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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.
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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.^ 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.^ 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

' Som e o f the responses by contemporaries, especially those o f Chernyshevskii and Pisarev, were 
important as expositions o f  their own thought, but are o f 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. Grigorian, 
M oscow, 1951, III, pp. 162-254; D. I. Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', Izbrannye filosofskie i 
obshchestvenno-politicheskie stat'i, ed. V.S. Kruzhkova, Leningrad, 1949, pp. 83-90.
2xhese included: N. V. Shelgunov, 'Istoricheskaia sila kriticheskoi lichnosti (Istoricheskie p is'ma P.L. 
Mirtova)', Sochineniia N.V. Shelgunova, 3 vols, St Petersburg, 1871, III, pp. 255-77; A. A. Kozlov, 
'Istoricheskie p is '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, M oscow, 1975-76 ,1, pp. 461-528. Tkachev's review was not 
published until after his death.
^Gendre, Barbe (Mme Nikitine), 'Pierre Lavroff, Etudes sociales, philosophiques et morales, Paris, 
1886, pp. 377-84; I. A. Roubanovitch, Les idées philosophiques de Pierre Lavrojf, Paris, 1894; [N. S. 
Rusanov], Biografiia P .L  Lavrova, 1899 (no place o f 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.
^Sobranie sochinenii Petra Lavrovicha Lavrova, ed. P. Vitiazev and A. A. Gizetti, 5 volumes ('serii') 
published in 11 numbers, Petrograd, 1917-20 (hereafter Sobranie sochinenii).
^P. Vitiazev, éd., "Vpered!", M oscow and Petrograd, 1920.
^P. 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 1 9 6 5 . 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.'^

Kamkov, Istoriko-filosofskie vozzreniia P. L. Lavrova, Petrograd, 1917; la. 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 o f Lavrov’s works was published by 
self-professed Socialist Revolutionaries in Berlin: P. L. Lavrov, Sislematicheskaia khrestomatiia, ed.
S. N. Kaplan and A. Z. Shteinberg, Berlin, 1923.
^P. Vitiazev, 'Na graniakh zhizni', "Vpered!", pp. 2-15; T. Rainov, K psikhologii lichnosti i 
tvorchestva P. L. Lavrova', Stat'i, vospominaniia, pp. 139-92; B. Stoianov, 'Anarkhizm i P. L. 
Lavrov', "Vpered!", pp. 50-59.
^P. L. Lavrov, Izbrannye sochineniia na sotsial'no-politicheskie teiny v v o s 'mi tomakh, ed. I. A. 
Teodorovich and I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov, Moscow, 1934-35 (hereafter Izbrannye sochineniia). I. S. 
Knizhnik-Vetrov also published a short biography o f 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, M oscow, 1930.
"^P. L. Lavrov, Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. Izbrannye proizvedeniia v dvukh tomakh, ed. I. S. Knizhnik- 
Vetrov and A. P. Okulov, M oscow, 1965 (hereafter Filosofiia i sotsiologiia).
' 'Philip Pomper, Peter Lavrov and the Russian Revolutionary Movement, Chicago and London, 1972; 
A. I. Volodin and B. S. Itenberg, Lavrov, M oscow, 1981; B. S. Itenberg, P. L. Lavrov v russkom  
revoliutsionnom dvizhenii, M oscow, 1988.
'^See, for example: I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov and A. P. Okulov, 'Veteran revoliutsionnoi teorii', in P. L. 
Lavrov, Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, pp. 5-41: 23, 26-28.
'^G. G. Shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova v svete istorii filosofii’, Stat'i, vospominaniia, pp. 73-138: 
107; Andrzej Walicki, A History o f  Russian Thought, tr. Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka, Stanford, 1979, p. 
350. Copleston claimed that there were elements o f positivism in Lavrov’s thought, but that he was 
not a materialist: Frederick Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, Tunbridge W ells, 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 r e a c h e d T h e  term which 
has been applied to Lavrov's thought most often is ' r e a l i s m ' , 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: '0nnoco(j)MH MHTerpaJibHoro couHajiMSMa II.

JIaBpOBa MCKHIOMaeT BCHKyiO OAHOCTOpOHHIOK) H MCKJlIOqMTeJlbHyK) TOMKy 
SpeHMM. [...] O/tHMM CnOBOM, BCe B MenOBCKe M B MCTOPMM HeH36eH{HO 
KJioHHTCH K yHMBepcajibHoA KoonepauMM B uennx yHMBepcajibHoro 
paSBMTMH'.'^

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 t h o u g h t . S o m e  scholars have gone on to conclude that because of this, 
Lavrov's thought should be described using the terms 'anthropology',
'anthropologism', or simply 'anthropological'.^^ Lavrov himself used all of these

'"^Scholars 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, 
M oscow, 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.
'^N. N. Strakhov, 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova. Spb. I860', 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, 
M oscow, 1980, p. 195.
'^Chernyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 183; E. Radlov, 'Lavrov v russkoi 
filosofii', Stat'i, vospominaniia, pp. 1-28: 17; Franco Venturi, Roots o f  Revolution, tr. Francis 
Haskell, London, 1960, pp. 446-47; Kazakov, Teoriia progressa, pp. 21-22.
'^Ivanov-Razumnik, Istoriia russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli, 2 vols, St Petersburg, 1907, II, p. 130. 
'^Rappoport, Sotsial'naia fdosofiia , p. 58. Here and subsequently, orthography has been modernized. 
'^N. I. Kareev, "Teoriia lichnosti" P. L. Lavrova, St Petersburg, 1901, p. 51.

Vartaniants, Antropologicheskaia filosofiia. P. M irtov i sub"ektivnyi m etod v sotsiologii, 
Tiflis, 1901, p. II; 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, M oscow, 
1907, II, p. 233; V. V. Zen kovsii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, 2 vols in 4 parts, Leningrad, 1991: I, 
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 o f 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: 'MM6HHO 

Haao OTHCKaTb ToqKy Mcxoj^a, He ôeaycnoBHO MCTMHHyio, h o  Hen36eHtHyK) 
AJiH Hac no cnoco6y opraHMsauMM namero MHuineHMH'. î

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:

AHTpononorHnecKan Tonxa apeHHH e  <pujroco(puu  OTnnnaeTcn o t
npOWMX (J)HJÏGCO^CKMX TOMOK 3peHHH T0M, WTO OCHOBaHMe nOCTpoeHMH 
CMCTeMbi cTaBMT K,efibHyK) n enoB enecK yK ) n n n n o cT b , hjim (J)M3hko- 
ncMXMwecKyK) o c o 6 b , k b k  H eocnopM M yio a a n n y io . O a x T U , npnMO  
BUTeKaioiitMe H3 s r o f t  ^tannoA, cocTaBJiHRDT rn aB H u e nonoHceHHn
CMCTeMbi.22

Scholars such as Shpet, Zen'kovskii 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.'25 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.
2 'p . L. Lavrov, 'Biografiia-ispoved'', Izbrannye sochineniia. I, pp. 77-107: 90.
22p. L. Lavrov, 'Antropologicheskaia tochka zrenia v filosofii', Sobranie sochinenii. I, no. 2, pp. 197- 
206: 197.
23shpet, 'Antropologizm Lavrova', p. 75.
24Zen'kovskii, Istoriia, I, 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.27 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.'28 

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'.29

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 o f 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.
22Bogatov, 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 niarksizjna, 1923, no. 6-7, pp. 112-31; V. N. 
Konovalov, T . L. Lavrov, kak literaturnyi kritik’, Russkaia literatura, 1974, no. 4, pp. 66-77: 74. 
28james Scanlan, Peter Lavrov: An Intellectual Biography', in Peter Lavrov, H istorical 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.
2^Lavrov, "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.^® 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)31 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

30Shpet, '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, M oscow, 1972, p. 190; V. G. Khoros, 'Uchenie Gegelia i 
formirovanie kontseptsii P. L. Lavrova', in G egel' i filosofiia v Rossii. 30-e gody XIX v. - 20-e gody  
XX  V . ,  ed. V. E. Evgrafov, M oscow, 1974, pp. 164-75.
3^P. L. Lavrov, Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii. I. Lichnost ', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, 
pp. 339-461 ; P. L. Lavrov, 'Tri besedy o sovremennom znachenii filosofii', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, 
pp. 509-73.
32p. L. Lavrov, 'Zadachi pozitivizma 1 ikh reshenie', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, pp. 575-634. 
3^Lavrov 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 p i s 'ma, 
second edition, Izbrannye sochineniia. I, pp. 163-394. All references are to the first edition unless 
indicated otherwise.
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in particular, for their sacrifices on behalf of the elite'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?',^^ and 
he did not change his views about this subsequently.

Some scholars have claimed that the year 1870, in which Istoricheskiepis'ma 
appeared as a book and Lavrov fled Vologda for Paris, was a turning point or dividing 
line in his career.^^ 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 vo//'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

L. Lavrov, 'Znanie i revoliutsiia', Vpered!, I, 1873, pp. 217-46; P. L. Lavrov, 'Komu prinadlezhit 
budushchee?', Vpered!, II, 1874, pp. 1-73.
^^See especially: Vitiazev, 'Na graniakh zhizni', p. 5.
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Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, published in ten instalments between 1888-1894, 
and Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, 1898.^^

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:

B cer^aiuH H H  m o h  ô e jia  KaK nM caT enn  cocT O H Jia m e o c e n e  c o c t o m t  b 
TOM, WTO B HM KOraa H e  M Or O rpa^M Tb CBOA CIOÎKeT o t  BTOpJKeHMtl 
TO K ym eft ÎKM3HM c  0 0  n e c T p u M  myMOM ceroA H M U iH ero M n e  
y B 0 p 0 H, BnpOW0 M, WTO 3 TO AeACTBHTejtbHO 0 0 ^ a ,  nO TO M y WTO 0 c n n  3 TO 
o 6 CTOBT0 nbCTBO M01UanO UeJlbHOCTM M COCp0 flOTOW0 HHOCTM p a 6 0 TU, TO 
B3aM 0H n p w a a B a n o  eft, M onteT  6 biTb, M 3BecTHyio HtMsneHHOCTb. M o 5 K 0 t 
ôbiTb, a a n e e ,  3 t o  c o b c 0 m H e m o h  jtMwnaB ocoôeH H O C T b, a  o ^ m a n , 
BocnM TaH H an oôcTO^TenbCTBaM M  B peM enw  m M ecT a  w ep T a  B ceft T oft 
jiM T ep aT y p H o ft c p e ^ b i, b K O T opoft O K OHwaTejibHo c jio jK n n a c b  m o h  
H M T epaT ypnaH  4)H3m o h o m m b .37

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: 'McKniowMTenbHOCTb m

o^H O C TopoH H O C Tb B c e r^ a  BO BC0 M Bpe^Hbi'.^^ 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.39 As Philip Pomper pointed out: in terms of the genealogy of the Russian

revolutionaiy movement, Lavrov belonged to the fathers' generation culturally, entered

L. Lavrov, Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, Geneva, 1888-94; P. L. Lavrov, Zadachi 
ponimaniia istorii, M oscow, 1898.

K. Mikhailovskii, 'Literaturnye vospominaniia', Literaturnaia kritika i vospominaniia, ed. M. G. 
Petrova and V. G. Khoros, M oscow, 1995, p. 259.
^^P. 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.
^^Shpet, '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 vlastitel' 
dum - to the grandsons of the 1870s'.^ 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.

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.^^ 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

"^^Pomper, Peter Lavrov, p. xvi,
^’Lavrov demanded the same o f 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. 
^^See, for example, P. L. Lavrov, 'Sotsial'naia revoliutsiia i zadachi nravstvennosti', Filosofiia i 
sotsiologiia, II, pp. 383-504: 391-92. 'Biografiia-ispoved" offers what nearly amounts to a 
bibliography o f 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.^^ 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'.^^

“̂ ^Paul Oskar Kristeiier, Renaissance Thought: The Classic, Scholastic and Humanist Strains, New  
York, 1961, pp. 9-13, 22, 95-119.
'̂ ‘̂ Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, 'Oration on the Dignity o f Man', tr. Elizabeth Livermore Forbes, in 
The Renaissance Philosophy o f  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 Über die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues und ihren 
Einflufi aufdie 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."^^

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 s c i ence ' .Humani sm was the true system of education.

"^^Wilhelm von Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, die Grenzen der Wirksamkeit des Staates zu 
bestimmen, Stuttgart, 1967; Wilhelm von Humboldt, Über die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen 
Sprachbaues und ihren Einflufi au fd ie geistige Entwickelung des Menschengeschlechts, Bonn, 1960. 
For English translations o f these, see: Wilhelm von Humboldt, The Limits o f  State Action, tr. and ed. 
J. W. B unow , Cambridge, 1969; On Language, the D iversity o f  Human Language Structure and Its 
Influence on the Mental Development o f  Mankind, tr. Peter Heath, Cambridge, 1988. Some o f  
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.
"^^Friedrich Immanuel Niethammer, D er 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/^ 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) 
appea red . Voig t  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, humani ty .Humanis t s  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.'^® 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.
‘̂ ^Niethammer, D er Streit, pp. 13-14.
"^^Georg Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung des classischen Alterthums oder das erste Jahrhundert des 
Humanismus, 2 vols, Berlin, 1859.
"^^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 190.
^^Quoted 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.^*
Humboldt, who emphasized that human beings should cultivate their

particulai'ities 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 s k e t c h . ^ ^

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'.^^ 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

*̂ Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung, p. 39. Voigt attributed this value to Renaissance humanists, but it is 
equally applicable to nineteenth century humanism.
^^Humboldt, Ideen zu eienem Versuch, p. 110.
^^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 52.
^'^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 146.
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life.^5 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'.^^ 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 d u t i e s . T h i s  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.^s

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 thi'ee-volume work, Paideia: The Ideals o f 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.^^ Humanism, for Jaeger, meant 'the process of

^^Humboldt, Über die Vershiedenheit, p. xxviii.
^^Voigt, Die Wiederbelebung, pp. 148-49.
^^Humboldt, Über die Versciedenheit, p. xxxviii.
^^Humboldl, Über die Verschiedenheit, pp. xii-xiv, xlv-xlvi; Ideen zu einem Versuch, pp. 22-23. 
^^Werner Jaeger, Paideia: The Ideals o f  Greek Culture, 3 vols, tr. Gilbert Highet, Oxford, 1 9 3 9 ,1, p. 
xviii.
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educating man into his true form, the real and genuine human nature'.^® 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.'^^ 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.^^ 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 h u m a n i s m ' . H e  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'.^^ 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

^^Jaeger, Paideia, I, p. xxiii.
6 ^Jaeger, Paideia, I, p. xiii.
^^Jaeger, Paideia, p. xvii.
^^Jacques Maritain, Humanisme intégral, Paris, 1936.

Frank, 'Elika nigilizma', in Vekhi, ed. N. Kazakova, M oscow, 1991, pp. 153-184: 184. 
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 S o lo v " e v .66

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 

03HaqaeT yTBepjK/teHHe qejiose^ecKoro aocTOUHCTBa, ycxaHOBjieHMe 
OTHomeHMH M ejK ^y  jiio/tbMH, ocHOBaHHHx na rnyboKOM yaa^eHMM k  

nMMHOCTM. PeaJibHO cymecTByiomHft seMHOft qenoBOK c ero peajibHbiMM, 
seMHbiMM MHTepecaMM Bcer^a Haxo/tHTCH b ueHxpe BHHManMH 
ryMaHMCTtmecKoti MbicjiM'.^  ̂ 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 o f Maxim the Greek (1973).^^ Filosofskii entsiklopedicheskii slovar' {\9^9) 
also traces the development of humanism in Russia through Belinskii, Herzen, 
Chernyshevskii, Dobroliubov and Vladimir Solov'ev.'^o Although 'humanism' is often

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

K. Kurochkin, Pravoslavie i gumanizm, M oscow, 1962, p. 5; V. P. Volgin, Gumanizm i 
sotsializm , M oscow, 1955; M. Petrosian, 'Kommunizm - polnoe voploshchenie real'nogo 
gumanizma', Kommunist, 1959, no. 7, pp. 13-25.
^^Berdiaev said this particularly with respect to Dostoevskii; Russkaia ideia, p. 90; Frank, 'Dostoevskii 
i krizis gumanizma', p. 72.
^^Jack V. Haney, From Italy to Muscovy: The Life and Works o f Maxim the Greek, Munich, 1973. 
^^'Gumanizm', Filosofskii entsiklopedicheskii slovar', second edition, M oscow, 1989, p. 139. The 
first edition of Filosofskii entsiklopedicheskii s lovar' (1983) does not include S olov'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 V a s i L e v . ' ^ ^

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 m a k i n g . ^ 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

A. I. Volodin, 'Vilgelm GumboTdt i Dmitrii Pisarev', in Rossiia i Germaniia. O pyt filosofskogo  
dialoga, ed. V. A. Lektorskii and A. la. Sharapov, Moscow, 1993, pp. 175-206.
^^A. A. Gizetti, P. L. Lavrov i VI. 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, M oscow, 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 p is 'm a” Petra Lavrova, M oscow  
and Mariupol', 1993, pp. 26, 208.
^^Berdiaev, incidentally, also pointed to Feuerbach as the representative o f the kind o f 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)7"^ 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.

L. Lavrov, 'Gegelizm', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia, I, pp. 43-175: 59. In Istoricheskie pis'm a, 
Lavrov referred to Humboldt as the founder of comparative linguistics: Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 134. 
^^'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 378-79.
^^Rudolf Haym, Wilhelm von Humboldt: 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 o f philosophy; see, for example: 'Gegelizm', pp. 58-61. Haym was also the 
source o f Pisarev's knowledge about Humboldt; see: Volodin, 'Vilgelm GumboFdt', pp. 186-88. 
^^'Gegelizm', p. 63.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 91; P. L. Lavrov, 'Sotsializm i bor'ba za sushchestvovanie', Filosofiia i 
sotsiologiia, II, pp. 363-81: 375; Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, pp. 248-49. In ‘Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh 
uchenii’, Lavrov discussed Renaissance thought in some detail, especially Thomas More's 'utopian 
socialism': P. L. Lavrov, 'Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii', Izbrannye sochineniia, II, 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 o f Lesevich: I. S. Knizhnik-Vetrov, 'Bibliografiia sochinenii P. L. Lavrova i o 
nem', Izbrannye sochineniia. I, 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 Lesevicb, not Lavrov: V. V. Lesevich, 'RoL nauki v period vozrozhdeniia i 
reformatsii', Sobranie sochenenii, 3 vols, M oscow, 1915, III, pp. 104-217.
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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
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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.
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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 w ho le .H um bold t'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).^ 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): 'E ch h  bh He x o th t8  

nojiy^MTb Tiite ŷuiHbix, ypô ïJiHBHx ocoôeM qenoBeqecKoro po^a, t o  
npaBHjibHan rwMHacTMKa aojiHma odHoepeMeuHo oôpamaTb BHMMaHwe na 
pasBMTMe ecex  MycKynoB xena pe6eHKa, pasyMHbift ne^aror aonnteH 
odHoepeMBHHo aaaaTb nmuy eceM ero cnocoÔHOCTBM.'̂

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: HenoBeqecKaa 

jinqHOCTb ecTb o^ho nepaaaenMMoe itejioe. Bee HBjieHWH qenoBeqecKO# 

aeaTenbHocTM, BHyxpeHneft w Bneuineft, nepennexaiOTCH Ment^y co6oio, 
aaMeHHiOT o^ho ap y roe , a p y r ap y ry  noMoraioT mjim MemaiOT, h h3 Bcero

 ̂Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch , p. 22.
2 ‘Ocherki voprosov’, p. 379. Here he cites the same sentence included above.
^P. L. Lavrov, 'Postepenno', Izbrannye sochineniia, I, 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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3 T o r o  npoM C X oanT  e^MHCTBO 5KM3HM."  ̂ 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. 'I lo 3 T O M y , B ce  c o 3 H a B a e M o e  h h h  B ce c y m e e  n p e a n o n a r a e T  

i te n b H o r o  q e n o B e K a , K O T o p u ft ecxb o^H O B peM eH H O  o ô te ^ H H e H H a H  wacxb 
B em ecT B eH H o ro  M w pa h co aH ax e jib H aM  JiM^HOCTb.'^ 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 B ce BpeM OHa, qenoB O K  n p o T H B o n o n a r a n  

ceÔ H , CBoe c o 3 H a B a e M o e  j i  H e  T o n b K o  BH euiH eM y M w py, h o  m co6cT B eH H O M y 

Tejiy'.^ By the time he published 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii' four 
months later, he had changed his position: 'Teno w enoBO K a e c x b  H e p a a a e j ib H o e  

y c n o B H e  e r o  M m no T O M y  y q a c T B y e x  b  e r o  ^ocxoH H C T B e'.^  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 n a t u r e ' . L a v r o v  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 uenbH O M  

pa3BHXMM nMMHOCXM 6UCIUUÛ  3neM 6H X  6CXb pa3BMXHe nCMXHqeCKOe, a HMBUIHft

^’Ocherki voprosov', p. 356.
^'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 198.
^'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).
^P. L. Lavrov, 'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 29. XI. 1841, GARF, 1762 2 341, p. 53.
^P. L. Lavrov, 'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira', Sobranie sochinenii. I, no. 2, pp. 5-50: 6.
^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 438.
 ̂̂ Niethammer, D er Streit, pp. 42-46.
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- 4>M3MqecKoe'.  ̂1 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 p e r v e r s i o n .

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 fox Entsiklopedicheskii slovar':

KaîK/tUft MOM6HT HÎM3HH ^OHÎKeH ÔHTb npOHMKHyT e^MHCTBOM MeTHRJ 
pa3Hoo6pa3HHMM CTopoHaMM ÎKH3HM wejioBeKa: qacTHue M^eanH

noAHHHHTbc;! o 6 m eM y  w ^ ea n y  n e n o e e n H O c m u ;  ohh  ^ o ji^ h h  
6HTb /leftCTBMTeJlbHHMM UdeBJiaM U, BHpaÔOTaBUIMMMC^ ^H3H6HHHM  
n p o ite c c o M  H3 c a M o r o  wenoBeKa, a H e u d o n a M U , aanMCTBOBaHHHMM
M3BH6 [...] BŒ }KH3Hb /tOJl^Ha npeitCTaBHHTb O^HO CTpoftHoe iteno0, H 
TOJlbKO 3TO BHCmee e^HHCTBO, KaK BUCUIMft Haean, K KOTOpOMy 
AOmKeH CTpeMMTbCM qejlOB0K, HM00T npaBO Ha Ha3BaHM0 
Mydpocmu[...V^

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': 'MenoB0K KaK noBHaHDiUHft, TBop^iuMft w JKMByiuMft hbmtch naM 

eduHbiM pa36U6asDiu,UMCji qenoB0KOM, m cymnocTb 3xoro  eduHcmea 
paaeumuH  OKaaajiacb ^unocoipcmeoeaHueM.'^^ The act of giving life unity 
through thought was regarded by Lavrov as a creative process, which aimed to 
achieve an 'art of life'.^^ The 'art of life', according to Lavrov, was known to classical 
civilization: 'ZIp0BHM0, roBopn o6 MCKyccTB0 îkm3hm, pacnpocTpannnM m n a

3Xy o6naCXb 3CX0XHq0CKO0 BO33P0HH0, a BM0CX0 C X0M Xp0ÔOBaHM0 
0^MHCXBa'.̂ 6 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

 ̂^P. L. Lavrov, Sovremennye ucheniia a nravstvennosti i ee istoriia, St Petersburg, 1903-04, p. 55. 
^^Istoricheskiepis'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 o f sexual abstention 
only seemed to encourage licentious behaviour.
^^P. L. Lavrov, 'Edinstvo', Sobranie sochinenii. I, no. 2, pp. 207-16: 213-14.
'̂̂ 'Tri besedy', p. 573; see also p. 572. He maintained this view o f 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.
^ '̂Tri besedy', p. 552.
^^'Edinstvo', p. 213.
^^'Edinstvo', p. 212.
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that the art o f  life  w as a m atter o f  w h o len ess , or unity. T h is w as w h y , ev en  after art 

lo s t  m u ch  o f  its va lu e  in L avrov's e y e s , he still c la im ed  that it co u ld  d escr ib e  the  

p erson  better than 'science': 'McKyccTBO ^oruKHO y r a a a T b  3 T y  itenbHOCTb n y q m e , 

ueM paitMOHanwcTMqecKoe MccneaoBanMe.'^^

L avrov w ish ed  that d ev e lo p m en t shou ld  in v o lv e  every  part o f  the person . 

