultured, unfruitful tradition:

[...] xmaccuyeckmu «punocopaMmu» UHTEJUIMIeHLINA OBIIU
YepHuimeBckuit U Ilucapes B 60-e roaw, JITaBpoB 1 MuxaiinnoBcKuii B
70-e roaul. s $unocodckoro TBOpPUECTBA, AN JYXOBHOU KYIbTYPH
HalM1 McaTeNd 9TU MOYTU HUUEero He JaBajiv, HO OHM OTBevasiu
MOTPEOHOCTH UHTEINTMIEeHTHON MOJIOIeskM B MUPOCO3€epLaHnK U
0B6OCHOBHBAJIM TEOPETUUECKH KU3HEHHHE CTPEMIIEHNS UHTEIIUI€HIMN.D

Berdiaev blamed Lavrov, Mikhailovskii et al. for having hampered principles whose
absence in the history of Russian thought had been damaging to Russian society. The
principle which he emphasized most here was a love and concern for philosophical truth
as a cultural value. The intelligentsia was locked in an 'exclusive’, uncritical approach
to ideas which left it with ignorant and superficial attitudes, many of which the
intelligentsia did not itself properly understand. Further, the Russian intelligentsia was
fundamentally uncreative - its values and interests resulted, to a significant extent, from
mimicry.

Lavrov, according to Berdiaev, was a well-educated man who was, however,
devoid of creative talent. He served the intellectual purposes of young members of the
intelligentsia by expounding an obscure, philosophical justification for revolution: ‘1
JIaBpOB AaBaj $UNIOCOPCKYIO CAaHKIUIO CTPEMIIEHUSIM MOJIOJEKH, OORIUHO
HauylHas cBoe 060CHOBaHME U3Jalieka, C 06pa30BaHMs TyMaHHEX Macc.'¢
Berdiaev believed that principles of justice and equality, love for and sacrifice to the
people, which Lavrov famously defended, were antipathetic to the values that he,
Berdiaev, put forward, particularly truth: 'mo60Bb K ypaBHUTEILHOA
CIIpaBeNIMBOCTH, K OOlIECTBEHHOMY J00OPY, K HAPOJHOMY b6rary
napanu3oBaa oboBb K UCTHUHE, TOUTH UTO YHUUTOKWIIA UHTEepeC K UCTUHe'.7
He was also suspicious of Lavrov's 'subjective’, moral approach and of the moral
‘mania’ that had seized the intelligentsia and blinded it.

Berdiaev did not see that Lavrov argued for many of the principles that were so
dear to him (as a thinker whose works themselves bore marks of Christian humanism),
especially the more 'humanist' among Lavrov's values. Culture, dignity, creativity,
and critical, independent, philosophical thought were all qualities that Lavrov defended,
especially in the first half of his career. These aspects of his thought, therefore, not
only present an important aspect of Lavrov's works, but could also be fruitfully studied

SBerdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina i intelligentskaia pravda', Vekhi, ed. N. Kazakova, Moscow, 1991, pp.
24-41: 28.

6Berdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina’, p. 27.

TBerdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina’, p- 30.
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in tracing connections between his ideas and those of thinkers from outside the narrow

circle with which Lavrov is commonly associated.
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