D ev e lo p m en t m ust not o n ly  b e  p h y sica l and m ental, but a lso  m oral. T h is id ea  is  m o st  

often  a sso c ia ted  w ith  the first part o f  L avrov's d efin itio n  o f  p rogress as he form ulated  

it in  Is to r ic h e sk ie  p i s  'ma: 'PasBHTwe ntmHOCTH b ^H3MwecKOM, yMCTBCHHOM m 

HpaBCTBeHHOM OTHOuieHHM. B onnoiiteH M e b o6m ecT B eH H H x 4>opM ax m cth h m  m 

cnpaBe&nMBOCTM .i9 T he d ev e lo p m en t o f  the 'w hole' person  w as its e lf  con sid ered  b y  

L avrov  to be m oral, as he c la im ed  in  w ork s su ch  as 'Zadachi p o z it iv izm a  i ikh  

reshenie' (1868)^0 and S o vrem en n ye  u ch en iia  o  n ra vs tven n o sti:

JltmHocTb qenoBeKa ecxb nw^HOCTb uejibHan, nepas^tenMMan, 4>m3mko- 
ncMXMqecKaH, K O Topan paaBM BaexcH n p aB u n b H o b o r h o m  c b o c m  
BJieMCHTe HHiub TOFtta, Koraa pa3BHBaeTc;i b CBoeft itenbHOCTW. 
n03TOMy HpaBCTBeHHOe pa3BMTHe eCTb pa3BMTHe IteUbHOe m 
BcecTopoHHee. Heo6xo<qnMHe noTpeÔHOCTM xena ^onntHH ÔHXb 
yaoBnexBopeHbi xowHO xax ®e, KaK HeoôxoAMMbie noxpeÔHOcxM 
ayxa.21

T h e reason  w h y  he ca lled  th is 'moral' w as b ecau se , accord in g  to h im , the m oral agent 

w a s p rec ise ly  o n e  w h o se  w h o le  life  w as taken ov er  b y  an id ea l, or set o f  id ea ls , w h ich  

did  not a llo w  any part o f  the person  to ex ist in d ep en d en tly  o f  th o se  id ea ls.

D ev e lo p m en t shou ld  not o n ly  be u n lim ited  in  the sen se  that it sh ou ld  address  

ev ery  part o f  the person , but a lso  in  that it shou ld  b e  a n ever-en d in g  p ro cess . In 

'A n trop o log ich esk a ia  tochka zren iia  v  filo so fii', he portrayed life  as a con tin u ou s  

p ro cess  o f  th ought and action  in  w h ich  the person  form ed  h is or her o w n  id ea ls , 

seek in g  crea tive ly  to rea lize  th ese. H e ca lled  th is p rocess a 'historical l i f e ',22 in  w h ich  

the person's id ea ls  sh ou ld  con stan tly  b e  rev ised , tak ing into accou n t k n o w le d g e  g a in ed  

through exp erien ce:

[...]  p a 3 B H x n e  M c x o p n q e c K o e  o x h o c m x c h  k  w e n o B eK y  k u k  n o 3 H a io m e ft 
M x B opqecK O H  JIMWHOCXM, M 3 X 0  pa3B M xne ôecK O H eqH O , vinvi n o  
K p aftH eft M e p e  (J)Mnococl)nn H e  M M eex n p tm n H b i cxpoM X b e r o  K aK  
K o n e n n o e .  K a K  n o 3 H a io m a n  nnnHOCXb, n e n o B e K  è e c u p e c x a n n o  
p a c m n p n e x  n p e a e n b i  nayK M  n  xeM  a a e x  B ce  HOBbiA M a x e p n a n  c B o e M y  
MbimneHHK). K aK  x B o p n e c K a n  jinnHOCXb, o h  c o a a a e x  B ce  h o b h o

L. Lavrov, 'Shopengauer na russkoi pochve', Delo, 1880, no. 5, pp. 1-44: 8.
^^Istoricheskie p is  'ma, p. 30. The idea o f development was dropped from Lavrov's second definition o f  
progress, offered in P. L. Lavrov, 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo', Izbrannye sochineniia. I, pp. 
397-424: 421.
2^'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 628.
^^Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 54.
^^The notion o f 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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M/ïeajihi, HOBbie 4>o p m h  m aeücTBM a anM mx BonnoiueHM ^, HHKor^a n e  
McwepnHBaM n p eK p a cH H x  4>opM, HpaBCTBeHHbix aeAcTBMA h B cer^ a  
CTpeMHCb a a n e e  h ^ a j ie e  k  ocym ecTBneH H K ) M enoBe^H ocTH , K O T opyio  
OH B c e 6 e  c o a H a e r . 3 x a  BosMOHCHOCTb ôecK O H ew H oro pasBMTMH, n e  
MemaiomaH aaKOHqeHHOCTH 4)nnoco4)CK oft cmctcmm , ecT b  
Heo6xo^HMoe cjie^CTBwe aHTpononorMqecKoro Havana m nosBon^eT 
n ocT p oM T b  4>Mnoco4)MK) MCTopHH, H 6 orpaHM^MBaM q e n o B e w e c T B o  b 
(|)opM ax e r o  pasBHTHH.^^

B . D ig n ity

T h e m an y-sid ed , w ell-p rop ortion ed  d ev e lo p m en t o f  the hum an b e in g  is  the central 

task  in  the pursuit o f  an id ea l, n am ely  hum an d ign ity . L avrov ex p la in ed  h is v ie w  o f  

d ign ity  m o st fu lly  in 'O cherki v o p ro so v  prakticheskoi filo so fii', w h ere  he w rote: 'KaK  

H ^ e a j i ,  n o c T a B n e H H b if t  t b o p ^ o c t b o m  b o  m m h C T p o ftH o cx M , ^ o c t o h h c t b o  

HMijHocTM M Bnaexca ^eftcTBMTejibHofi jim m h o c tm  n o  HeoôxoaMMOCTM neM -  

TO BbicuiMM, ô ea y cn o B H O  aacnyjKHBaioiUHM yBaateHMeM.'^^ T he p h y sica l and  

m ental d ev e lo p m en t o f  the p erson  is part o f  this ideal: 'CaM Oo5naaaK)Utan  

jiMnHOCTb, 4>H3HqecKM CHnbHan h  n p e x p a c H a n , M o r y n a n  anaHHeM  h  

TBopnecKHM  yMOM, c x a n a  M ^eanoM  a ocxoA H oA  nnMHOCTH.'25 T h ese  statem ents  

reveal a very  'hum anist' approach to d ign ity . L ik e  so m e h um anists, L avrov  sp ok e o f  a 

'right to  free p h y sica l, m ental and m oral d ev e lo p m en t, in w h ich  [hum an] d ign ity  

consists',26 but he a lso  thought o f  it as a duty. In 'Zadachi p o z itiv izm a  i ikh  reshenie', 

L avrov  repeated the id ea  that 'moral d ign ity  dem ands p h y sica l, m ental and m oral 

d evelop m en t', ”̂7 ^nd th is con tin u ed  to be a co m m o n  trait in  h is thought. Further, he  

c la im ed  that the id ea l o f  d ign ity  w as inescapab le:

/leftCTBMTenbHHft qenoBex oônaaH nepea M/ieanbHbiM, nepea cbomm
AOCTOMHCTBOM. [...] O h O [nOHMTMO O qenOBe^eCKOM aOCTOMHCTBe]
n p H cy x cT B y eT  npw  coBepmaiomeM CH /teHCTBHH KaK newTO  
caMOCTOHTejibHoe, WMeiomee cbom k o p h h  b Henarna/tMMOM  
npom e^m eM , w noTO M y o ô ^ a a n n o c T b , hm H a n a ra eM a n , n e  ecT b  
npM apaK, h o  c a M o e  aeücTBM TenbH oe npM HyjK/ieHne, J ientam ee n a  
q en o B eK e . CKajKCM 6 o n e e :  o ô ^ a a n n o c T b  yB antaxb  b c e 6 e  CBoe
aOCTOMHCTBO 6CTb e^MHCTBeHHaJÏ OÔHaaHHOCTb, CyiUeCTByiOmaH a JIM 
M ejioBeKa m bh o  K O Topoft HaxoanTCM TonbKO yaoB J ieT B o p eH n e npM M ux 
noTpeÔHOCTeft.^s

In 'O cherki v o p ro so v  prakticheskoi f ilo so fii', h o w ev er , he a lso  ex p ressed  the  

b e lie f  that the recogn ition  o f  other p eop le's d ign ity  w as n ecessary  for the su c c e ss fu l

L. Lavrov, 'Chto takoe antropologiia', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, pp. 463-91: 490-91. 
2'^'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 377-78.
^^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 387.
^^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 438.
2^'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 628.
2^'Ocherki 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: 'OcKop6neHne aocTOMHCTBa Toro, Koro h npHSHan 

paBHbIM, eCTb BO MHO OCKOp6neHMe COSHaHHH 3TOrO paBCHCTBa, 
cne^OBaTenbHO, ocKop6neHne m Moero aocTOMHCTBa .%) This phrase was 
repeated, with slight variations, in numerous subsequent works, notably in 'Tri besedy 
o sovremennom znachenii filosofii': 'OiteHKa wyntoro aocTOMHCTBa Bxo^MT b 

cyiuHOCTb Moero yôemjxeuvifi, t o  ecxb b cyiuHOCTb M oero co ^ c tb o k h o fo  
^OCTOHHCTBa. 3X0 SHaHHX, BCe, WXO H npH3HaJl paBHOnpaBHbIM CO MHOft, 

jionmuo  6bixb jim  mohh CBHXHHeft, Koxopyio M Aonmeu yBantaxb KaK
CBHXblHK) C06cXBeHH0r0 flOCXOMHCXBa.'^O

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: 'o h  B c e  m e  o c x a e x c H  qenoBCKOM, m KaK ^ en oB eK , 3 a c jiy m n B a e x  yqacxH H , 

yBameHMH m cx o m x  Hen3M epM M 0 BHuie B c e r o  o c x a n b H o r o  H e n e n o B e w e c K o r o  

MMpa'.^i Later, in 1870, Lavrov began to speak of universal dignity 
(obshchechelovecheskoe dostoinstvoL in opposition to the idea that race, nationality, 
gender or class should have any effect on respect for personal d i g n i t y . ^ ^

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: 'M/tean cnpaBe&nMBOCxM Bcer^a aaKJimancH b 

xoM, qxo6bi o6paiuaxbCH c apyxHMH no mx /locxoMHCXBy m no^aepmMBaxb 
npH3HaHHoe 3a hmmm aocxoMHCXBO BC6MM e ro  CMJiaMM.'33 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

2^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 414.
^^'Tri besedy', p. 559; see also: Istoricheskiepis'm a, p. 31, and 'Sotsial'naia revoliutsiia', p. 406.

L. Lavrov, 'Polozheniia, na kotorykh dolzhno byt' osnovano nravstvennoe vospitanie v nashem 
obshchestve v nashe vremia', Zhum al dlia vospitaniia, 1857, no. 12, pp. 183-88: 186; see also 'Ocherki 
voprosov', p. 406. He was not yet entirely consistent about this, however, until 1870.
^^'Formula progressa', p. 411; P. L. Lavrov, Po povodu kritiki na "Istoricheskie pis'ma'", Filosofiia i 
sotsiologiia, II, pp. 297-328: 313-14.
^^'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. 5̂

Dignity was mentioned much less often in works after 1870, although he did 
not abandon it as a v a lu e .^6 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' e x p e r ie n c e . 7̂ 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 Bcex JiimHOCTHX npoMCXo^MT 

deûcm eum enbH uü  npoitecc coshbhuh, cocTaBjTHiomnt! ocHOBy Bcero cym ero

^" '̂Formula progressa', p. 409.
^^'Sotsiarnaia 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.
^^References to the importance o f respecting dignity in oneself and others may be found in 'SotsiaTnaia 
revoliutsiia', p. 503, and in P. L. Lavrov, 'Starye voprosy (Uchenie grafa L. N. Tolstogo)', Filosofiia i 
sotsiologiia, II, pp. 505-580: 564.

G. Shpet, 'Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova', "Vpered!”, pp. 24-28: 25. Shpet also commented on Lavrov's 
theory o f consciousness in 'Antropologizm Lavrova', pp. 115-128.
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an n  K antaoA jim^h o c t h  OTaejibHO'.^^ T he 'fact' o f  the ind ividual's c o n sc io u sn e ss  

lie s  at the centre o f  L avrov's early  an th rop ologica l p o in t o f  v iew .

TaKMM o6pa30M, b ocHOsy nocTpoeHHH aexpononorm i KaK 
4)MJ10C04)CK0ft CHCXeMH JlOHtMXCH npHHUHD: UpOU^eCC JTUHH020
co 3 H a u u H  d e û c m e u m e n b H O  c o e e p m a e m c ^ ;  e c e  n en eH U R  e z o  
d e ü c m e u m e jib H H  d m  3 m o z o  jju h h o zo  coauaH U H . 3 x o x  n ep eb ift  
aH xp on on oxH q ecK H ft npw H itnn Mbi HasoBCM n m n b iM  n p u H i^ u n o M  
d e ü c m e u m e jjb H O c m u ,  n o x o M y  q x o  o h  n p e a n o n a r a e x  o x a e n b H y io  
q ejiO B eq ecK yio  n n q n o c x b , e^HHMuy; n e  o x B n e q e H H o r o  wenoBOKa KaK 
o ^ H o r o  M3 MHOXMX H X6M MCHee qenoBC K a KaK cm h o h h m
qenoBeqecxBa. 39

In h is early  w orks, L avrov  o ften  w rote about se lf-c o n sc io u sn e ss , w h ich , as he c la im ed  

in 'O cherki v o p ro so v  prakticheskoi f ilo so fii', d istin gu ish es p eo p le  as in d iv id u a ls and  

is , in d eed , a d e fin itiv e  feature o f  the person as such: 'T o, H xo o x a e n a e x ,  paajiM ^aex  

nio^eA  o ^ H o r o  o x  a p y r o r o ,  ^ o h î k h o  cnyHtMXb xow K ofi M cxoaa . 3 x o  e c x b  

HBneHHe caM O coauaH U H  oxjim^mh c B o e r o  o x  B H em n ero  MMpa, o x  a p y r n x  

cy iu e c x B . C  HBneHMH caM O coaH aH U H  na^M H aexcH  e r o  o x a e j ib H o e ,  

ca M o cx o H x ejib H o e , jiMWHoe cym ecxBO BaH H e. K o r a a  p e b e n o K  c o 3 H a n  CBoe  

OH c^ ejian cH  JiMMHOCXbio.'^o W ithout se lf-c o n sc io u sn e ss , it is  im p o ss ib le  to  d ev e lo p  

o n e se lf , to liv e  a m oral, or a h istorica l life.^^ In 'Tri b esed y  o so v rem en n o m  zn ach en ii 

filo so fii', he co n n ected  co n sc io u sn ess  w ith  the aw areness o f  un ity  in one's life , and  

this m ade a l ife  'human':

McnonHHH CBoe #eno, qenoBOK Ronmen co3HaBaxb, h x o  o h  aenaex. 
?KM3Hb ecxb npoitecc coanamenbHbiû w cenaHuü, Kamaoe name 
aeAcxBMe n e ecxb aeno, c^aaaeMoe b apxMB, H03aBMCMMoe ox  
nocjie^yioiitero m npe^bi^ymero; nauia jkm bhb  n e m o îk c x  bwxb oxopBana  
ox cpe^bl, B Koxopoft Mbl HtMBCM. TOJIbKO BHOCH C03HaxeJIbH0CXb M 
CBH3HOCXb B HBUiy HtH3Hb, t̂enaOM MH 66 BnOJlH6 q6nOB6W6CKOfl. H o  
3XMM CaMHM MH BHOCMM B HaUiy HtM3Hb <pUJ10C0<pUK)Â
H ere, there is an im p lied  con n ection  b etw een  c o n sc io u sn e ss  and a sen se  o f

purpose in  action  and in  life  as a w h o le . T h is in troduces co n sc io u sn e ss  in  its practical

sen se , n am ely  as that w h ich  is  resp on sib le  for se lf-w ille d , goa l-o r ien ted  b eh av iou r  in

hum an b e in g s. C o n sc io u sn ess  in  its practical sen se  is a d e fin itiv e  feature o f  hum an

b e in g s , d istin gu ish in g  th em  from  'automata', a term  w h ich  he o ften  u sed  at the ou tset

o f  h is w riting  career:

ABXOMaX MO)K6X COB6pUiaXb aeACXBMM, noaOÔHbie HtMBOXHOMy M aa%(6
^enoB6Ky, ecjiH o h  nocxpoen  no aannoM y nnany; h o  d m  nezo  h 6

^^'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 201. 
^^'Chto takoe antropologiia', p. 480.
"^ '̂Ocherki voprosov', p. 358.

'Ocherki voprosov', p. 377.
42'Tri besedy', p. 563.
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c y m e c T B y e x  uenM b 3 tm x  aeAcTBWHx m noTO M y o h  n o c T y n a e r  
H eB onbH o, aBTOMaTMHecKM. B o n n , u e n e c o o 6 p a 3 H o e  aeücxB M e, 
npeanojiaraE D T  o ^ h o  H eoôxo^ M M oe y cn o B w e -  c o s H a n u e ,  h c o sH a H n e  
MM6HHO /ïeftCTByiomero cyqecxB a/^
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:

[...] 3X 0 -  noxpeO H O cxb  j iy m u ero , B Jie^eH ne k  paciuMpeHHio snaHHH, k  
nocxaH O B K e c e d e  BHcmeft ite n n , n o x p e d n o c x b  n3MeHMXb B ce  ^ aH H oe  
M3BHe c o o 6 p a 3 H o  CBoeM y îKenaHHK), CBoeM y noHHMaHMK), C B o ew y  
H paBcxBeHHOM y M ^eany, B neqeH w e nep ecxp oM X b  MHcnHMHft m m p  n o  
xpedoBaHMMM m c x h h h ,  peanbH H ft m m p -  n o  xpedoBaHMHM  
cnpaBe&nMBOCxM

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 d e v e l o p m e n t ' . 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":

[ .. .]  K a n x p o n o n o r M H  o x h o c m x c h  B cn  a e n x e n b H o c x b  n n n H o c x M  m 
r p y n n H  n n n H o c x e f t ,  d e c c o 3 H a x e n b H a a ,  MHCxMHKXMBHan, h  x a  a o n n  
c o 3 H a x e n b H o f t  a e n x e n b H o c x M , K o x o p a n  a a K m o n a e x c n  b 
n p M c n o c o d n e H H H  k  c y m e c x B y io iu e M y ; k  m c x o pm m  o x h o c m x c h  
a e a x e n b H o c x b  u m h h o c x m  m o d iu e c x B a ,  K o x o p a n  a a K n m a e x c H  b  
BHp a d o x K e  M a e a n o B  n y m u e r o  m b  cxpeM neH M M  M3M6HMXb 
c y m e c x B y io m e e  c o o d p a a n o  3 x m m  q enH M .^^

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

^^'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'. I, 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': Zadachiponim aniia istorii, pp. 122-23. Lavrov probably borrowed the 
notion o f 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.
'^'Po povodu kritiki', pp. 302-03.

Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 36; Po povodu kritiki', p. 303\O pyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, 
p. 21; 'Biografiia-ispoved", pp. 98-99.
‘̂ ^'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 b e h a v i o u r . 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, ^  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.49 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 H e g e l i a n s .L a v r o v  first used the term in 
'Prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia' (1859), were he showed a particular interest in 
Arnold Ruge's idea that criticism promoted s t rugg le .Third ly ,  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 c r i t i c i s m .

The sense in which Lavrov used 'criticism' most often, throughout his career, 
was judgement. In 'SotsiaTnaia revoliutsiia i zadachi nravstvennosti' (1884), for 
example, he defined it as follows: ' KpHTHxa ecTb bonbuieK) qacTbio MMeHHO 
oueHKa BepoHTHeftmero h Jiywmero'.^^ Critical judgement may be understood in 

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

“̂ ^Bogatov, Filosofiia P. L. Lavrova, p. 98.
^^The significance o f 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.
'^^For the Renaissance use of criticism, see: 'Kritik', Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophie, ed. 
Joachim Ritter and Karlfried Gründer, 9 vols, Basel, 1971-1995, IV, pp. 1249-82: 1255-66.
^^Kareev, "Teoriia lichnosti”, p. 15.

L. Lavrov, 'Prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia', Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, pp. 177-338: 285, 322. 
Arnold Ruge associated criticism especially with struggle against all intellectual, religious and political 
institutions.
^^See, for example: Rappoport, Sotsial'naiafilosofiia, pp. 67-69.
^^'SotsiaFnaia revoliutsiia', p. 494. In 'Znanie i revoliutsiia', he explained the practical importance o f  
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':

BH6 KPHTHKH H6T paSBHTHH , BH6 KpWTHKH HOT COBepUieHCTBOBaHMH. 
Bes KpMTMKM B c e r o  O K pyjK aiom ero MenoBCK HMKaK 6 h  H e  
B bipa6oT ancH  h3 HtMBOXHoro c o c t o h h h ; î ,  n e p e x o a n n  6bi b cio  HCMSHb o t  
OMHoro M rn oB eH H oro  HcejiaHM^ k  a p y r o M y  6 e 3  n j ia n a , 6 e 3  
nocne/iOBaTenbHOCTH. KpwTHKa coBcTBeHHbix ^enanMA KaK KpMXMKa 
m e n a e M O z o  n p e^ M ex a  w KaK KpwxHKa m e j ia m e n b H o z o  c o c x o a H w a  
a y x a  n o 3 B o n a e x  a e n o B e K y  nocxpoM X b n 6 p a p x n a ecK H  cbom  
no6yîK ^eH M a m npe/tM exbi, h x  Boaôyat^aiom M e

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': 'qeaoBCK oxHOCMxca k  

cym ecxByiom M M  ^ o p w a M  M CKyccxBa mhm H a y w H o ro  x B o p q e c x B a  n e  KaK 

M^toaonoKJioHHMK K cBOCMy KyMMpy, HO KaK CBoOo^Ho pa3BM Baiom aaca  

jiMWHOCXb K n p o a y K x a M  h cp e a c x n a M  C B oero  paaBMXMa'.^s 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.56 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': 'M 

x o r ^ a ,  K o r a a  m h  n p H 3 H a e M  y jK e  c y m e c x B y io m M e  4)opM bi, m h  mx npM H M M aeM  

BO MMH KPMXMKM n O C n e  Ô O pbÔ H  C HMMM, npM 3H aB  MX y/tO B JieX B OpM XejlbH H M M , 

HO npM 3H aB  3a  c o ô o A  n p a B O  o x b iC K a x b  h o b h o  ^ o p M b i b  c n y n a e  n y jK ^ H .'^ ^  

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:

B cH K oe oÔBOKXMBHoe H a n a n o , n o c x a n n e H H o e  b r n a B y  b x m k m  m 
coiiMonoFMM, MMeex cxpeM JieHM e noaaBMXb cyôteK X M B H oe paaBMXMe, 
cn ea o B a x en b H O , axpo4>M poBaxb noxpeÔ H O Cxb k p m x m k m  [ .. .]  H M K O W  
jTMnnocxb H e no^nMHMxcn HMKaKoft x e o p e M e  oôteKXM BHoA; HMKor^a

^4'Tri besedy', pp. 556-57.
^^'Tri besedy', p. 549.
^^Istoricheskie p is 'ma, p. 83.

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.
^^'Tri besedy', p. 549.
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noTpeÔHOCTb KPMTMKM H6 npeKHOHMTCH ^ajKC nepcfl
T eo p eM o ft paBeHCTBa M enc^y jim îhocthm m  [_.]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'.^o 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 XVIII veka' (1880):

O na [KpM TM Ka] n o c x e n e H H O  B b ip a ô o x a j i a  n a y w H y io  (J)Mnoco4)MK), 
K o x o p a n  x p e 6 o B a n a  cede r o c n o a c x B a  b o  b c c m  o 6 n a c x M  
x e o p e x M H e c K o f i  m u c jtm , n p o x M B o n o c x a B n H H  y c x a p e n o M y  
c p e ^ H e B e K O B O M y  y q eH M io  p n / t  c x o j ib  me y H M B e p c a jib H H x  
M M p o c o se p u a H M t^ , HO n p M c n o c o ô n e H H H x  k  p o c x y  m h c h m  h o b o x o  
BpeM CHM . O na o 6 p a m a n a c b  b  c b o m x  x ex H M ^ e cK M x  m c o u M o n o rM ^ e c K M x  
M C cneaoB aH M B x k  H tM aneHHHM  M H x e p e c a M  B c e x  K n a c c o B  o 6 m e c x B a .  
O na n o a p b i B a n a  a B x o p M x e x  nojiM X M w ecK oA  m h c h m , s a a B u a a ,  i ix o  
noHMXMKa ô e c c M Jib H a  n p e ^  B o n p o c a M M  o ô n a ro c o c x o B H M M  n a p o a o B ;  
p a s p y m a n a  a B x o p M x e x  naxpM OX M SM a M3BHe, y K a s H B a n  na 
KOCMOnOJIMXMWeCKOe aeMCXBMe SKOHOMMqeCKMX SaKOHOB, 
CBHSblBaKDIltMX M H X epeCH  o6uteC X B  HeaaBMCMMO o x  rpaH M Lt XeppM XOpM A
M H3bIKOB[...]61
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 qeMy HtMXb?», 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.

JIorMqecKMA Bonpoc o itejiM ( mhm o  KonewHoA npM^MHe) m o m îh o  
cxaBMXb jiMuib /tJiH paBHMMHbix qjieHOB p^aa aeAcxBM#, coBepmaeMbix 
paccyjK^aioiuMM cymecxBOM, m cneacxBM%, nonywaeMbix ox 3 x m x  
aeMCXBM#, xaK qxoÔH peayjibxax m npM^Mna e ro  npMna^nejKanM k

^^'Formula progressa', p. 405.
^^'Znanie i revoliutsiia', p. 233. In this article, Lavrov suggested that knowledge (not criticism) which 
will show revolutionaries the true path to progress.

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 p is 'ma, p. 143, and 'Formula progressa', p. 409.
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oaH O M y H TOMy ace p ^ a y .  [•••] IIo K a  w en o seK  H e B tip a ô o x a n  
yôeTKReum, B o n p o c  « k  weMy îkm tb?» n e  t o j ib k o  n e  s a K o n e n ,  h o  
H e n en , xaK  k b k  n e  MMeex CMHCJia. KaK me xonbK O  cocxaB M jiocB  
KaKoe-nM Ô o yôe^K^aenne, x o  n a y x a  n e  x d h b k o  n p e a t a a n a e x  
npMXHsaHMe k  peuieHMK) B o n p o c a , h o  m nonojK H xenbH O  p e m a e x  e r o  
[...]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:

K on e^ H O , ô esy cn o B H O  h o b o f o  h h k x o  n e  c o s a a e x ;  caM bie BenMKMe 
reHMH B b ip acxa iox , n p o n n x a n n H e  axM O c^ ep oA  c B o e r o  B p eM en n , m 
Ka^K^bift 3jieM eH X MX H paBcxBO H H oro ÔHXMH npoM Som en m3 a n e M e n x o B  
MMpa MX o K p y n ta io m ero ; [h o  ...] b hm x B ce n e p e p a ô a x u B a e x c n  m, b 
CBoeft HOBoft <l)opMe, n o n y w a e x  neMsrna^MMMbit^ o n e w a x o K  
ocoôeH H O cxM  x o r o  npM Ôopa, q p e s  KOxopbiA o h o  np om n o.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: 
T Ic M x o n o rM q e c K o e  n a ^ ia j io ,  K o x o p o e  b o b n a c x M  snanM H npMBO^Mjio k  

4)Mnoco4)MM, e c x b  m e o p n e c m e o .  O h o  cx p o M x  n a y x y  m3 (h ax x o B  3naHM H m 

o x B a x b iB a e x  n a y x M  (l)Mnoco4)CKOti CMCxeMOft.'^^ Lavrov also called creativity a 

force for reconciliation, but one which leads to activity:

K o r a a  qejiOBeK o m y m a e x  n e n o n n o x y ,  p a3po3H eH H O cxb , H e ^ o c x a x o K ,  
H e c x p o ftH o c x b , B B naexcB  eM y n a  noM oiub xB op q ecxB O  c o  cbom m  
cxpeMJieHMCM K npMMMpeHMK) B c e x  npoxM Bope^M ft, K aon on n eH M fo  
B c e x  H e^ocxaxK O B . O h o  Bbi3biBaex qenoB C K a k  ^ e n y , KaK x o h b k o  b 
MenoBCKe p o ^ ^ a e x c H  H ey/iO B jiexB opeH H a^ noxpeÔHOCXb; o h o  c o 3 # a e x

^^'Starye voprosy', pp. 538-39.
'Didro i Lessing', p. 149.

‘̂̂ 'Tri besedy', p. 531; see also p. 547.
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xeopHK) TaM, r ^ e  M an o  4>aKTOB; o h o  npoTM B opew ne m anccoH aH C H  
HÎM3HM npHMMpHOT B rapMOHMWECKOM COS^aHMM Xy^OHCHMKa.
Hero cp ea cT B a  B T o p o cx en en H H , h o  rn a B H o e -  q en b ; cxpoftHOCTb, 
i^enocT b, K p a c o x a  -  e ro  n a c y m n a a  norpeÔHOcxb.^s
C reativ ity  w as a lso  an im portant part o f  L avrov's theory o f  d ign ity  in  the early  

period , w h en , as has b een  sh o w n , he portrayed d ign ity  as a h igher id ea l that each  

p erson  creates for h im  or h erse lf  and strives to rea lize . M oreover, crea tive  s e lf ­

d efin itio n  o f  the person  is a p re-con d ition  for all m oral d evelop m en t: 'JlnR x o r o  

Hxobbi McxopHH qenoBEKa nananacb, hxo6h naqanocb pasBMxwe, hxo6h
pO^MJiaCb HpaBCXBEHHOCXb, HEO^XO^tMMO, HX06bI XBOp^ECXBO ^enOBEKa 

oôpaxMHOCb Ha n e r o  c a M o r o , q x o 6 b i k c o sH a n m o  C B oero  npHCoeawHM Jiocb 

npeacxaB neH M E  C B oero

In the b eg in n in g  o f  h is career, L avrov ev en  seem ed  to fe e l that creativ ity  w a s  

superior to pure k n o w led g e  o f  fact. T he reason  for th is m ay h ave b een  that creativ ity  

g iv e s  m ean in g  to the ob jects o f  exp er ien ce , w h ile  k n o w led g e  d o es not, a lth ou gh  he  

did  not say  so  exp lic itly :

3Hanue yMeHbiuaem ô u m u e  npedM ema, yM EH biuaex q w cn o  n p n 3naKOB 
B XOM, q x o  y s H a e x c a , nepexoaM X  o x  p e a jib H o ro  k oxBnewEHHOM y, o x  
(j)OpMH EflMHHMHOrO npE^M EXa K CymECXBEHHHM npH 3HaKaM  
npeacxaB nE H M a n p eaM E x a; m eopnecm eo  y e e n m u e a e m  ôbimue mo20, 
Ha nmo o h o  o6paw,eHo: o h o  npM ÔaBnaex p e a n b H u ft n p n a n a K  k 
npEj^cxaBJiEHHK), B H ac cym ecxByroiitEM y, k c o c x o h h m io  a y x a ,  K o x o p u M  
Mbi npoHM KHyxbi; o h o  b b o jïh x  b mmp peanbHbiM  x o , Mxo n p H H a ^ n e ^ a n o  
xoHbKO nauiEM y B nyxpeH H E M y MMpy; o h o  a a e x  e /im h m m h o e  
o 6 o c o 5 jih io iu e e  ôbixME xoM y, q x o  6 h j to  o 6 iu e ; o h o  oôneK aem  ece, 
n p o x o aH u te e  w epea n am e  coanaHM E e <f>opMbi.̂ '̂

Further on  in the sam e w ork, 'Tri b esed y  o  sovrem en n om  zn ach en ii f ilo so fii', he

c la im ed  that in  our m inds, the in ven ted  heroes o f  literature and poetry  are 'm ore real'

than the p eo p le  w h o  actually  surround us: 'A n x M ro n a , n e m  M a x ô e x ,  T p e x x e n ,

OaMCceA, ra M Jie x , IImmeh ^M Byx cpe^H nac, n p e c n e a y io x  nac h o c x o h h h o ,

Bxo^H B namy jkmbhb, aenaacb 6onee aeAcxBHxenbHbiMM, qeM m h o x h e  m3

HauiMx anaKOM bix, K o x o p w x  m h  h o m h h m  nnuib x o r ^ a ,  K o ra a  ohm  cocxaBjiM tox

peajibHbiM npe^MEx nam ero HaômoaeHM^.'^s

L avrov q u a lified  th is b y  in troducing w hat he ca lled  the 'p h ilo sop h ica l e lem en t

o f  creativ ity '. Art, p h ilo so p h y  and relig ion , all o f  w h ich  are products o f  hum an

crea tiv ity , are va lid ated  on ly  w h en  they  are further transform ed b y  the p h ilo so p h ica l

e lem en t o f  creativ ity , w h ich  is characterized  b y  a 'living' and 'free' attitude tow ard

them :

Ocherki voprosov', p. 360. 
^^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 377. 
^^'Tri besedy', p. 537.
^^'Tri besedy', p. 542.
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O n n o c o 4)CKHft 3 neM 6 HT TB opqecT B a, CBOôo^Hoe oxH om eH H e k  
cymecTByiomM M  4)opM aM  T B op q ecxB a  h CBO ôo^H oe B o n n o m eH n e  
H O Boro co^epîKaHHH b h o b h c  (J)opMbi ae n an w  H3 MCKyccTBa, M3 
pejiHrH03HHx M MeTa4)H3MqecKMx co3/ïaHMM He npMHa^nestHOCTb 
H e ô o n b u io ro  WMcna M CKJimM xenbHHx JiM^HOcxeft -  xy^OHtHHKOB, 
MbicHHTejieft, npopoK O B , HO aocTO^HM e B c e ro  H enoB eqecT B a.69

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.

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.'^^ xhey deprive all thought of its 'living content''^^ and

society of its motive force for development, as he claimed in Perezhivaniia
doistoricheskogo perioda (1898):

M cTopM ^ecK an UMBMnM3auMH OK pyjK aex ^M xapn Bbicmeft K y jib x y p b i 
npoayK xaM M  pejiMrnM, n a y x ,  4)M noco4)MM, HpaBCTBeHHOCxM m 
cjioHtHUMM obmecxBeHHHMM (J)opMaMM; e r o  BocnH xaH H e oanaKOM M Jio 
e r o  c  MX npoHBJieHMMMM; e r o  obm ecxB eH H oe nonoHteHM e aacxaB M no 
e r o  BKnmM Xb 3 xm n p o /ty x x H  b 6 onbuieft mhm M enbiueft M ep e  b CBOft 
}KM3HeHHblft OÔMXO^a M B OÔCXaHOBKy CBOerO K OM ^Opxa. H o OH BCe- 
xaKM OXHOCMXCH K HMM, KaK ^MKapb. O h BOBce H e q y B cx B y ex  
noxpeÔHOCXM b x e x  3 n e M e n x a x , K o x o p w e  cocxaB Jin iox  mx 
p a 3BMBaiomee n a n a n o .^ ^

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

^^'Tri besedy', p. 551.
^^Humboldt, Über die Verschiedenheit, p. xxviii.
'^^Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, pp. 21-22; Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 61.
'^^Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 25. Creativity is also a recurrent m otif o f 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, M oscow, 1991, pp. 24-42: 25.

L. Lavrov, Perezhivaniia doistoricheskogo perioda, Sobranie sochinenii. III, no. 5, p. 21. 
'^^Perezhivaniia, p. 17. Lavrov's distinction between 'cultural savages' and members o f 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 solidarity7^ 

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:

IIpM 3TOM coxpaHM BUieecH e iu e  o t  3 0 o n o rn q ecK M x  npe^KOB q ejiO B ex a  
n o ô y H ta e H M e  yK p am arb  Htn3Hb craBHT r e n e p b  c e 6 e  3 a a a q e #  b o6n acT H  
3 d o p o 6 0 u  s c m e m m e c K O Û  M u c n u  -  n p H ^ a x b  b c o m  ^ o p M a M  K y n b x y p H  
co^epîK aT enbH yK ) npuB jieK aT enbH ocT b m b h o c t m  b o  B ce  4 > o p m h  
T B o p q e c T B a  m h c j ih  m hchbhm  c o ^ e p jK a x e jib H b iH  x y a o ^ e c T B e H H w A
3neMeHTJ6

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: 'cnocoÔHOCTb HaywHoro, xyaoHtecTBeHHoro, 
rpajiiaaHCKoro TBopqecTBa ecxb caMan ônecTHiuan cnocoÔHOcxb qenoBeKa: b 

ee OTnpaBJieHM M X q e n o B e x  H a w G o n e e  O T a a n a e T c a  o t  jKMBOTHbix, k  H e M y  

6jih3KHx'.'77 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.^^ 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

^^Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, pp. 64-65.
^^Zadachi ponimaniia istorii, p. 84. This is remarkable because for many years Lavrov had portrayed 
aesthetics as something almost superfluous to considerations about the improvement o f society and life 
in general.
^^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 369.
^^See, for example, 'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 359, 376; P. L. Lavrov, 'Otvet g. Strakhovu', Filosofiia i 
sotsiologiia. I, pp. 493-507: 505; Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 29.
^^Rappoport, '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.'^^

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: ' 3 tm  oÔMsaHHOCTM M H o raa  B ecbM a 

H enpH H TH bi, M H oraa  napyiuaiO T C H , h o  n e  n e p e c T a iO T  6biTb o^HsaHHOCTHMM m 

Bn e K y T  s a  coôoPi b  c n y w a e  McnonneHM M  B 03B H iueH ne H paB C T B eH H oro  

HyBCTBa, yflO B neT B opeH M e, H acnant^teH M e, b c j i y q a e  n a p y m e H H a  -  

Hey^OBonbCTBMe, pacKaHHwe, cosHaHMe sna.'^i In 'Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh 
reshenie', he even claimed: 'H paB C TB eH H O  o Ô H sa T e n b H o e  a o c T a n n a e T  B c e r ^ a  

T6M  6 o jib iu e e  yaoBOJibCTBM e, t o m  H c n e e  o h o  c o s n a n o  K a x  o ô a s a r e n b H o e . '^ ^

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: 'Mom Bbime pasBMT qenoBOK, cne^O B axenbH O , mom e r o  n e p a n a M  

CMCT0Ma wyBCTBM TenbHee, t o m  n e n p n ^ T H e e  c o c t o h h m 0  sp M T en n  w y n to ro  

cxpa^aH H H . 3 t o  n e p a n o e  c o c t o h h m 0  o x p a n ta e rc H  a  ay m e q y a c x a o M  

oxapameHM H k  y y ^ o M y  cxpa^aH H io , a  JiymuMX n a x y p a x  -  w yacxaoM  

co5Kan0HMH.'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.

^^Scanlan, 'Peter Lavrov', p. 17. Kareev explained that, for Lavrov, the wish for pleasure is the root o f  
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.

'Ocherki voprosov', p. 386.
^2’Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 624; see also: 'Sotsializm i bor'ba', p. 372.
^^'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 390-91.
^^'Sotsializm i bor'ba', pp. 370-72.
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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':

T o n b K O  TOT MCTMHHbift MejiOBeK, TOT pasBMH B c e 6 e  uenoeeHHOcmb,
KTO H e n p e n e ô p e r  h h  oaHMM h3 o t h x  3JieMeHTOB, k t o  s n a e T  h h io ô h t ,  
Mbe c e p a u e  ôbeTCR  cowyBCTBueM  o6iuecTB8H H O M y, rp an taan cK O M y hhm 
3KOHOMMH6CKOMy BOnpOCy M KTO MOJK0T HacnaJK^aTbCH npeKpaCHOft 
4)opMoA M3^iuHoro npoM3BeaeHMM, cTpotebiM 3aaHneM 
M0Ta(l)M3MqeCKOH CMCT0MH. K tO  n p 0H06p 0r a 0T O^HOft M3 3TMX 
O T pacneft, k t o  H e x o w eT  ^ante M Hcnbio nepejKMTb rnaBH bie  
noôym aeH M ^, B onnyiom M e a p y r n x  m o^eA , t o t  ceÔH y p o ^ y e T  
^obpoBOJibHO. [...] TaKMM o 6 p a 3 0 M , n e p B o e  npoHBneHM e (punoco<puu  
6  mu3HU  ecT b TpeboBaH M e n e n o e e n H o c m u ,  t .  e . T peôoB aH M e  
6onnoiu ,eH U H , n p o u y e c m e o e a H U H  mjim n o  K p aftn eft M ep e  noH U M auuH  
B c e r o  n en o B en ecK o ro .^ 5

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
d e c is io n : 'npaB M H bH oe, p a 3 y M H o e  paaBMTMe ncMXMqecKMx n p o i te c c o B  T p e ô y e T ,

wTOÔbi HanpHîKeHM e q y n cT B  6 h j io  n e  npo^tonJKM TejibHO, h o  p a a p e m a n o c b

HCHbiM o 6 p a 3 0 M  xyaoHtHMKa, TBep^biM pemeHMeM an n  npaK T M ^ ecK oro

ae^TejiM, 6onee onpeaeneHHoA Mucnbio ana yqenoro'.^^ in 'Zadachi pozitivizma

i ikh reshenie', he claimed that feelings are the source of both subjective judgements
and actions.

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:

n o 3 T O M y , a n a  bonbuiMHCTBa n ioaeft, c n a 6 b ix  M bicnbio m x a p a K T ep o M , 
CnpaBeaHMBO, MTO JlMUIb B CnOKOftHOM COCTOaHMM a y x a  OHM CnOCOÔHbl 
paayM H O  aeftcTBOBaTb. H o  a n a  Jiioaeft m ctm hho  paaBMTHx m 
aapoBM THx cocT oaH M e C T pacT H oro n an p aaten M a qyBCTBa cnyatMT  
TOJlbKO ycMjiMBaioiaMM 3J10M0HTOM a n a  n e p e x o a a  o t  BOcnpMHaTHx 
oiuymeHMft K paayM H oft aeaTenbHOCTM, m BOcnpMMMMMBOCTb,

^ '̂Tri besedy', p. 564.
^^'Edinstvo', pp. 211-12.
^^'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 624, 629.
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cxpacTHocTb, /leHxejibHOCTb B HMX cocTaBHHioT ecxecTBeHHue 
3JieMeHTH eduHOso pasyMHoro npouecca.^^
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 affekt^̂  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: 'JlM^Hbift a4>4>eKT aBnaexca to
n o M e x o io , t o  co^eftcTBM eM  n p o r p e c c y  m n p M o ô p ex a eT  B ce 6 o j ie e  nocne^H M A

xapaKTep jiMuib nacTonbKo, nacKOJibKO oh nepexo^MT b a4)4)eKT
o6mecTBeHHbifi h, noâ iMĤ HCb kphthkc, CTanoBMTCH a^4>eKTOM
HpaBCTBeHHHM.'^o 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:

H en o B eK  c x a j i  o 6 o 6 iu a T b  mhchm m M ucjiM Tb npM nocoÔMM 
OTBJteweHHOCTeA. M a n o  T o r o :  o h  c o a a a n  O T B n en en H b ie  m^ cm,
KOTopue npoTHBonocTaBMn ce6e xaK npeaMexbi a(J)cl)eKTa. O h 
BooaymeBnnncn M̂ enMW. O h nonioôun Maeanw. O h cxan cnocoôen 
ntepTBOBaxb coboio, ocTaBnnxb npMBHnKM, OTBepraxb npeaaHMn, 
noèeîK^taTb nnnHHe a4>4>eKTU, nocHnaxb na CMepxb moÔMMbix mo âeft 
M3-3a 4)Mnoco4)CKOft udeu, na-aa HpaBCTBennoro udeana. 3 xa 
cnocoÔHOCTb coaaaBaxb oboôutatoutMe Ĥ eM h mx nroÔHTb aana nanano 
HOBHM CBnayiomMM 3neM6HTaM ueTKjiy nio^bMM. JlioÔMMbifi wjxean cxan 
/tnn nenoBCKa BnyxpeHHO o^naaxenbHbiM HpaBCTBennuM M^eanoM, m 
nyBCTBO HpaecmeeuHozo doma xax BHcmero nacna^KaeHMn, 
KOTopoMy noanMHniOTcn Bce nponne, BwpaôoTanocb b peaynbxaxe 
nnMHHoro pnaa ncMXMnecKHx npoqeccoB na nepBoÔHTHbix nanan 
ôeaycnoBHoro sroMaMa, 6eaycnoBHoft jKajK̂ H nacnantaeHMn, xaxoBO
6bl OHO HM 6bin0.91

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

^^'Edinstvo', p. 212. He made a similar claim in 'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 624-29.
^^See, for example, 'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 630-31.

iografiia-ispoved", p. 96. He expressed the same thought in numerous other works o f this period, 
including the second edition o f Istoricheskie p is 'ma (1891), p. 376, and 'SotsiaFnaia revoliutsiia' 
(1884), pp. 399-400.

'Sotsializm i bor'ba', pp. 372-73.
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of injustice in Russian society: M 6un  o c j ie n j ie H  3 tm m m  h o b u m h  m c h h  

KOHuenitMHMH M ^yBCTBOBaji ceÔM H a nojiojK eH H H  xaK  b C Boe BpeM H 

o c M e H H H o ro  « K a io m ero cH  aBopM HM Ha».'^^ 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 beeause it would provoke action in others, again 
by affecting their feelings, namely by rousing and inspiring them:

H y ^ H O  H e TOJlbKO cnoB O , n y n tn o  a e n o . H y n tn b i B H eprnqecK M e, 
(})aHaTMqecKMe jiiohm, pMCKyromMe bc6 m  m ro x o B b ie  jKepxBOBaxb bc8M. 
H y m H  MyqeHMKH, j ie r e n n a  K o x o p w x  n e p e p o c n a  6bi jianeK O  h x  
HCTHHHoe jiocTOMHCTBO, MX jieftCTBHxejibHyio s a c j iy r y .  [...] O hm 
c x a n y x  H enocnraeM H M , neBOSMOHtHbiM M aeanoM  n p e a  x o jin o A . H o 
a a x o  MX n e r e n a a  BooayuieBM x thchmm xoA  3H eprM eft, K o x o p a ^  n y n tn a
a  JIM 6 o p b 6 b i.9 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 perekreshehentsy' 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 Freneh Jansenist women who, unwilling to compromise their 
beliefs in the faee of perseeution, finally chose death rather than renouncing their 
beliefs:

FepoMSM cxpa^aHMM, naccMBHoft ôopbÔH 6bin eaMHCxBeHHbiM 
BbipaJKeHM0M CaMOCTOMXeJlbHOCTM JIMMHOCXeA. M (J)paHIty3CKMe 
npoxecxaHTKM BbiKasanM b 3xoft 6opb6e, m to  MHorne mb h m x  
BbipaôoxajiM B ce6e cnocoÔHOcxb cxpaaaxb s a  yôemjieHv\e, HcepxBOBaxb 
ÔJiarococTOMHMeM, cnoKOftcxBMeM ceMbM, jjajKe MtMSHbio caMHx 
jjopoxMX JiMHHOcxeA, Korjta jteno mno o BbicmeM aocxoMHCXBe 
MejioBexa, c t o m t b  sa t o ,  qeMy BepMuib [...] KoneMHO, t o ,  o  m om  iu jio
JJ0J1O, 0&Ba JIM CTOMJIO CTOJlbKMX MC0pXB

Lavrov's attitude to strength of feeling and to suffering is again an element of his 
thought that can be eompared to that of Wilhelm von Humboldt. Humboldt, like 
many humanists, believed that strength of feeling increased human capacity and

G. Kuliabko-Koretskii, Iz davnikh let. Vospominaniia lavrista, ed. B. P. Koz'min and M. M. 
Konstantinov, M oscow, 1931, p. 24.
^^Istoricheskie p is 'ma, pp. 108-09.
^4p. 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.^^

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. 
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

Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'Latium und Hellas', Wilhelm von Humboldts Gesammelte Schriften, 17 vols, 
Berlin, 1968, IE, pp. 136-70: 153-4.
^^Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, p. 22.
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will as a 'subjective fact', that is, a fact of human consciousness.^^ 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 n o n e r e  n e p a , K pyîK am erocH  b B o s ^ y x e , npw B ceft e r o  BH/iHMoft 
HenpaBHnbHOCTM, c y m e c T B y e r  saKOH, m 3 t o t  saKOH npM BoawTca Ha 
M 3M epeHne H eô o n b u io ro  WMcna ycK opeH M ft, on p eaen^ io iitM x ABM^eHMe; 
B HCTopMH q en o B eq ecT B a  cy m ecT B y eT  jin  nozioÔHbrft saKOH? -  M o ^ ot 
6biTb, H8T, MOîKeT 6biTb, n a y x a  n e  MOHtex peuiHTenbHO CKasaTb h h  
To r o  HM A P y r o r o , h o , n e  npoMSHOCH C B oero  pemeHMH, o n a  t o m  caMbiM  
no3BOJiHeT w en oB eK y co 3 a a T b  cB o eti <J)aHTa3Hefi o t b o t , n e  
npoTMBopeqautMA e e  aaHHbiM[...]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,̂ 9 Lavrov responded as follows: 'C aM oe B a M o e  oÔBMHeHMe 

3aK Jim aeT C H  b t o m , m to  h n e  p a a p em n n  B o n p o c a  o  cB oôo^ ïe bohm . 3 t o  

B n o jin e  cnpaBe&nMBO, T a x  K a x  h c^MTaio e r o  m B ce MeTac|)M3MqecKMe B o n p o cH  

o  cyutHOCTM BemeA B n o n n e  HepaapemMMHMM.'^oo

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 
w i l l .  ^ 0 1  Zen'kovskii 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. ̂ 02

Other commentators, beginning with Strakhov in 1860,^^3 have asserted that 

Lavrov did not believe in free will. A few, including Rusanov, Philip Pomper, 
Volodin and I t e n b e r g ^ 0 4  have claimed that, in his youth, Lavrov was a 'theological 
fatalist', and that he later dropped fatalism in favour of d e t e r m i n i s m .  ^ ^ 5  The notion 

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

^^See especially: 'Ocherki voprosov', pp. 375-76.
L. Lavrov, 'Pis"mo k izdateliu', Izbrannye sochineniia, I, pp. 108-117: 111.

^^Strakhov, 'Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova', p. 12. 
lOO'Otvet g. Strakhovu', p. 502.

Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, p. 130. 
l^^Zen"kovskii, Istoriia, I, part 2, p. 167.

Strakhov, ‘Ocherki voprosov prakticheskoi filosofii P. L. Lavrova', pp. 12-13.
^̂ ‘̂ Rusanov, Biografiia, pp. 10-11, 16; Pomper, P eter Lavrov, p. 31 ; Volodin and Itenberg, Lavrov, 
p. 17.
^O^The 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"'. ’06 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: R  McnbiTan n a  #ene, 

KaK ymacHO npeo6jiaaaHne 4>n3MwecKoro Mupa Haa MopanbHbiM, h He 6bui 
cnoco6eH hm k KaKOMy MopanbHOMy aeftcTBMio, peuiMTenbHO see  M#eM 
ycKonbsanM o t  mchh, a b cepau^ 6Hno yjKacHO.'iov 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.’̂ s 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.^^9 
The same necessity lies behind moral decisions and judgements:

CTOJib m e H0 M3 6 em H o j i m  q e n o B e q e c K o r o  yM a, KaK oôteK TM BH bie  
3aKOHbi, rocno^cTByHDmMe b npM po/^e, ocHOBHaM MHTMMHaa 
M;teanH3aitMH npoM 3BonbH oA nocraHOBKM u e n e ft  h n p o H 3 B o n b H o ro  
B b i6op a  cp eacT B  craBM x n p e a  K am ^oft nM^HocTbio nepapxM K) 
HpaBCTBeHHO nym uH x m H paBCTBenHo xyauiM x ite jie ft, o c x a B n a a  eM y
HMUIb CnOCOÔHOCTb KpMTMqeCKM HOBepMTb, H0 Ha^O HM, B 3TO #  
KpMTMKe, BM^OM3MeHMTb 3 T y  MepapXMK), npM3HaTb MHOe JiymilMM M 
xyaiuMM. PemeHM e bohm m B biôop T o r o  mhm a p y r o r o  n o c x y n K a ,  
B cneacxB M e s x o r o  pemeHMH, oK aaH B aexcH  B c e r a a  HeMBÔemnbiM, h o  
KpMTMKa 3TMKM MOHteX npM3HaXb 3a  3TMM Bbl6opOM BblCmee MJIM 
HM3mee ana^eH M e m BoanomMXb n a  JiMWHOcxb oxB excxB eH H O cxb  3 a  
3TOT b h 6 o p  n p e a  c o 6 o io  m n p e a  apyxMMM pasjtenHKJiuMMM x e  m e  
yôemaeHMH.i’o

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

’^6'Biografiia-ispoved'', p. 89.
'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 19. XI. 1841, p. 50.
'Dnevniki i stikhotvoreniia', 16. VIII. 1841, pp. 46-47.
Istoricheskie pis'm a, 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.
’ ^^Istoricheskiepis'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 H a m e  sp e M H , o c H O S H o e  n o n o ^ e H w e  <aeTepMHHHCTOB: « s e e  M M eex 
CBOK) H e o ô x o ^ M M y io  npMWMHy M c B o e  H eM sb e îK H o e  cn e^C T B M e»  -  e c x b  
aKCM OM a e c x e c x B 0 3 H a H M B , H e  / to n y c K a io m a H  M CKnioqeHM ft. B x o  me 
c a M o e  B peM H  B cq  H a m a  n p a K x n ^ e c K a n  JKMSHb, q a c x n a a  m 
o b m e c x B e H H a n ,  B c e  nam M  CHomeHMH, B c e  nam M  cy>K/teHMB o m o a ^ x  
o n M p a io x c H  n a  c x o n b  me o c H O B H o e  n o n o H teH M e d p o x m b h m k o b  
aexepM M H M S M a: K an taw A  q e n o B e K  cxaB M x m ^ o n ^ K e n  cxaB M X b c e 6 e  
itenM , n o a B e p r a e x ,  M O H tex h  jionmeu n o ^ B e p r a x b  3 xm  itenM  KpM XHKe, 
no /tJieîK M x M A o n ^ te H  n o a n e ^ a x b  o ite H K e ,  C M O xpn  n o  C B o ftc x B y  ueneft, 
MM H o c x a B n e H H b ix , M c p e a c x B ,  MM y n o x p e b n n e M b ix  aocxM B ceH M a 
3XMX u e n e f t

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 q a c x H O ti  ÎKM3HM w en o B O K a, k b k  b  o b m e c x B e n n o A  e r o  
a e n x e n b H o c x M , c a M o e  B p e a n o e  n a n a n o  e c x b  x o ,  K o x o p o e  C B H 3biB aex 
e M y  pyK M , o x y M a n M B a e x  e M y  ap e H M e , a e n a e x  M3 n e r o  a B x o M a x a  
6 e c c o 3 H a x e n b H o r o ,  h o  o x B e x c x B e n n o r o .  H y c x b  o h  n p M B b iK aex  
xoaM X b 6 e 3  n o M o n e f t ,  n M x a x b  6 e 3  yK a3K M , qyB C X B O B axb c o ô c x B e H H H M  
qyBCXBOM , CBOMM yM O M . C n o x K H e x c H : H M n e ro ; om M Ô excn : H M w ero ;

*  ̂  ̂Quoted by Tkachev in a review o f Lavrov's Opyt istorii mysli, published in 1875: P. N. Tkachev, 
'Rol" mysli v istorii ("Opyt istorii mysli", 1.1, izd. zhurnala "Znanie")', Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh, ed. 
B. M. Shakhmatov, M oscow, 1975-76, II, pp. 43-88: 55. Tkachev did not accept Lavrov's claim. He 
called the notion o f free will 'absurd' (p. 54) and argued that Lavrov’s attack on determinism would 
undermine the law o f cause and effect, which would undermine the principle o f accountability, and 
hence, also of morality (pp. 55-56).
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oÔMonBMTCH: HMqero... CosHaHwe caMOCTOHxenbHoft jneHxenbHOCxM b 
H6M pacxex, M OH caM HaywMTCM cMoxpexb sa coôoio... MenoBCK 
^onmen ôuTb n e  MaiuMHoft, a  MaiuHHHCxoMJ^^

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 3TOM C03HaHMH C03^aeXCH MCTOptmeCKHH poa HpaBCTBeHHblX, 
rpa> K /taH C K H x, p e j iH r n o 3 H H x  4)Hnoco4)CK M x c m c t c m , k o t o p h c  
cocxaBJi^iOT B Kant^oe MXHOBeHMe aaKOHoaaxenbcxBO co3HaHHH; b o  
MMM 3TMX aaKOHOB cy^MT M ocy^K t̂aiOT ntmHocTM M o6mecTBa; npea 
3TMMM 3aKOHaMH OTBeXCTBeBHbl C03HaxeJIbHbie, M TOJlbKO 
co3HaxenbHbie jih^hocth.i^^

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: 'Echm 6u Ka>K/tbift Mor no

HeaaBHCHMOMy n p o n 3 B o n y  BHÔpaxb c b o io  ^ eH xen b H ocxb , t o  ?KH3Hb

nenoBenecTBa npeacxaBHJia 6u  ne  pa3BMxne, a qapcTBO cjiynaftHOCXH’.i^^

 ̂^^'Vrednye nachala', p. 127.
 ̂  ̂^'Mekhanicheskaia teoriia mira', p. 46.
 ̂^"^'Prakticheskaia filosofiia Gegelia', p. 323. Lavrov made this point in the context o f a critique of 

Hegel and Ruge, but the statement nevertheless seems to be an accurate summary o f his own position.
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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 Chemyshevskii and 
Pisarev. 1 For Chemyshevskii, 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:

Ecjim nonesHHM HasHsaeTCH to, WTO cnyncHT mcto^hhkom MHOHtecTsa 
HacnajK/teHHfi, h ^o6phm npocTO to, hto ohchb nonesHO, TyT Hte He 
OCTaeTCa POBHO HHKaKHX COMHeHHft OTHOCMTenbHO Itenn, KOTOpan 
npe/inMCHBaeTCH wenoBexy, -  He KaKHMH-Hn6ŷ b hoctopohhhmh 
C0 0 6 paJKeHHHMM MJIM BHyUieHMHMH, [...] HeT, npê nHCblBaeTCH npOCTO 
paccy^KOM, sapaBHM cmhchom, noTpeÔHocTbto Hacnant̂ eHMH: 3Ta itejib 
-  aobpo.^

Since, according to Chemyshevskii, 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.^

Unlike Chemyshevskii, 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.^ 
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 concem 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 obnacTM npaBCTBeHHoft 4>mjioco4)HM Barn^^bi nauiH nowTM 

^M aM eT panbH O  n p o T H B o n o n o ^ H b i. JIaB p o B  T p e ô y e T  M ^ ean a  h u e n n  îk h sh h  b h c

few scholars have remarked upon this, but have not offered any detailed explanation; see: Rusanov, 
Biografiia, p. 24; Zen'kovskii, Istoriia, I, part 2, pp. 159-60; Scanlan, Peter Lavrov', p. 41. 
^Chemyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 249.
^Chemyshevskii, 'Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii', p. 251.
'^Vartaniants noted that moral behaviour, for Lavrov, could not be motivated by caluclated self-interest: 
Antropologicheskaiafilosofiia, pp. 24-25. Lavrov himself, however, did begin to speak o f 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 o f moral acts; see, for example, 'Biografiia-ispoved ', 
p. 94.
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ee npoLtecca;  ̂BMHcy b jkmshh tohbko npouecc h ycxpaHHio qenb m M̂ eaji.'̂  
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:

^enoBeK or npHpoaw -  cymecTBO oqeHb ^o6 poe, h ecjin He OKHCJî xb 
ero npoxMBopê MHMM m apeccnpoBKoA, ecnw ne xpeôoBaxb ox Hero 
HeecxecxBeHHHx npaBCXBeHHux 4>OKycoB, xo b  hom ecxecxBenno 
pasoBbioxcH caMbie nioôoBHbie qyBCXBa k oKpŷ KaioiuMM jihd̂ zïhm, m oh 
6 yaex noMoraxb mm b  ôejie pam  co^cxBennoro yaoBonbcxBMM, a ne M3 
coBHaHMH ^ojira, x. e. no jioôpoPi Bone, a ne no HpaBcxBennoMy
npMHyHt^eHMio.6
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': 'I 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.
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.

^Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 89.
^Pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 77.
^H. J. Paton, The M oral Law; or Kant's Groundwork o f  the Metaphysic o f  M orals, third edition, 
London, 1958, p. 22.
^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 405.
^The 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, Stat'i, vospominaniia, pp. 29-72: 56-57; 
RadioV, 'Lavrov v russkoi filosofii', p. 20; Kazakov, Teoriia progressa, p. 39.
^^Rappoport claimed that Lavrov intended his moral thought to be a moral justification for revolution: 
'Einleitung', pp. xxvii-xxviii.

51



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 tubezhdeniial more often in works following the late 1860s.^i 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:

C aM O O T B epH teH M e, B H xo^tH iuee h 3 caM oyH iijK eH W H , caM O O T B epjK eH M e n o  
n p H B H n K e  mjim b  n o p M B e  C T p acT H  H e ^ o c T o A H o  n e n o B C K a . O h o  
o n p a B /ïH B a e T C H  p e n n m e f t ,  K o r a a  n B j iH e r c n  e e  a o rM a T O M  [ ...]  
C aM O O T B epH teH H e OTHOCMTeribHO 6 o 5 K ec T B eH H u x  j in n H o c x e f t  hhm  
OTHOCMTen b H O  n ro /ie f t , o cB H iite H H u x  p e n n r M e f t ,  e c T e c T B e n n o  m 
o n p a B ^ a n o  n a m e f t  B e p o f t  b  ôoH tecT B eH H O C T b mum c b h t o c t b  3 t m x  
n n n H o c T e f t .  [ .. .]  C aM O O T B epn teH M e a n n  h o m o iu m  h io ^ h m , K o r a a  m h  
H ax o ^ M M  3 T y  n o M o iitb  c n p a B e ^ n M B o ft,  BBM ay sautM TH  m n o a a e p n ta H M n  
n y n t o r o  aocT O M H C T B a, n e  p o n n n  c o 6 c T B e H H o r o ,  B n o n n e  o n p a B ^ a n o  
p a a y M O M , h o  cn M B a e T c n  T o r / t a  c  M ^ e a n o M  cnpaaeanM B O C T M , x a x  b  
n e p B H x  c n y n a n x  c n M B a n o c b  c  M ^ e a n o M  penHrM O SHOCTM .^^

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  n p a K T M n e c K o f t 4>mjtoco<1)mm, xpM T M xa a e n x e n b H o c T M  n e  B O S M o m ta  h h  
BO MMM n o ô y n ta e H M A , h h  b o  mmh u e n e f t ,  n o T O M y  m to  x e  m a p y r n e  
M o r y x  H 3M eH H X bcn, n e  n p e a c x a B n n io x  H e H 3 6 e ^ H o c x H , c n e a o B a x e n b H O , 
caM H  n o a n e ^ K a x  K p n x H K e . I Io B e p K a  c x p e M n e H H ft k  a e n x e n b H o c x M  
M o m e x  6uTb n p o M 3 B e j^ e n a  b  a a n n o e  M m o B e H M e  n n u ib  b o  m m h t o x o b h x  
p e a y n b x a x o B ,  B b ip a ô o x a H H H x  n p e a H a y u te A  a e n x e n b H O c x b io ,  a n a n n e M  m

 ̂^Convictions are not significantly different to ideals, they merely necessitate a higher degree o f  
commitment than do ideals. In 'Tri besedy', for example, Lavrov wrote: 'HpaBCXBeHHue Maeanu 
BBMnHCb npoayKTOM 3Toro cxpeMneHMH k cornameHMio. P as cosaauHwe, ohm cxajiH c 
HecxpasHMofi yôeaMxejibHOCxbio nepe.q vienoBeKOM, xp eb ya, n xoba o h  mx BonjioxHJi b atMSHb. 
Ohm cocxaBMJiM ero  yôem den u e;  ohm npeanMcauM CMy oÔHsaHHOcmb nepea coboft m objiexnM 
ero  n paeoM  nocxynaxb cornacHO ybeataeHMio, McnonHMXb cbok) obnsanHOcxb nepe.q hmmm.' (p. 
558) His m ove away from using 'ideals' may have been motivated by a wish to avoid being associated 
with Idealism.
'^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 407.
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TB opw ecT B O M  M n p o T H B o n o j ia r a e M H x  p e a n b H o f t  h h ^ h o c t h ,  K aK  h o p m h  
e e .  3 t o  udeauu.^^

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:

KaKOBU yôent^eHMH -  3 t o  ^eno aaubHeAmero anannsa, aeno pasBMTHH, 
HO OHM ^ojiîKHbi bbiTb: qeuoBeK 6ea y6emjieui\R, -  3 to  HpaBCXBeHHHti 
ypo^; 3TO Beiub, 3a k o t o p o m  m h  npMsnaeM TOJibKo soonorMHecKoe 
aOCTOMHCTBO BCeX e^MHHIt P0.qa homo [...] XonbKO t o t  HpaBCTBeHHHft 
qenoBeK, k t o  noMoiubK) caMocTOHxenbHoft k p m tm k m  cocxaBHji ce6e 
6onee mjim Menee HCHoe yôemjieHvie m pemaexcM aeAcxBOBaxb cornacHO 
CBoeMy yôejKiteHMK). Kxo ^eftcxByex, He bhoch CBoero yôem.ReHV\R b  
CBOM /ïeftcxBHH, TOT aBTOMax: OH ^eftCTByex ôesHpaBCXBeHHO. Kxo 
nocxynaex npomueno yôent^eHMK), t o t  npecmyuHUK: o h  aettcxByex 
npomueoHpaecmeeHHoM
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. 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'm  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: 'h o  [ABrycxHH] He yHMHtancH pasBpaxa c b o m x  xoBapHmeft, 

noTOMy qxo h o c m h  b  cebe scxexMwecKoe na^ajio, k o t o p h m  HaeajiHSMpoBan
CBOM npM BHSaHHOCTM '.^^

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:

 ̂^'Antropologicheskaia tochka zreniia', p. 204.
'̂̂ 'Tri besedy', p. 558.

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

L. Lavrov, 'Avgustin', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar'. I, pp. 160-79: 161.
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yôentaeHMe oôpasyeT o6nacTb HpaBCXBeHHOCTM m BbiaeuMex ee H30 Bcex 

apyrwx ncHXMqecKHx oôjiacxeA. [ ...]  IIosTOMy b  cocxaBJieHHH yôe^^eHMM -  
MCXOqHHK e^MHCXBeHHOrO, HpaBCXBeHHO npaBHJlbHOrO, aOCXOMHCXBa 
qenoBexa; xBepaocxb yôeHC êHMM -  eauHCXBeHHaM aoôpo^exenb'.
Lavrov repeated this very formulation in 1884 in 'SotsiaLnaia revoliutsiia i zadachi 
nravstvennosti'4^

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 concem. 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:
'Ilepea h u m m  cxanoBHxcH b Boo6pajKeHHH ap yroe  JJ, oxnnqHoe ox Hamero 

nmub X6M, Mxo b h o m  Hex He^ocxaxKOB, Koxopwe m h  b  ce6e cosnaeM ; xeM, 
Mxo OHO odnaaaex coBepmeHcxBaMM, eme naM ne/tocxynnHMM. 3 x o  JI ecxb 
HpaecmeeHHHÛ udean'^^  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: 'Kxo na  MrHOBOHMe oxBepnyjiCM ox 

HpaBCXBEHHoro M/teana, xox MSMeHHn eMy, xox 6y^ex HOCHXb b  CBoeft m h c jim  

co3HaHM0 CBoero npecxynjieHHH, CBoeft nopowHOCxn.'i^ 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.^o 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

Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 50; 'Sotsiarnaia revoliutsiia', p. 394.
 ̂^'Tri besedy', p. 555. It is more than likely that Lavrov took this idea o f the ideal and real se lf from 

Fichte's Wissenschaftslehre, which he frequently referred to in his articles on Hegel. See 'Gegelizm', 
Filosofiia i sotsiologiia. I, 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, 1 9 2 5 ,1, pp. 85- 
328: 269-78.
^ '̂Tri besedy', p. 555.
2^'Tri besedy', p. 552.
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the m ind  that w a s different to  the real self,^! and that it w as in the ideal s e lf  that the  

virtue o f  the person  lay: 3 t o  M^eaJibHoe H  -  nnM Hoe d o c m o u H c m e o

qenoBeKa.'22

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: 'M r e n e p b  3 to  TiuecnasHe, 3 to  c p e 6 p o n io 6 M e , 3 to  rp H S H o e  r  M rpaiOT 

B ecbM a o6m M pH yio p o jib  b mx soi disant y q e H o A  ^teHxejibHOCTM, h o  y  hmx e c x b  

y r o n o K ,  r j ie  ohm ^mcxu, mckpohhm m cnpaB e^nM B bi, r ^ e  hmx KpMXMKa m 
H a y itn a ^  McxMna BHuie Bcero.'^^

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': 'mhxmmhho 

npMBMsaHHOcxM cocxaBHHiox qacxHyio cnocoÔHOcxb hmhhocxm, m ecHM ^ame 
oôpaïueHbi Ha oco6 ne owenb mx ^locxoftnux, ao hmx HMKOMy aena Hex, ecnM 
JIMHHOCXM [...] yM0K)X p̂ ^OM C 3XMM HtMXb M flet̂ CXBOBaXb, KaK LtOHXp BCHMKOft 
yMCXBBHHoft ^eHxenbHOCXM'.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:

3xm MaxepM noKaabiBajiM /lexHM npMMep 3HepxMqecKoA cxo^kocxm aa 
CBOM yôentaeHMji; 3xm hî6hh nocbmajiM Mynteft na  ranepH m b MsrnaHMe 
BO MMM xoro , qxo ASIA HMX 6hJ10 MCXMHOft. KOHeMHO, npM BC0M CBO0M

^^The notion that ideals belong to one part o f the self, which is distinguished from the 'real' self, 
contradicts the idea, introduced in the preceding chapter, that ideals contribute to a view o f the person as 
'one, indivisible whole'.
^^'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 o f his position much later, 
in 1884 ('SotsiaLnaia revoliutsiia', p. 391).
23'Formula progressa', p. 416.
^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 2, p. 22.
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ysKOM 4>aHaTH3Me, ohm HCTMHHee nioôvinvi cb o k ) ceMbio, BocnHTHBajiH 
6 o j i e e  3 ^ o p o B b ie  n oK oneH H H , w ew  pa3BH T bie nH^M4)4>epeHTncTKH, 
roT O B H e OTpe^ibCH OT B c e r o ,  x o r o  w r o 6  n pH ^M M axb  ^ e x e f t  k  
C B oeM y HentHOM y c e p ^ u y ,  w 3a6oxM B m necH  o  x o m , q x o 6  nonH X M ^ecK w e  
yBJie^eHMM M yateft H e p a 3 3 o p H n n  mx ceMbM.^s

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':

0 a n a x M 3 M  n o a ^ a c  ô w B a e x  x o p o iu ,  x a x  M C xopM necK H ft j^B M rax en b , h o  b  
n o B c e a n e B H o A  jkh3h m  o h  M OHtex npM B ecxH  k  an aw M x en b H H M  
H e y a o ô c x B a M . X o p o u ia n  a o a a  cK enxM itM 3M a B c e r a a  B e p n e e  n p o n e c e x  
B a c  M ejK ^y  p a a n u M M  n o ^B o an b iM M  xaM H ^M M  jk m bh h  m j iM x e p a x y p w . 
SroM CXM wecK M e yôeîK ^eH M H , n o n o H te n n b ie  n a  n o ^ x n a ^ K y  MHXKOft m 
a o b p o a y iH H o A  n a x y p H ,  c /^en aK )x  B a c  cM acxuM BbiM  q e n o B e x o M ,  n e  
xH îK enH M  a p y r n x  m noH H X H H M  c a M o r o  ce6 H .2 6

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.27 It has already been indicated above that Lavrov regarded the failure to act in

^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 2, p. 8. Lavrov also spoke o f the need for women to place the 
realization o f ideals over the need to care for their families in P. L. Lavrov, Russkaia razvitaia  
zhenshchina. V p a m ia t' Sof'i Vasil'evny Kovalevskoi, Geneva, 1891, p. 17.
26pisarev, 'Skholastika XIX veka', p. 75.
2^See, 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 0  publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh i 
o estestvoznanii' (1865), for example, he wrote:

CnoîKMTb «HeHyHtHbie pyKH Ha onycT eB uieft rpy/tH » -  KapTHHa o q e n b  
jKHBonMCHan; h o  4)MrypMpoBaTb b c o  CTopoHbi jiio6oBaTbCH ePi 
M o ry T  TOJTbKO T e, y  k o t o p h x  B M ecxe c  rp y ^ b io  n y c x e e x  h  r o n o B a .  
B cH K oe yaan eH M e b  ne^ocT M raeM bie j i m  n p o cT b ix  C M epTH ux b h c m , 
BCHKoe OTmejibHtmecTBO b  nycTbiHK) e c x b  h h ^ x o  MHoe, kslk 
HpaBcxBeHHan KacxpaitwH.^s
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 s tru g g le .S tru g g le  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 developm ent.L avrov  claimed in 'Tri besedy o 
sovremennom znachenii filosofii' that people who refuse to take part in this struggle are 
'moral monsters':

Koraa M/iex 6opb6a sa oxewecxBO mum sa M̂ eio, nycxb b  MMHyxy 
ox^bixa soonor b  c b o c m  KaÔMHexe Mccne/tyex ^ o p m h  HH(J)ysopMft; 
nycxb CKynbnxop b  CBoeft MacxepcKoft ox/tejibiBaex ronoBy 
A^poaMXbi. Ho MHHyxa nacxana, Koraa o h m  ne xax yqenbie, ne KaK 
xy/iomiMKM, HO KaK mô M nyntHbi b  pn^ax c b o m x  eaMHOMbimjieHHMKOB; 
xoraa OHM HpaBcxBeHHHe ypoaw, ecjiM ne ô p o c M x  MMKpocKona m 
pesita, ^ x o 6 h  aenoM, ^ m s h b k ) cjiy^MXb oxenecxBy mjim Mjtee. î

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 aeAcxByex, m ero ^ejixejibHOcxb saKnmaexcH b cosaanMM
x y a o H t e c x B e H H b i x  M j t e a n o B ,  b  B o n n o m e H M M  H p a B c x B e n n b i x  M j t e a n o B .  Oh sa
HMX 6opexcH M CBOM jtcftcxBMH 6poca0x, KaK ceMena, na noqay OKpy^aioiuero
MMpa; MS HMX Bupacxaex noBbift ôecKoneqHHA pnjt cobbixMft, Bbipacxaex
ôyayutaM ucm opun.'^^

publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 24.
^^Schiller, for example, wrote that 'it is not without good reason that the old myth has the Goddess o f  
Wisdom climb out o f 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 tom from their 
sweet repose.' Friedrich Schiller, Über die asthetische Erziehung des Menschen (On the Aesthetic 
Education o f  Man, 1795), Stuttgart, 1965, p. 30.
^^'Tri besedy', pp. 566-67; 'Postepennoe razvitie drevnikh filosofskikh uchenii', pp. 2, 18-19; 'Severo- 
amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, pp. 412;
^^'Tri besedy', pp. 568-69.
^^'Tri besedy', p. 570.
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For L avrov, struggle and, m ore so , se lf-sacr ifice  are a sign  o f  total com m itm en t  

to id ea ls. In 'Z henshchiny v o  Frantsii v  X V II i X V III vekakh', he in d icated  that 

readiness to sacrifice o n e se lf  cou ld  b e  m ore im portant than the content o f  one's ideals: 

'BajKHa roT O B H ocT b  n p e H e ô p e w b  6 n a ro c o c T O H H n eM  h y ^ o ô c t b o m  C B o e ro  

y r j ia  m 6n n 3K nx miWHOCTeA m ia  MCKpeHHOCTH y 6eîK^eHMH, a noB o;t h  

4> n n oco4)CKoe SHaneHMe 3tmx y 6e^^eH H ft 6bino n o x a  aen oM  

BTopocTeneHHHM '.^^ L avrov sp ok e o f  the n eed  for se lf-sa cr ifice  e sp e c ia lly  in  

Istoricheskie pis 'ma, w here he w rote that every  d eve lop ed  person  has a duty to  jo in  the  

struggle  for progress n o  m atter h o w  bad the co n seq u en ces m ay seem : 'ycxpaHM Tb  

cebH  OT 3T oft 6o p b 6bi H e WMeex n p a n a  w enoB eK  pasBMXbift. K ax h h  npoxMBHO  

cpeaM  rpH3Hbix Jiynt oxHCKMBaxb ^ o p o r y ,  e e  oxHCKMBaxb B ce-xaK H  H a/ïo.'34  

L avrov  added: 'Bee 3 x o ,  KOHe^HO, oweHb npoxMBHO w B 03M yxM xenbH 0, h o  e c j in  

6bi 6op itaM  n p o r p e c c a  n p n x o /tn n o c b  x o h b k o  xopjK ecxB O B axb, mx ^ e n o  6h jto  

6bi w ep ecH y p  nexKO.'^^ it  seem s that the ach ievem en ts o f  th ose  w h o  stru ggle  on  

b eh a lf  o f  an ideal is  d im in ish ed , in  L avrov's ey e s , i f  their struggle  is  too  easy . E q u ally , 

L avrov va lued  faith in ideals b ecau se it encourages peop le to act and to sacrifice  

th em selv es .

T he con n ection  b etw een  faith in ideals and m orality stands out as part o f  w hat 

O v sia n ik o-K u lik ovsk ii, w h o  k n ew  L avrov personally , id en tified  as an e lem en t o f  

'p sych o lo g ica l re lig iosity ' in Lavrov's m oral thought. T he m ain  characteristic  o f  this 

p sy ch o lo g ica l re lig io sity  w as an 'aversion to s c e p t i c i s m ' .T h i s  c la im  is supported b y  

w hat o n e  o f  L avrov's friends reca lled  about h im  upon his death:

Oxeit KpHXHqecKOfi ^ mjioco(1)HH onpe/tenMJi cboio /tenxenbHocxb, CKa3aB, 
qxo ane BeiuM b MHpe nanonHHiox e ro  CBHiiteHHbiM xpenexoM: 
co3epitaHHe 3Be3/tHoro neba m coanaHMe HpaBcxBeHHoro aojira  [...] n e  
noanentMx HHKaKOMy coMHenHK), wxo co3HaHHe HpaBcxBeHHoro /tonra 
cocxaBjHiJio caMyio cyiitHocxb e ro  naxypH h coxpaHMno y  n e ro  
MaeanbHyto Bbicoxy penHrH03Horo Kyjibxa Bnnoxb ao nocneaneA
MMHyXH HÎM3HH. BaKHHTHt^ BpaX peHMrMOBHOM MMCXHKM M nepeîKHBaHHft 
aoM C xopM qecK oro nepMO/ta, èecnoma/tHun kpmxmk m paapyuiM xejib  
BceBOBMOHtHbix ^oxM , JlaB poB  o cxaB ajicB  B oôJiacxM  n n q n o ft  h 
obmecxBeHHOH npaBCXBeHHOCxM caMbiM BepyioiuHM qenoBOKOM nam eft 
CKenxM qecKoft 3n oxH . T a ftn a  o b a n x e n b H o r o  aeAcxBMH e r o  jim^ hocxm 
Ha B c e x  OKpymaiomHx mmohho m a a K J im a e x Œ , n o  n am eM y rn yôoK O M y

^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 74.
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 85.
^^Istoricheskie p is  'ma, p. 86.
^^Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, Istoriia russkoi intelligentsii, II, p. 235; see also: D. N. Ovsianiko- 
Kulikovskii, 'Petr Lavrovich Lavrov. Iz neizdannykh posmertnykh vospominanii', Stat'i, 
vospom inaniia, pp. 440-51: 445, 447.
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yôeîKfleHMK), b 3 to m  qiiCTO penurMOSHOM K ynbT e HpaBCTBeHHoft 
K pacoT bi M rpaH taaH C K oro ^onra.^'^

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:

K t o  paBHO/ïymeH k  cbohm  JKMSHeHHUM ^teftcTBMHM, t o t  ue mwBeT 
HpaBCTBOHHO: OH nOA^MHMeTCB e^eAHEBHOM pyTH H e M OCTaeTCH 
HpaBCTBEHHHM MHAM(j)(t)epeHTMCTOM. H o yBJieweHMe HtM3HeHHHMM 
B onpocaM H  noTO M y cnnbH O , wTO ^enoBEK  eepum  b ^o c to m h c tbo  w 
n p a B /iy  cbomx aeAcTBMA: o h o  m sm eph etch  CMJioti E ro  HtMSHEHHoro 
yôemjieHUfi. [...] Ecjth aeAcTBMTEJibHo HtMBOMy qonoBEKy npMxo^MTcn
OTKasaTbCH OT WaCTM CBOMX BEpOBaHMft, TO 3TO  CTaHOBMTCH JIJIR HEFO 
HE TOnbKO SaMEHOft O^HOFO ^OFM aTa ^pyFM M , 3TO  DEpEJlOM BO 
BHyTpEHHEM  MMpE, 3TO HpaBCTBEHHOE HOTpHCEHME.^^

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^^ Faith was
necessary to encourage action even when chances of success were slim: 'Jla, BEpa

^BMFaET Fopbl, -  M TOHbKO OHa. B MMHyTy AGACTBMH OHa flOH^Ha Bna^eTb

WEJIOBEKOM MJIM OH OKa^tETCH ÔECCMJlbHbTM B TO CaMOE MFHOBEHME, KOFJ^a

Ha^o pasBMTb BCE CBOM CMJtbi.'^o 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
p is 'ma, Lavrov described his own beliefs as follows: 'Mx o c h o b h o K aoFM aT -

qEJIOBEK. Mx KyJlbT - JKM3Hb. H o  HE MEHEE JtpyFMX 4>aHTaCTMqECKMX

BEpOBaHMft, OHM CnOCOÔHH O^yiUEBMTb HMWHOCTb K CaMOOTBEpJKEHHOft

JtEBTEJTbHOCTM, K HO^EpTBOBaHMK) pa3JlMqHHX JKM3HEHHbIX 6naF M CaMOft

HCM3HM Ha anTapE CBOEft CBHTHHM^l

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

^^Pamiati P. L  Lavrova, Geneva, 1900, p. 29.
L. Lavrov, 'Razvitie ucheniia o mificheskikh verovaniiakh', in Lavrov, O religii, ed. A. I. 

Volodin, M oscow, 1989, pp. 119-224: 120.
^9'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 618; Istoricheskie pis'm a, pp. 244-47. The significance o f 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- and 
ReligionsphiloSophie, second edition, 2 vols, Düsseldorf, 1965, II, p. 139; Copleston, Philosophy in 
Russia, p. 137.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 245.
‘̂ ^Istoricheskiepis'ma, p. 255. In the second edition, Lavrov changed 'jipyrnx ^aHTacTMqecKMX 
BepoBaHufi' to 'pennrM03Hbix BepoBannft': Istoricheskie pis'ma, second edition, p. 347.
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Lavrov's writings. Such a preoccupation can be explained by Lavrov's concem 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.42 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo' (1868), for example, 

Lavrov described the career of John Wesley, who persevered in the face of adversity: 
'[oh] npoH3Hec ao 40  0 0 0  nponoBe^teft, Mentay npo^MM o^ny, KOTopyio n e  

npepBan, Kor^a aoriHteH ôhh nocTOHHHO o^TMpaxb KpoBb m3 panu o t  KaMHH, 
6pomeHHoro eMy npHMO b jio6'.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.^ 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 p r i n c i p l e s . ' ^ ^  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:

E a n a  nn  a a n t e  u o m i o  n p H ^ y M a x b  6 b i c T p o e  m  S H e p r t m e c K o e  

B o n n o m e H M e  w / t e a n o B  6 e a  3 T o r o  y c n o B H j i ,  t o  e c x b  6 e 3  c o B e p m e H H o f t ,  

ô e a r p a H M q H O t ^  n p e ^ a H H O c x M  j tm h h o c x m  mum o ô m e c x B a  B o n n o m a e M o t i  

M ^ e e  B O  B p e M H  n p o i t e c c a  ee  B o n n o m e H M H ,  w n a ^ e  r o B o p ; i ,  6 e a  

penu2U 03H 020  o x H O i u e H M H  K  C B o e M y  n p a K x t m e c K O M y  n a e a n y  ^ 6

He proceeded to develop some ideas about ways in which religious mechanisms could
be used to realize 'positive' ideals in s o c i e t y H o l y  days, for example, could be used

^^Some o f  his works on this subject were published in a separate volume (V) o f his Sobranie 
sochinenii in 1917. Little or no attention was paid to them, however, until recently, when Volodin  
pubished another compilation of some o f 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. I. Volodin, M oscow, 1989, pp. 3-33.
"̂ 3'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 461.
^'^'Pis'mo k izdateliu', pp. 110-11.

'RoL slavian v istorii mysli' (1872), for example, he wrote: 'M hot hoboc BepoBaHwe pacxex b 
MHpe paaoM c oôeccHnHeM Bcex 3neM6HTOB npeacnen UMBMnMsauMM. [...] Oho xpeôyex 
oômecTBeHHoro cxpon, ocHOBaHHoro ne na 6opb6e Kant^oro npoxHB Bcex noa 
yxMiitpeHHHMM 4>opMaMM JieranbHocxM, ho na rapMOHHHecKon KOonepauMM Bcex mu o6men 
U0J1H, npn nojiHOM pasBMXMM cnocoÔHOcxeft Kawtoro h npn MCKpenneM oxHomeHHH k ce6e, k 
.apyrMM h k uenoMy oôiuecxBy.' (P. L. Lavrov, RoL slavian v istorii mysli', in Istoriograficheskie 
issledovaniia po  slavianovedeniiu i balkanistike, ed. V. A. D Iakov, M oscow, 1984, pp. 309-72: 
364-65)
'^^'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 618.
^^Here, Lavrov did not specify which ideals he meant, but further on, he refers to one particular ideal, 
namely the ideal o f justice: 'Zadachi pozitivizma', pp. 629-30.
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to  'draw the attention o f  the m asses' to  id eals put forw ard b y  the representatives o f  

'p ositive  princip les'. E ven  system atic  w orsh ip  (he u sed  the w ord  kuTt) co u ld  b e  u sed  

w ith  the a im  o f  e leva tin g  the m inds o f  the m asses. H e  defin ed  a 'cult' as: 

'co B O K y n H O C T b  K O H ite H T p u p y io m H x  M H cn b  q e n o B C K a  H a  b h c iu h x

n p M H itw n a x  e r o  ^eH xenbH O C T M  m O TBneK aiom M X  e e  o t  M e n o w H b ix  o ô b i^ e H H H x  

3a6oT'.48

L avrov a lso  understood faith  in  a sp ecia l w ay , n am ely  as a force o f  

recon cilia tion . T h is brings us back  to the idea, d iscu ssed  in the p reced in g  chapter, that 

id ea ls have a u n ify in g  in fluence in  life:

B e p a  B e^tHHyio H a y w H y io  M cxHHy, B b iaejian  H3 n e e  ^ a n x a c x M q ec K M e  
co3^aH H H , y c x p a n n n a  B p a n ta y  b o b n a c x M  m h c h h . B e p a  b 
paB H onpaB H O C xb ^ocxoH H C X B a nnH H O Cxeft, x a x  ea M n y io  
cn p aB e^ n H B O cxb , y c x p a n n n a  cxon K H O B eH n e x b ica q  p a 3 H o o 6 p a 3 H b ix  
HaitMOHanbHbIX, tOpM^MWeCKMX, COCJIOBHHX, 3KOHOMHqeCKMX
cnpaBeaJiM BOCxeA m bck) 6 o p b 6 y  3 a  3 xm n a o jtb i. B e p a  b nw H H oe 
pa3B M xne H B cnpaBeAJiMBOCxb, k s lk  eaMHCxBeHHwA a o j i r ,  n p M M n p n jia  
B ce  JiMWHbie cxpeM neH M H  b obm eM  ycMHMM p a c n p o c x p a n e H M H  mcxmhh m 
cnpaBeanM BOCxM , y c x p a H H Jia  x p a x y  c n n  b BM^y 4)aH xacxM qecK M x 
o6H3aHHOcxeti.49

I f  id ea ls are w hat provide life  w ith  unity o f  purpose and ju d gem en t and are w hat help  a 

p erson  to d efin e  h is or her 'higher' se lf , then faith in id ea ls m ust represent a total 

com m itm en t to this un ified , princip led  w ay  o f  b ein g , w h ich  w as so  h ig h ly  v a lu ed  by  

hum anists. On this lev e l, the ideals that an individual com m its h im  or h erse lf to  and 

stru gg les for are not m erely  personal, but gain  the quality o f  un iversa lity , although  

L avrov  did not ind icate how . T his notion  that personal ideals are so m eh o w  a lso  

u n iversa l co m es across in 'Tri b esed y  o  sovrem en n om  zn ach en ii f ilo so fii', w h ere  

L avrov  wrote: 'MenoBCK HBnnexcH, xaKHM o 6 p a 3 0 M , ^BM raxeneM  b mcxopmm; o h  

HBHHexcH c o a a a x e n e M  cobHXHft bo  mmh o b m ecx B eH H o ro  M aeana, b K o x o p o M  

rapMOHMqecKM coBOKynjiHioxcH itejiM h m ^ h u x npMBHaaHHOcxett, nonb3H , 

noHM XM qecKoro y c x p o ftc x B a  m a yxoB H b ix  n o x p e^ H o cx eft.'^ o

'^^'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 618. 
"^^Istoricheskie p is  'ma, p. 254. 
^^'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 Zhumal dlia vospitaniia and can be 
seen as a contribution to a general debate on education that began in 1856.^ His 

concem 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.

^Before this, he published several articles for Artilleriiskii zhum al on military technology and 
discoveries such as the barometer, or the blast furnace.
^The debate began when an article by N. I. Pirogov appeared in M orskoi sbom ik  in 1856. This article 
elicited so many responses that Zhumal dlia vospitaniia was founded in order to publish them. A  wide 
variety o f writers became involved, including V. I. DaT, 1.1. Davydov, N. A. Dobroliubov and N. I. 
Grech. For further information, see: Antologiia pedagogicheskoi mysli v Rossii pervoi poloviny XIX  v., 
ed. P. A. Lebedev, M oscow, 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 :

K aK an o 6 ^ 3aHHOCTb jiencMT Ha pyccKOM rpantaaHM He b  HacTOHiuyio 
MMHyxy? rOTOBMTbCH M MCnOJIHBTb CBOft /tOJlF, OTBGWaK) H EO 
K pafineM y paayMeHHK). FoxoBHXbCH -  MsyqeHMeM h OEMiiteHMeM. 
H e ^ o c x a x o K  ananME, e r o  noB epxH ocxH ocxb, e r o  oanocxopoH H O CTb 
ecTb o a n a  M3 e 3b  H am ero o6m ecxBa, m h  n e  a n a e M  h m  ce6%  h m  
oxeEecTBa, h m  obutecxBeHHHx xpeboBaHMft; e^Ba KocnyBmMCb a o  
B onpoca , He npoHMKHyB b  e r o  cym nocxb , [...] m h  e o c t o e h h o  
a a Ô H B ae M , e t o  t o e b k o  b  iteE bH O M  y a o B E ex B o p eH M M  b c o m  
o 6 iu eE eE O B eE ecK M M  H a w a n a M  a a K E to E a e x c E  M cxM na E p a K X M E e c K a n , e x o  
oxpM uaxb cym ecxB yiom ero HeEb3H, h o  m o m o  e p m m m p m x b  p a a n n e  e r o  
cxopoH H  MejKj^y C060K); H a y x a  CEOKoftnaE m b e c c x p a c x n a E , n a y x a ,  
oÔHMMaiomaE EpM poay m m c x o p m k ), n a y x a  a y x a , n a y x a  oxeE ecxB a 
aoEEtHH cocxaBMXb EepByio cxyEeH b H am ero EpMroxoBneHME.^

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 oxBpameHMM o x  oxB E eE eH H ocxeft aaK E ioE aexcE  m caM Hft 
OEacHHft H e /ïo c x a x o K  n a m e r o  o 6m ecxB a, n e ^ o c x a x o K , o x  K o x o p o r o  
M c x e x a e x  ôoEbm aE E acxb  ocxaE b H H x -  n e / io c x a x o K  yaaEteHME  
o 6meEeEOBeEecKM x, cBE3HBaiomMx, o 6naropa>KMBaiomMx wjyeVi, 
HaKEOHHOCXb K OEOmEeHMK), K M3MeEbEeHMK) Hameft EtM3HM.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: 
BOCEMXaHMe ^OEEtHO pa3BMBaXb, B 3XOX EOpMO  ̂MOEÔ OCXM M ECMBOCXM 

B o o b p a E te H M E , yBaEteHMe k  Maee, ^ a n te  EooiupEXb neKoxopyio MaeaEMaaitMto, 
cxoEb CBOftcxBeHHyio 3xoMy Boapacxy'. 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'.^

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.

^'Pis "mo k izdateliu', pp. 115-16.
^P. L. Lavrov, 'Uvazhenie k idee i cheloveku', Zhumal dlia vospitaniia, 1858, no. 3, pp. 124-28: 124. 
^Niethammer, D er 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: ' m h  n o j i o ^ M T e n b H O  

q y B C T B O B a u H  b  c e ô e  n o a t e M  Jiyxa. h  m h c j i m ,  m h  r j i y ô o K O  B e p M J i M  b  C M J i y  

wenoBeuecKoro 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:

H a y w H O  B H i u K O J i e H H H e  p e B o n r o i t H O H e p H ,  3 t o  -  e e  C B O ô o j j H H e ,  

M o r y w M e  j i i o 6 o b h m k h ,  k o t o p h m  o n a  c  p a ^ o c T b i o  j t a e x  B c e ,  q x o  M o n t e r  

n a r b  B j t a H H y i o  M M H y x y ,  c  k o x o p h m m  M j t e x  p y K a  0 6  p y K y  n a  m x  

C M e j i H e  n p e a n p M H X M M ,  K o x o p n x  B O o n y m e B J i H i o x  y c x p o e H H H e  c m h h  b  

M M H y x y  6 o p b 6 n .  J l i o ^ M x e  e e ;  n t M B e x e  c  n e i o ;  o n a ,  H a c x o n m a n  n a y x a ,  

H M K o r j j a  H e  B n y u i M x  B a M  M H a M ( l ) ^ e p e H X M 3 M a  k  n t M s n e H H H M  s a a a q a M ,  

H O  o n a  y n c H M x  B a M  m x

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: I l e a a r o r  a o j i H t e n  jjaxb o n p e a e j i e H H H A  

y p o K  M 6o n e e  pasBMXb BOcnpMMMWMBOcxb yweH M xa, weM e r o  snanMM. J ly m u e  

HaywMXb H eM H ory , h o  x o p o m o . Y ^ o h m k  sa B n eq ex cH  m caM  n o A a e x  j^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

^Firsov (Ruskin), N. N., 'Vospominaniia o P. L. Lavrove', Istoricheskii vestnik, CVn, 1907, pp. 95-119; 
106.
^'Znanie i revoliutsiia', p. 232.
^P. L. Lavrov, 'Avtoritet', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', I, pp. 408-14: 414; 'Uvazhenie k idee', p. 124.
^'Didro i Lessing', p. 197.
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ed u cato rs  m ust a im  to  encourage  indep en d en ce  o f  though t in  th e ir pup ils  an d  th is w en t 

a long  w ith  b reed in g  con fid en ce  and  activeness: 'BOcnHTaxenH h  po^MTenM flOJi^Hbi 

CTpeMMTbCH K BOSÔyHtaGHMK) B BOCnHTaHHMK6 caMoyBaHteHM^i, 

caM oyBepeHHOCTM , ^ to6 npoxHBO^eftcTBOBaTb yKnoHHMBOcxM MHeHwA, 

cnMiuKOM p a c n p o c x p a H e H H o ft b o ^m ecxB e; ^ o ji jk h h  nooiupHXb peiuM xenbH ocxb 

M C M enocxb b x a p a K x e p e 'd ^

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:

[...]  c M en o  MOHtHO BceMH cMJiaMM cxapaxbC H  BHyiuHXb lOHOuiecxBy, w xo  
HRDboBb K oxew ecxB y , yaaîK eH H e k  npaB w xenbcxB y, saK m ow aexcM  b

XmaxenbHOM MSyweHMM BCHKOXO HBJieHWH oblUeCXBeHHOft B
o x e q e c x B e ,  w x o  H a K ant^oM  rp an t^ aH H H e, KaKOBa 6h . hm ô u n a .  e r o  
cneitM ajibH O CXb, b weM 6bi hm c o c x o H n a  e r o  ejK e^H eB H an WMSHb, 
o^M HaKOBo JientMx HeM SM enHbift flOJir cxaBM Xb, n a p a B n e  c  B on p ocaM M  
H acxH oA  HtM3HM, ecjiM  HO Bbiuie MX, B o n p o c  o x e n e c x B e H H o r o  M H x ep ec a ;  
n x o  xna^H O K poB M e k  rp a n ta a n c K O M y  3Jiy , x n a a n o K p o B M e  k  o 6 m e M y  
i t e n y  [ .. .]  e c x b  r o c y a a p c x B e H n a a  M 3M ena, n a p y u ieH M e r p a jK ^ a n c K o r o
^ o n r a . 11

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: 
'BocnMxaHMe npeMMymecxBeHHO R o n m n o  cxpeMMXbCH k  paaBMXMio b 

BocnMxaHHHx yBajKCHMH K wenoBeKy, kslk  wenoBOKy, neaaBMCMMO ox 
BHemneft o6cxanoBKM m ^KManennHx cnywaAHOCxeA'.^^ 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 i 
burzhuaznaia nauka' (1875), where he wrote:

^^'Polozheniia', p. 184. 
^^'Polozheniia’, p. 188. 
^^'Polozheniia', p. 185.
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M h Tpe5yeM H ayK w  ecex. H e rp a M o x H o c T H  w H e K axexM SM ca.
H e uiKOJi, nnqKaiomnx yqeHUKOs BOKa6yjiaMn, co6cxBeHHUMH 
MMenaMM w oxpHBoqHHMM (J)aKxaMM, He lUKon, Koxopne necnocoÔHH 
paSBMXb HM ÎKaHC/ÏH HOHMMaHMM, HM KpMXMKM MHCJIM, HM COWyBCXBMH K
q e n o B e iie c x B y , hm  BpaîK ^H  k o  a n y ,  hm  H paB C X B eH H oro  w yB cxB a 
o ô n a a H H O c x M ; n e  u ik o ji ,  B H ym aiom M x n p e a p e H M e  k  n a y x e ,  
BocnM X H B aioiuM x J ia x e e B ,  K a p b e p M c x o B  m jiM u e M e p o B . [ .. .]  M h 
x p e ô y e M  dnn ecex  n a y x M ,  y n c H n ro m e f t  m m p b  c b h s m  e r o  p e a n b H H x  
nBJieHM A, yncHHBDiueft n e n o B e x a  b  e^MHCXBe e r o  ^M SM wecK oA , 
y M cx B O H H o ft M H paBCXBOHHoA HÎM3HM, yH C H H iom eft o ô u je c x B O  B e r o  
n p a B O M e p H H x  x p e ô o B a H M n x  o 6 m e r o  6 n a r o c o c x o n H M n ,  c o j iM a a p n o c x M  
M e n ta y  b co m m  m k b îk j ïh m ,  cn p aB ean M B O cx M  B c e x  m K a n c a o r o . i^

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. 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  ecHM 6 h  B M ecxo  « x p e x j ie x n e r o  npeÔHBanMH n o a  snaM enaM M », n a  
KaaeHHOM n a ftx e , K o x o p o e  p eK O M enfly iox  jjnn m o j i o j ï h x  
KonqMBuiMX K y p c  b  uiKOJiax m yH M B epcM xexax, K ax  x o p o m y io  
n o jjr o x o B K y  k  npaKXMHecKoft aejtxenbH O cxM , b o s m o h c h o  6 h h o  
ycxpoM X b x p e x j ie x n e e  npeÔHBaHMe x e x  M onojjbix jtioaeA , n a  K a a en n o M  
naftK e, b  BMjte ô t ia r o p o a n o A  noBMHHocxM, n o a  snaM enaM M  BejiM K oro  
a e jta  n a p o a n o r o  oôyqeH M n! K a x a n  rpoM ajjH an n o n b s a  jxJiH n a p o j ia ,  
cjiH uiaxb n e p B o e  c j i o b o  yMCXBCHHoro pasBMXMH o x  q e n o B e x a  
o 6 p a 3 0 B a H H o r o  m M o n o a o r o , x o x o p n A  cM O xpen  6 h  n a  c b o k )  
j^ en xen bH ocxb  n e  K ax  n a  B c q n y io  cxyjjH O  onna^M B aeM yx) npo^eccM X ), 
a  x a x  n a  m cx m h h h W  rpaJKjtancxMft no^BMr, n a  H tepxB y, npMHOCMMyio 
MM co3H axejtbH O  ôyayutH ocxM  C B oero  n a p o a a .  M x a x a n  H p aB cxB en n aH  
j^McitMnjtMHa M orjia  6 h  n oaeA cxB O B axb ô n a r o x B o p n e e  n a  M o n o a o r o  
q ejiO B ex a , BO cnM xaH H oro b h o  napoA H oA  M accH , b  HOBejieHMM e e  6n x a ,  
e e  yM a , e e  n y n ta  m ô o j ie a n e A , -  x a x  n e  x a x o e  n p a x x M ^ e c x o e , a  n e  
o p a x o p c x o e ,  -  p ea jtb H o e , a  n e  MjxeattbHoe cônMmeHMe c n a p o ^ o M , 
cÔHMîKeHMe H e « n o  a y x y » ,  a  n o  a e n y ,  c o n n a a p H o c x b  y c x a n o B n e H H a n  
aByMM-xpeMM roaaMM n e c x n o n , 6e 3x o p H c x H o ft aenxenbHOCxM  n a  
n o n b 3 y  n a p o jja ?  YO B opnx, n e n o B e x  caM  npMBH3HBaexcH x x o M y , x o M y  
c a e n a n  a o ô p o .  E cn n  3 x o  cnpaaeanM BO , x o  x a x a n  6o r a x a n  n o a r o x o B x a  
6bm a 6 h  3x a  n a p o a n a n  m x o n a  n e  ann  yneH M xoB  x o n b x o ,  h o  m ann  
caMMx yw M xeneA , x  jjanbneftm eft mx o ^ m ecx B en H o ft m, m o jk o x  6n x b , 
ro cy a a p c x B e H H o A  aenxenbH ocxM !^^

L. Lavrov, 'Sotsialisticheskaia i burzhuaznaia nauka', Izbrannye sochineniia, IV, pp. 72-83: 80.
“̂̂ 'Avtoritet', p. 414.

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.^^ 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:

M h o  KaHteTCH, WTO B ocnM T aT ejiio  a o n n tH a  6bixb jiaua c a M a n  u iH p o K an  
paMa Toro, ^to6 oh  no bosmohîhoctm mof ^eftcTBOBaxb 
cooôpasHO CBOHM H CBoeMy xapaK xepy; noxoMy nxo
xonbKO B 3XOM cjiynae e ro  ^eftcxBMn 6y^yx Bnonne ecxecxBennbi h 
Bnonne Moryx ^ocxnraxb CBoefi itenw.i'^

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.
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. (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: 'neaarornM b nacxoHiitee BpeMH cxpeMwxcH n e  k  

HMBennpoBanmo jinunocxeft, a k  pasBMXMio mx c o o 6 p a 3 H O  u x  

OCOÔeHHOCmHM '. 20

l^'Uvazhenie k idee', pp. 125-26; see also: 'Avtoritet', p. 412. 
12'Uvazhenie k idee', p. 128.
1 ̂ 'Uvazhenie k idee', p. 126.
19'Polozheniia', p. 127.
20'Formula 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.^i

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:

M yMMpaio Ha BOCbMH/tecHTOM roay xaKHM >Ke CKenxMKOM, KaKHM 
6bijT c nepBoro npo6yHt^eHHH bo mho caMocTOHTenbHoft mbichm, h, 
MejK^y T6M, HMwero h ne Htenan xaK CMJibHO, KaK KpenKoro 
y d em M en m ;  hm k  qeMy ne cxpeMMjicH raK cTapaTenbHO, HMMero ne  
MCKan TaK neyxoMMMO. Kor^a h y ô e m n c K ,  h to  ne b coctohhmm, no 
MoeMy CKJiaay mhcjim, no oco6eHHOCTM Moero xapaKxepa, ^ocxMnb 
3xoft menaHHoA ijenM, n nocxapancn pasBMXb neaarorMnecKM b ^pyrMx 
xo, na nxo caM ne 6bin cnoco6en. H aaaen lUKony, rjte ynoxpeÔMn Bce 
cBoe cxapaHMe na pasBMXMe nocnejtOBaxejibHocxM b muchm m bhcpfmm 
xapaKxepa BocnMxannMKOB, ne xonbKO ne naBnsbiBan mm KaKoro 6h  
xo HM ÔUJ10 ej5MHOo6pa3Horo Bsrnnaa na >KM3Hb, ho cxapancb b 
KajKjtOM pa3BMXb ao nocneaneA bo3mojkhocxm xo nanpaBneHMe, 
Koxopoe caMO co6oio BHpaôaxHBanocb M3 ero (j)M3MnecKMx m 
ncMXMnecKMx oco6eHHOCxeft. KaKOBo 6h hm 6bino yôe^aeHMe, k  
KoxopoMy cKHonnncH Moft BocnMxaHHMK, n aaBan eMy Bce cpe^cxBa 
oxKpbixb M ycMHMXb apryMeHXbi b nonb3y 3xoro yôem jieH vi^, 
ocnaÔMXb M yHMnxoHtMXb apryMenxH npoxMBHMKOB; a cxapancn 
HanpaBMXb Bce cmhh ero yMa na nocnejtOBaxenbnyio o6pa6oxKy 
MMpocoaepnaHMM b CMHcne 3xoro y^encjtenMH, Bce cmuh ero  
xapaKxepa na 3neprMnecKoe BonnomeHMe b jkmbhb xoro, nxo oh  
nocneaoBaxenbHO npojtyMan.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

2^Niethammer, D er Streit, pp. 327-36. 
22'Komu 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:

Jla, ôyayutee He npuHaaneHtMT HMKOMy [...] Ilpea hhmh 6opb6a co  
BceMM pa3Hoo6pa3HbiMM ee ycjroBWHMH, co bccmh ee  MBMenquBHMM 
BepoHTHOCTHMH; nycTb noHUMaioiUfUe pa3BMBaiOT b ce6e cxpacTb k 
npaKTMwecKoA AeMTenbHOCTM b tom nanpaBneHMH, rae ohm bm^ht 
HCTMHy; nycTb ôopK)UJi,uecH paBBHBaiOT b ce6e noHHMaHMe ycnoBHft 
6opb6bi, ycnoBMA no6ej5H, ycnoBHft npoMHOCTM hobofo cxpoH. 
KajK^OMy yqacTHMKy b 6opb6e cneayex cKaaaxb xo, qxo roBopHn BaM 
Bam yMMxenbi paaBMBaftxe b ce6e Kaacauft cwny Mbicnn m SHepxMio 
yôeHtacHMM, ncnoe noHMManMe m caMooxBep^eHHyio pemHMOCXb.
3aecb ycnoBMe no6e^bi. 3aecb eosM omnoe 6yjiym,ee. Eyayutee BaM ne  
npMHaanentMx, ho  oho  Momem  npMHaaneHtaxb BaM. Manxe h aaBOioftxe 
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.

2^'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 modem 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

^A. L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn, Culture: A Critical Review o f  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.^ Ivanov-Razumnik ascribed a 
more negative evaluation of culture to Lavrov in a later essay, published in 1920: 'oh 

H e nyrancH 6 u  Bonneft o rn6enH KynbrypH, o anKMx rynnax m cKH4>ax, qxc 
Tyqeft HaBHcnw naa mmpom, o KOHite cxapoA Eaponu. [...] Oh ne ô o m c f i  

m ô en H  cxaporo Mwpa, n6o qanii Mwpa HOBoro, k  KOTopoMy nenfasq 
ocTaHOBMTbCH Ha non-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 kuLtura in the title of an essay on the 
history of labour, 'Zarozhdenie kuLtury', 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 kuLtury' in 1865).^ In his first article, 
Lavrov introduced culture as a new concept 'even in European languages' and 
hesitantly explained what he meant by it:

^Vartaniants, Antropologicheskaiafilosofiia, 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 H istory, pp. 241-42.
^Ivanov-Razumnik, Istoriia, I, pp. 6-7.
'^Ivanov-Razumnik, P. L. Lavrov i kommuna', "Vpered!", pp. 47-50: 50.
^D. I. Pisarev, 'Zarozhdenie kuLtury', Polnoe sobranie sochinenii D. I. Pisareva v shesti tomakh, fifth 
edition, St Petersburg, 1907-1912, II, pp. 505-620.
^P. L. Lavrov, Ocherki chelovecheskoi kuLtury', Zagranichnyi vestnik, 1864, no. 7, pp. 147-82; no. 
12, pp. 562-93; Iz chelovecheskoi kuLtury', Zagranichnyi vestnik, 1865, no. 4, pp. 108-36; no. 7, pp. 
126-49; no. 11, pp. 371-400.
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[...] Kynbxypa, KaK cnoso HOBoe, npeacTasnBeT eme ^aneKo He Bnonne 
onpej^enHBuieecH noHnTne. Ona npoBBjineTCH yjKe b npocTeftiUHx 
OTHomeHHHx nenoBeKa k npMpo^e, b nnme, oaemae h  mHnmue. Ona 
HacTonbKO saxBaxbiBaeT b ceèn TexHonorHio, nxo paarpannneHne mx b 
name BpeMn eqe BecbMa saTpyflHMTejibHO, Ona b C(J)epe HSbiKa, 
Hapo^Horo TBopnecTBa, HapoAHHx noBepnft h Hapo^HOi  ̂My^pocxn, 
Kacaexcn caMbix b hcuim x c4)ep wcKyccTBa, pennrMM, nayKw, 4 > h jio c o ^ h h . 
M h  BOBce ne wMeeM b BH^y onpeaennxb snaneHMe sxoro cnoBa, nnn 
BxoaMTb B ero ananHTHnecKHft paaôop. [...] ecnn KaKoft-jin6o 
npM/tHpnnBHft nHxaxenb naA^ex, nxo m h  bhiujim m3 nameft o6nacxn, m h  
npeaocxaBnneM eMy yxasaxb xonnee npeaenn nocne^HeA. 3 x o  6yaex  
BaîKHaH ycjiyra n ayxeJ

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':

H e j i o B e K  n e p e a a e x  n o x o M c x B y  n e  x o j i b K O  c b o m  n n w H H e  C B O f t c x B a ,  h o  

M 3 M e H 6 H H H e  M M  B H e u i H H e  y c n o B M H  Î K M 3 H H .  O h  B M ^ O M 3 M e H B e x  n p M p o ^ y  

C 0 0 6 p a 3 H 0  C B O M M  B H C U I M M  H O X p e Ô H O C X B M ;  O H  C 0 3 ^ a e X  M C K y C C X B e H H H e  

n p e ^ M e x H ,  K O x o p n x  ^ o  n e r o  n e  6 n n o  b  n p M p o a e  [ . . . ]  B c e  3 x m  

ô e c c M e p x H b i e  n p o a y K X H  q e j i O B e q e c K o r o  y M a  [ . . . ]  n e p e a a i o x c M  M 3  p o a a  

B  p o a  M B c e  6 o j i e e  p a 3 r p a H M q M B a i o x  B B n e n M H  j k m 3 h m  B c e A  n p M p o ^ a n  -  c  

o ^ H o A  c x o p o H H ,  M M B J i e H M M  Î K M 3 H M  ^ e n o B B K a  -  c  ^ p y r o f t . ^

^'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kuFtury', part 1, pp. 147-48. 
^'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 29.
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Lavrov had introduced a similar idea in 'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kuLtury' 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):

[ . . . ]  u H B M n H s a i t M H  H a m a ,  K O T o p o f t  m h  r a K  r o p ^ M M C M ,  e c T b  x a K H t e  h h h t o  
M H o e ,  K a K  c y M M a  n o n e a n o r o  T p y a a  n p o T e K a i o m M x  b c k o b . H h o ^ h o  
p a a M H i i m e H w e ,  h h  o ^ H O  y c n n n e  o t h o b  h n p a o x u o B  n a m n x  n e  6hjth  
T m e T H H ;  H H K o r a a  x p y a  q e j i O B e x a  n e  n p o n a ^ a n ,  h n p e a n p H B X H B ,  

n o B H ^ H M O M y  H e  n p H H O C H B m n e  n o n b S H  hm , n o  x p a A n e A  M e p e ,  

o c T a B m H e c H  6 e a  n o c n e ^ C T B H f t ,  B c e - x a K H  n o c n y ^ H J i H  k  y B e j i n n e H H i o  

3 H a H H f t ,  K  p a S B H T H K )  C H O C O Ô H O C T e A  H B O O Ô U t e  K B O C H H T a H H K )  

n e n o B e n e c T B a .  [ . . . ]  C n e A O B a x e n b H O  n e n o e e u e c m e o  e c T b  e / t H H C T B e H H H f t ,  

c y m e c T B 8 H H H f t  H 3 o 6 p e T a T e n b ;  n n n H O C T b  o n p e a e n n e x  n n m b  n e p B o e  

c n o B O  a a ^ a w H ,  K o x o p y i o  n p e ^ n p H H H M a e x  p a a p e m n x b ,  h B C B K a n  B e j i H K a n  

H ^ e n  e c x b  b x o  a t e  B p e M H ,  h p e a y j i b x a x  n p o m n o r o ,  h a e p n o  6 y ^ y m e r o  

/ ï a j i b H e f t m e r o  p a a B H x n n .  P e ^ K O  y a a B a n o c b  o a n o A  n n n n o c x H  n a n a c x b  

H a  B a j K H o e  n a o ^ p e x e n n e ;  n a m n  m h cjih  h H C c n e a o B a n n n  n e p e x o a n x ,  

6 o j i b m e f t  n a c x b i o ,  n a  p y K  b p y x n ;  K a n t f l H f t  n p o a o n n t a e x  x k b h b  n a c x o  6 e a  

B H ^ H M H x  n o c n e a c x B H A  [ . . . p

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: 'bchkhW h3 nac, BOJieft-neBoneft, neaaMexHO caM oro ceÔM, 

aenaex ycxynxn npeapaccy^KaM BpeMenn. [...] YôepeqbCH ox ^HxeticKoft 
nomnocxH, hîhbb nocpean ee, BecbMa xpyano; a  yaauBXbCB ox o6mecxBeHHOft 
JKH3HH - anawH x cyjKHBaxb c4>epy ^ eB xeu bH ocxH  c bo h x  cnn.'^®

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:

TonbKO xaKHe caMOÔHXHHe naxypbi, BecbMa pe^KO BcxpewaioiitHecB, 
cnocoÔHH HtHXb BHOJiHe 6e3HCKyccxBeHHo. B ce apyrne eme cnnbHO 
CBHaaHH c o 6 iuhm cxpoeM ^ h b h h , ne b c o c x o h h h h  BĤ HXbCH na 
BcacHBaiomero 6ojioxa pyxHHH, a noxoMy b K o n ite  k o h h o b  b caMoA

^'Ocherki chelovecheskoi kulXury', part 1, pp. 163-64. 
publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 26.
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p y T H H e  H a x o ^ H T  p a s p e m e H n e  T e x  B o n p o c o s ,  n a  K O T o p b ie  
e c T e c T B e H H H e  n a y K H  a a x )T  chmiukom ^ a n e x n e  c y p o B u e  O T B eTbi.^i

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:

OHM c 6jiMHtanMCb BO MMH obutew enoB eqecK H x cnocoÔHOCTeft yM a m 
obpaaoBaHHOCTM. M OTTy^a b osh m k  itenbiA jiM TepaTypHbift oT ^ en  
nerKMX CTMXOTBopeHMA (poésies légères), KOTopuft h ocm h  OTneqaTOK  
4)paH ity3C K oro yM a, <J)paHay3CKoro o ô q ecT B a ; 3 t o  n e  ÔHjia hm
npM H BO pH aH  n033M H  H aeM H H X  OCTpOyM OB MTaJlMM C MX CTMXaMM 
con cetti, KOTopbiM M  3a6aB JiH nM C b, h o  b k o t o p h x  H e y n a c m e o e a n u .  3 t o  
6 b ij ia  H M T e p a T y p a  e c e x  [...] n o T O M y  MTO e c e  ohm  motjim b n e f t  
y q a c T B O B a T b , m HeftCTB M TejibHo b n e f t  y n a c m e o e a n u .  3cT0TM M ecK M  o n a
6bIJia HMJK8 BCHKOtl KpMTMKM, DO MHCJIM COBepUieHHO HMHTOJKHa; HO KaK 
CBH3HBaiomee o6m ecT B eH H oe n a w a n o , o n a  MMejia BecbM a BancHoe 
3HaqeHMe, m ô u n a  opMTMHanbHbiM npoHBneHMOM (j)paHLty3CKoro
pa3BMTMH.^2

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. 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:

 ̂I'O publitsistakh-populiarizatorakh', p. 8.
^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 63.
^^This is not an evaluation o f persons as moral agents, but a practical evaluation o f their behaviour 
according to Lavrov's standards.
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HyJKHO HeCKOHbKO CMenOCTM, MTOÔH rOBOpMTb OÔ MCTOpH^eCKOM 
SHaqeHMM, K O T o p o e  H M eno H e K o ra a  b o 6 m ecT B e  H a ^ a n o  npH nnqw H . H o  
-  3M ecb  3TO HeoôxoAM M O. B cyiuHOCTM, H a ^ a n o  npHJiMqwH e c T b  o q e H b  
a a o p o B o e  H a v a n e  o 6 m ecT B eH H o cT n , m o h o  b o b c o  HeBM HOBaxo b t o m ,  
q x o  e r o  K aK ne-H M Ô yab <})paHuy3CKne p ré c ie u se s  mjim aHrjiHHCKwe 
nypM xaHKM  ^OBOAMX a o  K apM K axypbi. B n o j in e  pasB M xoM y w enoB O K y 
cM euiHO roB opM T b o  npHnM ^HHx, n oT O M y q x o  e w y  a o c x a x o iiH O  ÔHXb 
ecxecT B eH H H M  [...] H o  m h o f o  hm B n o n n e  pasBM Xbix jiRD^eK?!^

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:

T ojibK O  o 6 m ecT B eH H o e  T p e 6 o B a H n e  a n n a e x c a  n o ô y d u m e n b n o ü  
npMiJMHoft n o a o Ô H o ro  c^tepjKaHMH, m o ^m ecx B eH H O cx b  n o s x o M y  
H epasB H T H x HJiH H e^ topasB H T ux  jiH ^H O cxefi cxaHOBMTCH M H or^a  K p a f tn e  
n o n esH H M  y x asaH M eM . TaxM M  o ô p a a o M  oô iu ecx B eH H H e epm jim ^m h 
CXaHOBHTCE, B CaMOM EpOCTOM H CyqeCTBeH H O M  CB06M CMblCEe, 
OXpaHMXeEEMM aOCTOMHCTBa O^HOft EHEHOCTH OX ^y p H H X  EpHBHE6K
apyroA JS

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:

[...] ecEM E03MXMBHoe MHUiEeHMe 3aK EK )Eaex B c e 6 e  HpaBCXBeHHbie 
M aeaEbi m cxpeM M xcn  k  mx BOEEoiueHHio E y x e M  e o e h o A  E p e ^ a n H o c x M  
MM, XO e# B a  EM ^EE HCrO EpOXMBOpeEMBO BBOCXM B K y E b X y p H b ie  
EpMBHEKM p E ^  Epa3^H eC X B , o6paiU eH H H X  HE yECHCHMe OCHOBHHX 
XpeÔOBaHMÜ E03MXMBM3Ma CEOBOM M H a EpMBECEeHMe K 3XMM 
X p e60BaHMEM 3CXeXMEeCKOA o6cxaHOBKOA, MEM yEOXpeÔEEXb 
K a n e n ^ a p b ,  r j ie  E peacxaB M xeEM  E03MXMBHbix h e e e e  m c o ^ h x m e , 
co^eAcxBOBaBuiM e paaBMXMio 3xm x n a w a n , ep m b c k e m  6bi n a  ceÔ E 
BHMMaHMe M accb i, cBE3HBaE E poiue.m uee c  nacxoEiitM M  m E o a ro x o B E E E  
ôyayiitee.16

^"^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 65.
^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, pp. 65-66.
 ̂̂ 'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 619. The notion that the opinions o f 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 
'NeskoLko myslei ob istorii mysli' (1867):

[...]  K y jib T y p a  3 n o x n  a n n a e T c a  y ^ e  npH  caM OM  c b o c m  
npoMCxoHt^teHHH, HeH36eHtHhiM onpeaenMTeneM paanHnHux BneMeHTOs 
MbicjiM. Ho, npH  ^tajibHeftm eM  pasBMTMM o 6 m ecT B a , o n a  n p e a c T a & n a e T  
e iu e  M orym ecT B eH H bitt sneM C H T , BjiMBHne K O T o p o ro , ô e c c n o p H O , 
B biK asH B aexcH  b o  B c e x  o x p a c n a x  M w pa m h c jih : 3 t o  h p h b h iik m  m 
npe^naHMH. O h h  t o  npw/^aiOT ^orM aTH M ecK O M y nyBCXBy e r o  caMyio 
npoM H yio  now B y, oh m  BBn^roxcB npoTHBHMKaMM h o b o f o  snaHMM mhm 
noB oaaM M  K e r o  H anpaB jienM K ) b o n p e a e n e H H y io  c x o p o n y d ?

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'.
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 'KuLtura 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:

OômecTBeHHan HtMSHb, HcxeKaiQiitaH h3 3 t o f o  MCTOwHMKa, ecTb yjKe 
jKM3Hb K y n b m y p u a H ,  w qenoB O K , HeMHcnMMut^ 6 e 3  n o T p eÔ H O cx eft h  
BjieqeHMft, t c m  caMHM HeMhicnnM 6e3 KaKoA-JiMÔo KynbTypu. H ap an n e  
C HeKOTOpblMM APyFMMM CBOHMM C06paTbHMM M3 MMpa HaceKOMbIX M 
no3BOHonHux, OH npMHaaneHtMT k  ^ m bo th h m  KyjibTypHHM.^^

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: 'IlepBaH Kynbxypa

npe^mecxBOBajia pa6oxe m hcjim , a xaM, rjie 3xa paboxa BnocneacxBM M  MMena
Mecxo, ona  b anaMMxejibHOf! cxeneHM onpe^enMnacb 4>GpMaMM KynbxypH, ePi
npe^mecxBOBaBuiMMM, m n a a  k o x o p h m m  eft npM uinocb ynpantHHXbCB.'^o

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.

L. Lavrov, 'NeskoLko myslei ob istorii mysli', Sobranie sochinenii. I, no. 4, pp. 5-41: p. 38. 
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 90.
^'^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 87.

L. Lavrov, 'Do cheloveka', Sobranie sochinenii. III, 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:

HasoBy KyjibTypoA Te ^opMH jkhshm, KOTopbie oôpasyiOTCH 
npMBbMKaMM M yHacneAOBaHHbiMM npe^aHWHMM b qenoBeqecKOM 
o6mecTB0, pasBMBaa npn btom 6ojiee huh MeHee coBepmeHHyK) 
TexHHKy. KyjibTypa HaM npeacTaanaeTca KaK npo^ayKx, BHSBaHHbift 
BHanane paôoToA mhcjih, a hotom yjKe nepexoaaqnA b npHBH^Hoe 
aeno, B yBaataeMoe npejtanne, b ncnxHwecKHH npneM.^i

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:

KyjibTypa jiojuKHa 6 m b  Bsaxa b cooôpaweHHe npn paôoxe mhcjih, kbk 
HCTopHwecKH jjaHHaH cpeaa, ho  ne  kbk HensMeHHHA saKOH. Ecnn 
CpaBHHM KyJlbTypH paSHHX 3nOX, TO JierKO SaMCTHM, HaCKOJIbKO 
CaMHe OCHOBHH0 3J10M0HTH KyJlbXypH üOJÏJ10ÎKaT H3M0HqHBOCTH. [...]
M TaK n0p0# HaMH onp0a0Ji0HHaM saaawa nporp0cca: K yjibm ypa  
aojiHtHa ÔHTb n0p0pa6oTana Mbicnbio?-'^

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

'Do cheloveka', pp. 87-88. 
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, pp. 92-93.
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life, the application of which would transform a culture into a civilization.^^ Lavrov 

also made the same point in various passages of Istoricheskie pis 'ma. 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,^^ and he continued to 

apply this term to dead or declining societies.^^
According to Gizetti, Lavrov saw civilization as the realization of personal 

ideals' when they were applied to daily life.^^ 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 he 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:

Boo6me q acT b itHBMJiMaauMH o t u o b , b <})opMe npMBHqeK m npeaaH W #,
COCTaBHHeT HMWTO HH06, KaK KyjlbTypHhlfll BJieMOHT B Ĥ3HM 
nOTOMKOB, M Ha/( 3TOft KyJTbTypOft BTOpoft 4)OpMaitMM AOmKHa 
KpMTtmecKH paôoTaTb Mucnb h o b o f o  noKoneHMH, mto6 h  o6mecTBo He 
npeaanocb aacTOio, qxoÔH, b WMcne yHacjieaoBannbix npMBwqeK h 
npeaaHMfi, o h o  paarjiHaeno to , KOTopue npeacTaBji^noT BOSMOHtnocTb 
AanbHeAmeA paôoTbi m hcjih  na nyxn m cthhh , KpacoTH m 
cnpaBe&nMBOCTM, OTÔpocnno ocxanbHoe, KaK OTHtMBuiee, m cosaajio 
HOByiO ItHBHnHSaUHK), KaK HOBHft CTpoft K yjIbX ypU , OJKMBneHHHft 
pa60T0ft MHCnM.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

'Zadachi pozitivizma', p. 629.
^"^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, pp. 88, 91, 149.
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, pp. 44, 48.
^^See, for example: P. L. Lavrov, 'Khaos burzhuaznoi tsivilizatsii na poslednee vremia' (1874), 
Izbrannye sochineniia, IE, pp. 31-78:78. Lavrov also spoke o f 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.
^^Gizetti's whole definition sounds very 'humanist': 'Unsi EanpoBa UHBMJinsauHH -  
“rpaatjiaHCTBeHHOCTb” b caMOM uihpokom, ônaropo^HOM h BceodbeMJiioiuHM CMUcne cnoBa 
(xaK M cpeaneBeKOBHA MMCJiMTenb ila n x e  BaoxnoBnHncH u.aeeA civilitas humana!), t .  e. 
BonjiomeHMe HjieajiOB nnuHOCTM b ntnsHb, b 4>opMhi 6uTa.' (Gizetti, P. L. Lavrov, kak "istorik 
mysli'", p. 299).
^^Istoricheskie p is  'ma, p. 89.
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unwilling to concede that the role of habit and custom is purely negative or, indeed, 
purely conservative. In Istoricheskie p is 'ma, for example, he described critical thought 
itself as a habit: H o  b HHCJie yHacne^OBaHHHx npwBbmeK BcaKoft UMBHJiMsaitMH 

saKHioqaeTCH npHBH^Ka kpmtmkh h OHa-TO BHSHBaeT qenoBeqHHft bhom cht 
MCTopHM, p a â o m y

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^':

Ms MCTHpex no6y^HTenbHHx npn^HH qenoBeqecKoft /teHxejibHocxM, 
oôbmafi, a4>4>eKxa, MHxepeca h yôemjieHHfi, nepnaa ôesycnoBHO 
npoxMBHa KpHXHKe H nporpeccy , Koxopbifi Bcer^a saxm oyaexca b 
nocxeneHHOM ocBoôoataeHMM qenoBeKa, no Mepe e ro  pasBMXHH, ox y s 
oôbinaa b 4>opMe npuBbMKM m npeaaHnA.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

^'^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 90. The second (1891) edition adds 'noTpeÔHOCTb paaBHTwa' to 'paboxy  
MHCJIH' (p. 243).
^ ’̂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.31 In 'Formula progressa g. Mikhailovskogo', Lavrov wrote: 'obmecTBeHHoe 

3no Bceraa ro p asao  bonee saK nm anocb  b npHBH^iKax n npe^aHMHx, qeM b 

3J10M pac^exe 3KcnnyaxopoB'.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 xM xpo M o rn o  b tix b  y c x p o e H O  obm ecxB O , h o  e c n n  
B K c n n y a x n p y e M o e  bonbiun ncT B o c o a n a n o  bw  H e c n p a e e d n u e o c m b  
C B o ero  nojiOHteHMH, o h o  bHJio bbi B c e r a a  b c n n a x  H M cn p o B ep rn y x b  
c x p o ft  e r o  naBHUtHft. Ho aeno b t o m  h m o h h o , n x o  bojibuiHHCXBO 
wyBCTBOBano B c e r a a  Jinuib m jim e c m b  C B oero  nonoH teH w n, a 
H e^^ocxaxoK  kpm tm kh  MbicjiM B cer/ta  M euian e w y  aora^ H B axb cn ,
HaCKOJIbKO THHteCTb OFO JKM3HM 3aBMCMT OT HeCnpaBe&nMBOCTM 
o b m ecT B eH H oro  c x p o n , eiue b o j ie e  M em an p a a rn n a e x b  npMWMHH 3xoM 
HecnpaBeanMBOCTM m cpe/xcxB a a n n  ee ycTpaneH M H . flpMBbinKM m 
npeaaHM H, n p n  Bceft xpy^HOCTM HtM3HM, nonxM  B c e ra a  n acx o jib K O  
THfoxenM  n a a  napo^tOM , n x o  n an te  x o r^ a ,  K o ra a  nojiMXMnecKan 
KaTacTpo(J)a n o 3 B o n an a  n a p o a a w  M3MeHMXb obm ecxB eH H uft c x p o ft, ohm  
bonbiueft nacT bio  MennjiM jiMuib aaBnqM e hm^ hoctm , a caM an  
cymecTBeHHOCTb H ecnpaB eanM B oro  o b m ecx B eH H o ro  c x p o a  o c x a a a n a c b  
HeM3MeHHoft n o c n e  caM H x K poB aB ux  n epeB opoxoB .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

^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, pp. 41-48. 
32'Formula progressa', p. 415. 
33'Formula progressa', p. 415.
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Istoricheskie pis 'ma and also occur in 'Sotsializm i bor%a 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 3T0M cMHcne MCTopMqecKaa ^hshb ecTb npoitecc co3HamenbHozo 
pa36umuH, MMeiomMft MecTO B o6mecTBe c onpeaejieHHMMM 
KynbTypHHMH 4>opMaMH. Te ^ojih 3xoro obiuecTBa, KOTopHe, ana 
ycTpoftcTBa cBoeti B aaHHoft o6mecTB0HHofi cpeae, b aannoft
Kynbxype, He npncnoco6naioxca caMH k 3xoh Kynbxype, ho 
cxpeMHxca nepepaôoxaxb nocneanioiQ coobpasHO CBoewy 
npeacxaBneHMK) o pa3Bnxnn, acHByx ucm opm ecK oû mu3Hbio, KaK 6bi, 
BnponeM, hm 6unvi Bepnu wnn omMbonnw mx nonaxMa o paaBMXMM.̂ ^

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:

[...] Bbiaenaexca b hhhx cnynaax h npnobpexaex BUManne na obiuecxBO 
rpynna nMWHOcxeA, cnocobHbix nacnaataaxbca pa3BMXMeM h 
BbipabaxbiBaiomMx nompeÔHOcmb pa36umuH. 3xoft rpynnbi byaex 
3aecb npMCBoeHO naaaaHMe UHmennu2eHU,uu w ona Bbicxynaex KaK 
aBMxaxenb coanaxenbHHx HaMeneHMfi Kynbxypbi b
npoxMBynonojKHOCxb HenpeanaMepenHbiM ee MaMenennaM xex nop 
MMeBuiMM Mecxo. Ee aeno - nepepaboxKa Kyjibmypbi Mbtcnbto. C 
HananoM 3xo# coanaxenbHOfi paboxH nanMHaexca ucmopmecKan  
MU3Hb nenoBenecxBa m b npoitecce nepepaboxKM Kynbxypw MHcnbio 
3xa atH3Hb obHapyHtHBaexca.35
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 nonynMM, c oanoA cxopoHbi, obnacxb ynacne^OBannyio, 
HenepepaboxaHHyio MHcnbio, obnacxb obqecxBeHHoft cpeaw, oôbiHHOÜ 
Kyjibmypbi, nnn npocxo Kynbm ypu; c apyroA - obnacxb nepepaboxKH 
cpeaw nenoBeKOM bo MMa ero cxpewneHMM k paaBHXMio, obnacxb 
paboxbi Mbicnu, Kax noaroxoBMxenbHMitbi hobhx MCxopMwecKMx 
nepMÔ OB, obnacxb ucm opm ecKoû mu3HU. BaaMMoaeücxBMe 
nocneane# c obnacxbio Kyjibmypbi m cocxaunnex Bce co/tepntaHMe 
ucm opm ecK ux UiU6UJiu3aii,uü.^^
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

^^Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 21.
^^Zadachi 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 o f his works until 
now.
^^Opyt istorii mysli novogo vremeni, p. 21.
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consistently associated the origins of solidarity among humans with culture, for 
example in 'Sotsializm i borl)a za sushchestvovanie':

C nepB oro K yjibxypH oro o6mecTBa hcmbothbix cojiM^tapHOcxb qjieHOB 
rpynnbi 6 a n a  MorynnM opyaneM  b 6op b 6e  rpynn  sa  cymecxBOBaHne h, 
o6ecnenHBan rpynnH , xeM caMHM o6ecnennB ana orpoM Hoe nncno e e  
nnenoB npn fo x o b h o c x h  KajK^toro jKepxBOBaxb ann i te n o ro .^ ^

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'.

Ms n o x p e Ô H O C x M  c o n n f l a p H o c x n  B H x e K a e x  n o c x o n H H o e  c x p e M n e H w e  k  
r o c n o a c x B y  H e n s M e H H o r o  oôbmaM, k  y c x a n o B n e H M K )  o Ô H n H H x  ( f ) o p M  

6 b i x a  M B o o 6 u t e  k  n o / ï n n H e H m o  M H ^ M B M ^ y a n b H O M  m h c h h  m a e n x e n b H o c x M  

y c x a n a B n H B a i o m M M c n  4 > o p M a M  odmeHCUxnn; n n a n e  r o B o p n  -  k  4 ) o p M a M  

K y n b x y p u ,  b k o x o p h x  r o c n o a c x n y e x  H a x n o H H O c x b  k  sac x o io .^ s

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.

^^'Sotsializm i bor'ba za sushchestvovanie', p. 374. 
^^Zadachi 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',^ 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'.^

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.^ 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'

^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 235.
^Wilhelm von Humboldt, quoted in Kurt Grube, Wilhelm von Humboldts Bildungsphilosophie, Halle, 
1935, p. 90.
^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 235.
'^Niethammer, D er Streit, p. 224.
^Niethammer, D er 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).
^Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'Briefe an F. A. W olf, Wilhelm von Humboldts Gesam melte Werke, 1 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 
mind7

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 sotsiaLnykh 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,^ 
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^^ 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:

^P. L. Lavrov, 'Idei o klassicheskom i real nom obrazovanii v Anglii nashego vremeni', Vestnik 
Evropy, III, 1867, pp. 4-18; 'Chto delaetsia na rodine? VI. Nashi prosvetiteli', Vpered!, I, 1873, pp. 38- 
55: 48.
^A. I. Herzen, Pis'ma ob izucheniiprirody, 'Pis"mo tret e. Grecheskaia filosofiia', Sobranie sochinenii 
V tridtsati tomakh, M oscow, 1954-64, HI, pp. 142-87; D. I. 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.
^The 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, M oscow, 1987, 
p. 13.
 ̂̂ Lavrov 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', G ARP, 1762 2 340, p. 138.
 ̂  ̂One gathers this in the introduction, where Lavrov compares Aristotle's political theories with those 

of thinkers o f the nineteenth century: 'Ocherki voprosov', p. 341.
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CaMooôJia^aromaH nnqHocxb, 4>n3HqecKn cmibHa^ m npeKpacHaH, 
M o r y q a n  3H aH neM  m xBopqecK M M  yMOM, c x a j ia  M ^eanoM  docmoÜHoû 
jiMWHOCXM. 3 x 0  6h in  w a e a n  K iia c c H ^ e c K o ro  M w pa, K o x o p b ift coxpaH M jiC H  
CD BpeMeHM O^MCcea a o  cxom kob , BnaoM 3M eH aacb b n o a p o Ô H O cx a x , 
CMOxpH n o  x o M y , x p e ô o B a n o  n u  n e n o B e n e c x B O , n o n n o e  c n n  h  H a a e n ta , 
npaK X M necK oft a e n x e n b H o c x M  o x  cbomx n o n y ô o r o B  m r e p o e B  hjim b 
p aao n ap o B aH H M  K axoH O B  o rp a H w n H B a n o c b  c x p a ^ a x e n b H H M  
ca M O o 6 n a ^ a H n e M . M ^ ea n  3 x o #  CBoôoAHoA n n n n o c x H , CBnaaH H oft nm ub 
H eoôxoanM O C xbK ), H e  3HaK)iueft a p y m x  a B w ra x e n e # , K p o M e C B o e ro  
n p o M 3 B o n a  n  c B o e r o  jïocx o M H cx B a, B om en  b pw M C K oe n p a B o .i^

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.^^

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:
'JlaXMHCKMtl MMP H6 HMCH CaMOCXOHXeJIbHOft FpeWCCKOe
MbimneHHe aocxannano Becb Maxepwan ann noa^HeAiuMx (|)Mjioco(J)Ckmx

nMcaxeneft'.i^ 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: 'Kax BOo6pa^eHHe pmmjihh ône^Hee, xax m

xHn - HpaBCXBeHHO HHHte, MHCJib - xynte.'i^ Lavrov took Lucretia as a
representative of all Romans:

JlyKpeitMH cjiyHîMx jiHuib noBoaoM k nojiHXH^ecKOMy ^BH^eHHio h 
yMMpaex 3a wecxb aoMauiHero owara; h o  b neft m h  yanaeM o^ny H3 
3XMX 3^opoBHx, orpaHMqeHHHx pMMCKHx MaxpoH, Koxopne poaax H 
Bocnnxam p^a y3KorojioBHx, 3roMcxMqecKMx BOMHOB-rpa6nxejieft

^^'Ocherki voprosov', p. 387.
^^Humboldt, 'Latium und Hellas', p. 153. Herzen made the same assertion in Pis'm a ob izuchenii 
prirody, p. 146.
^'^'Avgustin', p. 164.
^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 47. Not all Greeks were presented in a positive light. Lavrov 
objected to Spartans: H pea uaMH u en oe o6mecTBO, BOcnHxaBinee HteHutMH-rpaataaHOK, c xaKMM 
ate rpyÔHM, KpoBaBUM w HecoKpyiuHMUM naxpMOXMSMOM, KaK hx oxu h  h MyatbH.' 'Zhenshchiny 
vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 46.
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MMpa, HenpeKjioHHan peuiHMOCTb Koxopux npwaaex mm HewTO 
repoMwecKoeJ^

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: 'BjiMHHMe JKeHiUMHH saMexHO, ho  y  me ne kuk oxaenbHO# JiMWHOCTM: 

MCTopMH M n e ren aa  coxpanneT cne# e^MHMit, h o  3 to  - eaMHMitbi m3 mhofmx 
apyrMX He OTMeqeHHHx'.^^ 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.N evertheless, 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'.^^ 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'.^o

^^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 47. Lucretia was a legendary Roman matron o f noble birth, who 
committed suicide after having been outraged by Sextus Tarquinius, son o f the Roman king, Tarquinius 
Superbus. This event led to the expulsion o f the Tarquins and to the foundation o f the Roman republic 
in the fifth century BC. Chernyshevskii also referred to this episode in 'Antropologicheskii printsip v 
filosofii', p. 241.
'^'Zhenshchiny vo Frantsii', part 1, p. 46.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 46; 'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 413; 'Komu prinadlezhit 
budushchee?', p. 70; 'Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii': here, Lavrov's critique o f the Greeks focused more 
on how 'bourgeois' they became as a consequence o f flourishing trade than on the evils o f slavery, pp. 
200- 01 .

^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 47.
^'''RoT slavian v istorii mysli', p. 320.
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W ith  r e la t io n  to  th e ir  c iv ic  l ife ,  th e  G re e k s  s o u g h t to  e s ta b l is h  w h a t  L a v r o v  

b e l ie v e d  to  b e  th e  b e s t  k in d  o f  s ta te ,  n a m e ly  th e  'o rg a n ic  s t a t e ' . I n  'F i lo s o f i ia  i s to r i i  

s la v ia n ' ( 1 8 7 0 ) , w h e r e  h e  e x p o u n d e d  th e s e  id e a s ,  h e  d e f in e d  's t r iv in g s  to w a r d  a n  

o r g a n ic  s ta te ' a s  f o l lo w s :

[ .. .]  MX MOHCHO npM3Haxb 6o jiee  CMJibHHMM x a M , rae 6onbuiee m m cho  jiMit 
yqacTB yex b  notiMTMwecKoA jkm shm , cosHaBaa, a x o  rocyaapcxBCHHaa 
CBH3b no^^epjKHBaex b  h h x  3 x y  atM3Hb m yBenM^MBaex cp eacxaa  h x  
BKOHOMMHecKoro, yMcxBeHHoro pa3BHXHa M MX obmecxBeHHoft 
aeaxenbHocxM; xaM, rjie  MecxHHe uenxpbi m m oiox  nonHyio 
B03M0atH0cxb npecne^OBaxb c b o m  caMOCxoaxenbHbie itenn 6e3  Bpe^qa 
o6meft CBa3M, m 3xa o5iuaa c b h b b  h m c k o j ib k o  He oxB u exaex  
obmecxBeHHHe c o k m  o x  pa3nMaHHx m c c x h h x  itenxpoB; xaM, rae  
nojiMXMwecKMe Bonpocbi BomnM b acM3HeHHbiH ob n xoa  aacxH oro  
uenoBeKa, rocy^apcxBeH H ue MHxepecu cyxb nMWHbie MHxepecH
rpajK^aH.22

T h e  G re e k s  w e re  g r e a t  b e c a u s e  th e y  s t ro v e  to  c r e a te  su c h  a  s ta te , e v e n  i f  th e y  d id  n o t  

s u c c e e d :  T p e u M a  b  pa3BMXM8 r o c y a a p c x B C H H o A  atM3HM B H e c n a  

nonomumenbHuü 3 n e M 6 H x : x p e^ O B a H M e o p ra H M 3 M a , m 3 x 0  ao3B O JiM Jio 

p a3B M X bca B H e ft B ceM  c x o p o n a M  a e n o B e a e c K O f t  atM3HM.'23 L a v r o v  a ls o  

a p p r o v e d  o f  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  G re e k s  w e re  a b le  f re e ly  a n d  w ilfu l ly  to  s a c r if ic e  th e m s e lv e s  

f o r  th e  g o o d  o f  th e  s ta te : T p e a e c K M ft M ^ e a n  a a K J i io a a e x c a  b  ao b p o B O Jib H O M  m 

C B obo^H O M  noaHMHeHMM HM aHocxM  K x o c y ^ a p c x B y ,  a  M e x a H M a e c K o r o  

n o aa M H eH M a rp eK M  n o n a x b  n e  m o fjim .'^ ^

21 The notion o f 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 o f 'organic links'.
See; G. R. G. Mure, The Philosophy o f  Hegel, London, 1965, pp. 43-61; G. W. F. Hegel, 'Über die 
wissenschaftlichen Behandlungsarten des Naturrechts, seine Stelle in der praktischen Philosophie und 
sein Verhaltnis zu den positiven Rechtswissenschaften', Werke in zwanzig Banden, 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 o f 
discussions o f the 'organic state'.
22'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, pp. 393-94. The Romans, on the other hand, were accused o f  
attempting to create a 'mechanical' or 'machine state', which he ranked above the 'predatory state', but 
nevertheless condemned: 'H e c K o n b K O  B u u ie  TOMKa speuM M  T e x , K o x o p u e  k  n p e a H ^ y u te M y  
n p u c o e ^ u H H io T  y c n o B u e  npoM H O cTM , n o a a e p n tM B a e M o f t  H e  t o j i b k o  cm jioK  o p y H tu H , h o  
M C KycHOft a/tMM HMCTpaTM BHoA u e H T p a n H s a u M e f t ,  ropM^nHqecKUM o ^ H O o b p a a M e M , x o x a  6 u  3 x a  
r o c y a a p c x B e H H a a  CBH3b b u n a  x y n n e n a  u e n o f t  H p a B c x B e H H o r o  u  y M C x a e n n o r o  yHM æeHM H 
b o n b iu H H c x B a  H a c e n e n u n ,  yH M M xo^eH M eM  n o n H X H ^ e c K o ro  c M H c n a  h  n o jiM x u w e c K o ft ® h 3 h h  b  
M e c x H u x  u e n x p a x ,  n o a a B J ie H n e M  J i tM H o ro  paaBWXMH, a  c j te a o B a x e n b H O  B biM M paH ueM  c a M b ix  
ocH O B aH M ft, n a  K o x o p b ix  B 03M 0H teH  K a K O f i-n u b o  np o w H b iA  o b u te c x B e H H U H  c x p o f t . '  (p . 393) 
2^'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, o f  whom Lavrov wrote: 'p u M C K a n  HCXopMH n p e ; tc x a B n H e x  o b p a a u H  r j i y b o u a K i u e r o  
u M n H o ro  3 ro M 3 M a  c  a a b n e H M e M  o b iu e c x B e H H H x  U H x e p e c o B , r n y b o u a A m e A  H tecxoK O C X H  h  
H e A o b p o c o B e c x H o c x M  b o  b h o u ih h x  CHom eHHHX, n p H  o x B p a x u x e j ib H O M  JiM ueM epuM  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 JiexonHCHX, coxpaHM BUiHxcH b 

MCTopMM a p e B H e ro  MMpa, F pem w a n e p a a a  n o c r a p a n a c b  ocym ecT B M T b saK O H  

pasBHTMH BCH K oro noH M TM w ecK oro o 6 m ecT B a: no jiM T M aecK oe u e j io e  MOJKer 

n p o rp e c c M p o B a T b  JiMuib n y r e M  C B o 6 o ^ H o ro  pasBMTMa n u a H o c x e f t  

opraHM M ecKM  C B aaaH H H x M ejK ^y c o 6 o k )  m c  uenH M .'^^  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'. 6̂

In 'Iz istorii sotsiaFnykh 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 l a b o u r ' . 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 paay  saKOHoaaxenbHHx nonHTOK m KOHCTMTyuMOHHux pe4>opM Hiityx 
nymuMx, pasyMHefiuiMx (J)opM nojinxHMecKoro oèmejKMXM .̂ [...]
F o c y a a p c x B e H H b iA  n a x p n o x n 3 M  m o jik h x  u e n x p o B  B c x p e n a e x c a  c  
HaitHO HaJlbHO-KynbXypHH M  naxpHOXM3MOM 3JlJlHHM3Ma.
B b ip a 6 a x H B a e x c H  o ^ te a n H M io ii ta H  itM BHnn3aitM H, CBH3HBaH H O B uft c j io f t  
o ô u t e - r p e w e c K o r o  oÔ H H aH , o ô iu e - r p e q e c K O f t  j iH x e p a x y p b i  m ^w noco4)M M , 
o Ô H te - rp e q e c K M x  mm4>ob  h M H cx e p H ft, n p n H 6 M  B c e  3 x o  c o x p a H n e x  e m e  
x e c H y K ) CBM3b c  x p aam tM O H H H M  H apoA H biM , a a m e  m o c x h h m , oôbmaeu, h  
B y H H B e p c a j ib H H x  w a e a x  x e o p e x M M e c K O #  4>mjioco4)mm, m b 
y H M B e p c a n b H H x  w a e a n a x  n p a K x w q e c K o f t  npeanpM U M W M BocxM , 3 x a  
itM BHnn3aitM H cxaH O B M xcH  c n o c o Ô H o A  c a e n a x b c a  H a ^ a j io M  
a n o c x o n b c x B a ,  n a ^ a n o M  n e p e p a ô o x K M  o 6 o c o 6 n e H H b ix  
H aitH O H ajT b H o cx efï B e^ M H o e  q e n o B e ^ e c x B O . [ ...]  3 jinH H H 3M  c o c x a & n a e x  
a y x o B H o e  n a ^ a n o  c o n n ^ a p H o c x H  paaB H X bix  m o a e A  m n o x o M y  M o r  
c o 3 ^ a x b  B HcxopM M  e ^ H H y io  F p e u m o ,  HeaaBHCHM O o x  H îa n x H x  h  
B 0 3 M y x M x e n b H H x  c o n e p H H H e c x B  r o p o ^ O B  M e n ta y  c o 6 o i o ,  m o jik h x

cobnioaeHMM (j)opM. O h o  CTanoBHTCH noHHXHbiM, Kor^a mm ycBomiM MHcnb, mto (j)opManH3M 
rocyaapcTBeHHOCTM 6mji rjiaBHHM ^enOM mJi Puwa.' (p. 415)

'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 418.
26'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, p. 419.
2^'Iz istorii sotsiaFnykh uchenii', pp. 197-209, especially p. 198.
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CeÔHJlIOÔHBHX napTMft H HH^HOCTefi BHyTpH 3TMX FOpO^OB. Bo BC6X 
3THX ÎKanKHX HJIH B03MyTMTeJIbHHX 3nM30&aX nOJlHTMqeCKOft H{H3HH, BO 
Bcex 3TMX MenKHx M ceÔHJiKDÔMBHx nojiHTMqecKMx aeaTenax 
BHMMaTejibHHft HaôJiioaaTejib b h ^ m t  npoHBneHMe crpeMneHMB, cjieaH 
KOToporo ao Toro oh n e  Bcxpe^aeT Hnr^e, - cxpeM nenn^ co3aaxb 
opraHHiiecKyK) CBH3b k b k  BHyxpn ceoôodnozo  naceneHHH Ka^aoA 
oxaejibHoA pecny6nnKM, xax w ue^Kay bcomm paseumbiMU nnqHOCTHMM, 
npMCxynaïoiuMMH k rpeqecKoft qMBnnn3auMn, m Ment^y bccmh 
noHMTMqecKMMM CMnaMM rpeqecKMx ropoaoB.^s
In 'Politicheskie tipy XVIII 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 system^^ and also as the source of everything that was positive about
Greek state and society: B ee k o j io h m îx , na  no^Be, rae itapcxBO oôbiwaH He

M o r n o  ôbîTb T a x  cH JibHO , B 0 3 H H K ae x  p a 6 o x a  c a M o c x o H x e n b H o f t  m h c j ih ,

n o H H X K a  p a a y M H o r o  M M p o c o a e p ita H H B  b  n p o x H B o n o n o jK H o c x b

x p a^ H itH O H H O M y , n o n u x K a  B H ecxH  o p r a H M ^ e c K y io  cB Jiab b  nonH X H ^tecK yiQ

îKH3Hb.'3i In Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii' (1874), Lavrov claimed that they were the
f i r s t  p e o p le  e v e r  to  a t te m p t  c o n s c io u s ly  to  f o rm  a  b e t te r  s o c ie ty , w h ic h  a g a in  w a s

c r e d i te d  to  th e i r  a b i l i ty  to  th in k  c r i t ic a l ly :  TpeuHH 6nna nepnaa cxpana, rjie b o

B c e x  o 6 n a c x a x  M H u in e H n a  p e j iH rH o a H b ie  m o x h b h  y c x y n n j iM  m o x m b b m

(J)MnocG(J)CKQft M naywHoA k p h x m k m . B neft nepBOft m h  MoateM ncKaxb
n o n n x K H  peiuHXb B o n p o c  o  p a i tH O H a n b H o t i  n o c x p o A x e  o6iu ecxB a.'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

Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh 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:

CaMHft cyutecxBeHHHA ycnex 3 # e c b  aaK nm anca b  x o m , wxo ana 
nepeaoBHx MHCJinxejiefi npeaaHHe, KaK npeaanne, noxepajio CBoe 
pyKOBoaamee, noaaBJiaioiaee BJiMaHne, axo no3xoMy nonHXHnecKHe

^^'Politicheskie tipy', pp. 99-100. 
^^'Politicheskie tipy', p. 99. 
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 228.
31'Politicheskie tipy', p. 99.
32'iz istorii sotsiaTnykh uchenii', p. 197. 
33'RoT slavian v istorii mysli', p. 320.
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4>OpMH, TOWHO TaK  HÎ6, K&K peJIMTMOSHHe BepOBaHHH HJIH 
BKOHOMH^eCKHe H AOMaUIHHe OTHOmeHHH, M02JIU nO /(BepraTbCM
nepecMOTpy[...]34

The Greeks produced the 'father of pan-human secular philosophy', T h a l e s . 3 5  in 'RoK 

slavian v istorii mysli', he said they had developed the first 'critically thinking, civilized 
minority',36 while in 'Sotsializm i borT)a 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 sotsiaLnykh uchenii', how 

members of this minority, namely the sophists, had spread critical thought among the 
populace:

O h h  BfcicKasajiH rpoM K O  n e p e a  obmecTBOM, -  K o r o p o e  jio x e x  n o p  
9KHJIO y B an tenneM  k  npejtaH H io, a a n te  T o rjta , K o rjja  OTM eHnno c x a p H e  
npejjaHHH, -  n x o  j^peBHHft obbm aft n e  HM eex H H K aK oro 
caM OCTOHTenbHoro n p a n a  n a  y n an teH n e; n x o  BCHKoe s n a H H e , kslk 
BCHKoe JKHsneHHoe aeücT B ne, n e  besycnoB H O , a  xojibK o 
omHOCumejJbHo; n x o  «nenoB eK  ecT b M ep a BceM y»; n x o , 
cjiejjOBaTejibHO, b o  hm h nojibSH  m o jk h o  HSMeHHXb Bce obm ecxB eH H H e 
nopHJJKH [...]38

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

Jlnfi M H p o c o a e p ita H H J i,  K o x o p o M y  J l a n p o B  c n e j j y e x ,  o h  n p e a n o n n x a e x  
y n o x p e ô j i n x b  n a s B a n n e  a n x p o n o n o r H S M a .  O h  bhjïhx n p o a B J ie n n e  
3 x o r o  H an p aB JieH H H  y  U p o x a r o p a ,  n a x o a n x  b o b m o jk h h m  n p o c n e a n x b
e r o  B033P8HHJI y  apeBHHX CKenXHKOB, OCObeHHO BO B x o p o ti 
AKajjeMHH, K o rn a  B H paôaxb iB anocb  n o n n x n e  o  BeponxHefiuieM [...]39

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

34'Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii', p. 198.
35'Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii', p. 206.
36'RoL slavian v istorii mysli', p. 320.
37'Sotsializm i bor'ba', p. 375.
38'Iz istorii sotsiaLnykh uchenii', p. 204.
39'B iografiia-ispoved, p. 90. The other thinkers whom he listed were 'theoreticians o f 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.
40Zen"kovskii has interpreted this statement to indicate 'deep influence', Istoriia, I, 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.

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 
a u th o r i ty .T h i s  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' a r e . 4 3  An impression is 
incorrect if and only if it is contradicted by other impressions in the same p e r s o n . 4 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 KantAHM HafiaeHHHM H3 3 th x  

npM3HaKOB, Hauie npeanonoHteHne fiojiee h fionee onpasabiBaeTCM, aenaeTca 
fionee m fiojiee eepo^mubiM ' O n e  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

4̂  Ambiguities include whether Protagoras meant one man or group o f men in particular, or all o f  
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 o f 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 o f the same object might both be right in noticing different and contradictory qualities. 
See: Frederick Copleston, A History o f  Philosophy, 9 vols, London, 1961-75 ,1, pp. 87-91.
42l. G. Kidd, 'Greek Academy', Encyclopedia o f  Philosophy, ed. Paul Edwards, 8 vols. New York and 
London, 1967, III, pp. 382-85.
43'Chto takoe antropologiia', p. 482.
44'Tri 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: LOMepnaH 6y /ty r Bcer^a 

B O c n e B a T b  noe^w H K M  A x n n n o B  m T e K T o p o B , h o  K a K o fi C M U cn a n a  

A pM C TO TejiH  M M eeT 6 o p b 6 a  a a  n p e K p a c H y io  E n e H y ? '4 6  When considering the 

wishes of Renaissance thinkers to resurrect the Classical age, Lavrov judged that these 
dreams were misguided. 'B  com iH eH M M x apeBHOCTM  n e  O K a a a j io c b  hm 

H e M c q e p n b iB a e M o ro  MCxo^HMKa ananM H, hm H enoKOJie^M M oro H aw ana 

JKMTeftCKOfi M yapO C TM . 0MnOCO(|)MH M O rn a  6 H T b  ^OCTOHHMeM KaÔMHGTHHX 

y q e H H x ,  HO BO C K pecM Tb apeBH M A  MMP n o c n e  T b ic n n e n e x H e r o  n o r p e ô e H M n  

O K a a a n o c b  H0BO3MO^hhm." '̂7 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.

^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 235. 
"^ '̂Didro 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'.^

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),^ 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

^Wilhelm von Humboldt, 'Über das Studium des Alterthums und des griechischen insbesondere', 
Wilhelm von Humboldts Gesammelte Schriften, 17 vols, Berlin, 1 9 6 8 ,1, pp. 255-81: 273-74. 
^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 228.
^In the 1870 edition o f Istoricheskie pis'm a, he described a state comprised o f 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 o f the ideas expressed in the first edition. He also spoke o f  a 
'worker's federation' in 'Gosudarstvennyi element' (p. 303).

93



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 o f 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.^

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):

f o c y / ï a p c T B O  e c T b  HtHBOft o p ra H H 3 M  [ .. .]  r o c y a a p c T B o  e c T b  
M H o ro c n o M tH o e  u e n o e ,  n n e H H  K O T o p o r o  co cT aB Jin iO T  O T ^ e jib H b ie  
oôutM H bi, o ô q e c T B e H H H e  c o k )3h  h o ô J ia c T H H e  y n p a B n e H t in .  [ .. .]

■^Humboldt, Ideen zu einem Versuch, especially pp. 30-31.
^See, for example: Stoianov, 'Anarkhizm i P. L. Lavrov', pp. 50-59; Kaplan, 'Ot sostavitelia', p. 20. 
^'Gosudarstvennyi element', pp. 392-93.
^'Gosudarstvennyi element', pp. 395-96.
^Novomirskii, 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.
^Novomirskii, Na puti, pp. 402, 411-15.
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üpeH M ym eC TB O  o6mHHHOft m OÔnaCTUOPl aBTOHOMMH COCTOHT H e  TOJIBKO 
B TOM, WTO OHa 6 jia ro n p n jiT C T B y e T  CBOÔoae, n y ^J in ^ iH o ft ;km3hm, 
MecTHOft caMOCTOHTejibHOCTM n p e jï CMCTeMoft ueHTpanM sauM H, h o  m b 
TOM, ^TO  OHa y a o Ô H e e  b npaBM TejibCTBenHOM  OTHomeHMM, n o T O M y  qTO 
KTO BM^HT BeiUM BÔJIM3M, TOT HO C06CTB6HH0M y HaÔJIIOaeHMK) M ODHTy 
cyaM T jiy q m e , C K o p e e  h aem eB Jie  m ohîot B ce c a e n a T b , nen te jiM  t o t , k t o  
ynpaBJiM ET M 3^ann, n e  m mch caM  H e n o c p e a c T B e n n o r o  CBej^enuM o 
M0CTHHX M MHUMBHayaJlbHblX OTHOUieHMJÎxJO

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 s o c i e t y .  was the fact that the United States was a federation

that impressed him most, however. He wrote in 'Filosofiia istorii slavian' (1870), for
exam ple : 'A M epw K a npeacTaBM Jia oôpaaeu ro c y a a p c T B e H H o ro  c t p o h , k

KOTopoMy nocTOHHHO ô paiitaiOTCH B3opH Bcex MucjJHiuMx moaeA Ebpohh, m

r a e  o p ra n tm e c K a n  jkmbhb b nojiMTMwecKOM T e n e  pa3BH Bajiacb /to  BbtcoKoA

CTeneHM.''^ He believed that the American state system was successful, but not
perfect:

B Coe/tMHeHHHx UlTaTax CeBepnoA Amopmkm c/tejiana nonbtTxa, -  /to 
CHX nop caMan uiMpoKan b h c to p m h , -  coe/tMHHTb /toBOJiBHO CHJibHoe 
rocy/tapcTB0HHoe 0/tnncTBO, cnocoÔHO0 pacuiMpMTbcn /to xaxHx 
yro/tHO np0/t0HOB, c bo3m o>kho nonnoft caMOCTonTonbHOCTbio 
rjiaBHHX U0HTPOB. Ho UlTaTH C0B0pHOft AM0PMKH np0/tCTaBJUIK)T B 
3TOM OTHO1U0HMM 011t0 CJIHIUKOM KpyEHH0 0/tMHMItbI, H0 /tOnyCKaiOIItM0 
B C 0o6ut0ro ynacTMH naconoH M a b BaatH0ftiunx 4>yHKitMax nojiMTMnocKoft 
HÎM3HM, a noTOMy H0 np0/tCTaBjiaioiitM0 pynaTOJibCTBa b to m ,  e t o  bc0  
HaC0J10HH0 UlTaTa CnHTaOT C06a  /t0ftCTBHT0JlbHO COJlM/tapHblM c 
rOCy/tapCTB0HHHM /tOrOBOpOM, T. 0. KOHCTMTyLtM0IO uiTaTa.̂ ^

Lavrov distinguished three bases of power in a federal system, namely the central state,
the regional state and the individual p e r s o n ,ea ch  of which will be discussed below.

L. Lavrov, 'Avtonomiia', Entsiklopedicheskii slovar'. I, pp. 404-05: 405.
 ̂^'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, pp. 406-07.
 ̂̂ 'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 2, pp. 311-21.
 ̂̂ 'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 81.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 215.
^^'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 411. This comment was made with regard to the 
organization o f 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", tsentraLnaia 
vlasL. 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: 
' r o c y ^ a p c T B O  e c x b ,  c o 6 c t b 6 h h o ,  B O B ce H e  n p o ^ y K x  p a a y M a  h  

oôayMaHHOcxM, a e c x e c x a e n n o e  K y j i b x y p n o e  a B n e H w e  b  o6mecxB0HHOft 
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': T o c y a a p c x B O  îKe cxpeM H X C H  

o c H O B a x b  c B o e  c y m e c x B O B a H n e  m eawHCXBO n a  o 6 H 3 a x e j ib H o c x n  p a a y M a ,  a n e  

n a  MCxopHqecKOM npMHywaeHHM .̂  ̂ Lavrov declared that there is no compatibility 
between these two forms of state.

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: 'O n a  n o c x a B M Jia  o6m eqeJiO B eH H yK ) Mbicnb n a a  b c 0Mm 

KyJIbXypaMM B CaMOa0p)KaBMM KOHrp0CCa M C0K)3H0H KOHCXHXyitHW,
oxpaHHiom0ft o6mn0 Havana w0noB0W0CKoro paaBMxwa, BHpa6oxaHHbi0 
MbicnbK) H3 0 0  MCxopMW0 CKoro onbixa.'^^ He contrasted the United States with 
Britain, which he called a 'cultural-historical type of organism', and of which he wrote: 
'o h  BOBC0 H0 npoayKX o6lIt0W0nOB0W0CKOrO 3H0M0HXa UHBHnHaaitHM, H0 

npOayKX MblCHM, a BHPOC OpraHHq0CKHM pa3BMXH0M M0CXHOft, o6oCO6n0HHOfi 
Kynbxypbi'.20

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

If0HxpajibHaH }K0 BJiacxb ôjiJKHa npn 3X0M yaepmaxb 3a co6ofi
OXpaH0HM0 nmUb X0X aaKOHOB, o6mHX ĴIH BC0H X0PPMXOPMH, KOXOPM0
COCXaBJIHIOX H0 MCXOpMH0CKM-BHpa6oxaHHbI0 ycnOBMB Kyjlbxypbl, H0

^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 196.
^'^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 218.
^^Istoricheskiepis'ma, p. 201: 'JlBa ucTO^HMKa rocyaapcTBCHHon cbh3M  -  ecxecTBeHHoe 
nawano npHHy^quTejibHOCTM n o b a y M a H H o e  naqano ^oroBopa, -  BcxynaiOT b  cTonKHOBeHMe, 
noTOMy q x c  nocjie^Hee, b o  mmh cnpaBejuiMBOcxu, cxpeMHXCH yMeHbmwxb npHy^HxenbHOCXb.' 
^^'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 119.
2^'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, pp. 118-19.
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pesynfaTax m c c t h u x  xpe^osaHMft mhh BpeMenHbix yBne^eHMft, a 
Hen3M eHHHe saKOHH HayKH OTHocMxejibHo o6iue^ejiO B e^ecK oft m c th h h  
M oôiueqenoBeqecKoA cnpaBe^JiMBOcxH [...] Hay^nocxb h 
o6meMejTOBeqHOCTb 3 th x  saKOHOB ^ ojijkh h  caMM co6oio MMexb 
CneaCTBMCM npMnÔ HMOCXb mx k o  BCCM MeCXHOCTHM, HeSaBMCMMO ox  
KyjibxypHoro pasHOoôpasMM o6mecxBa. OÔHsaxejibHocxb m 
npMHyflMXeJIbHOCXb 3XMX SaKOHOB MOÎKeX MMeXb HMlUb XOX CMHCJl, qxo
ycjiOBMH n p o r p e c c a  B c e ro  o 6 m e c x B a  -  oÔ H saxejibH O  o x p a n n x b  o x  
q a c x H H x  y6ejK/ïeHM ft nMMHOcxeft; ho n o  M e p e  pasBMXMn o 6 m e c x B a , 3 x a  
o ô n s a x e n b H O c x b  n e p e x o a n x  B ce 6 o n e e  M3 ro c y /^ a p c x B e H H o ro  a a K o n a  b 
jiMWHoe y6 em .A e n H e , c n e ^ o B a x e n b H O , B ce 6 o n e e  x e p a e x  cbok)
npMHy/ïMxenbHocxb[...]2i

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  paBUM̂ MM 

MecxHoro cxpoa ^ojijkho oxpaBMXbCH Bce pa3HOo6pa3Me MecxHHx 
noxpeÔHOCxeA m MecxHoft Kynbxypbi .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 Istoricheskie 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:

BnyxpeHHHH me cxopona rocy^apcxBeHHoA HtM3HM, x. e. mmchho xa, 
Koxopan Moæex OKaaaxbcn cxecHMxenbHon oxaenbHux 
MecxHocxefi m jiMWHOcxeA m BbOHBaex ne^OBOJibcxBO, ao jim ta 
nepexo/tMXb Bce nonnee m nonnee k Menb^afiiuMM uenxpaM, 
aonycKaioiitMM ^eftcxBMxejibHoe yqacxne b nojiMXMwecKoA aeaxejibHocxM

^^Istoricheskiepis'ma, p p . 216-17. In the 1891 edition, Lavrov replaced M ecTH O C TH M  in the 8th line 
with nMMHOCTHM: Istoricheskie pis'm a, second edition, p . 324.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, pp. 214-15.
^^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 216.
24'Severo-amerikanskoe sektatorstvo', part 1, p. 414.
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nowTM B c e x  B s p o c jiH x  H H ^H ocT efi [ .. .]  n p n  q eM  rpanc^aHM H, CTecHCHH Hfi 
yCJlOBHHMH nOHMTMWeCKOrO CTPOH O^HOA MeCTHOCTH MOHteT n e p e tlT H  B  

a p y ro A  MecTHHft u c h t p , cto h b  jk6 nonHonpaBHbiJ^ nonHTM^ecKM, h o  
6 o j i e e  noAxoaHU(MA k  e r o  Htn3H6 HHOMy w a e a j iy . 0 6 m npH 0 CTb 
TeppnT opM M  B 3 TOM c j iy q a e  n e  t o jib k o  n e  m o >k6 t  ô m b  C T ecH H T enbH a, 
HO C K o p e e  o ô J ie r q a e T  rpajKjjaHM Ha, TaK KaK n o  M e p e  STOft 
oômMpHOCTM, p a c T e T  BepoHTHOCTb a n n  n e r o  naftT H  u e n T p ,  
cooT BeTC TB yioiU H ft e r o  ^K enannnM ; h b t o  ^ e  BpeM H, o h  c o x p a n n e T  
c o 3HaHM e, nTO, 3 aM eH n n  o#HM nonH T M necK w e y c n o B n n  hch3hm ap yrn M M , 
OH o c T a e T c n  B e p e n  C B oeM y o ô iu e M y  r o c y j ja p c T B e n n o M y  O T en ec T B y .^ s

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 'Über 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;^^ Lavrov also felt that the Greek

state system had led to higher (intellectual) achievement, but mainly because it
augmented freedom of thought.27

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. 8̂ 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:

J T m m h o c t m ,  K p M T M H e c K M e  C T p e M J i e H M H  K O T o p b i x  n o j j B e p r a n n  h  M o r n w  

n o j i B e p r n y T b  h x  n p e c j i e ^ O B a H M K )  b  o j ï h o m  r o c y a a p c T B e ,  n a x o a M J i H

^^Istoricheskiepis'ma, p. 216. He repeated this idea several pages further on, p. 218: 'Ta qacTb 
rocyjtapcTBeHHOft ŷnKUMM, Koxopa^ nepemna k  MenKWM w acT H U M  ueHxpaM, Tepnex c b o k )  
npHHyjtMxejibHocxb, BCJiejtcxBue pasHoodpasMH MecxHoro nojiMXHqecKoro cxpon, ero 
cooxBexcxBHH c MecxHoft Kyjibxypon h BCJiejtcxBwe nonnon BoaMoatHocxn jijih JiMWHOcxM 
Bhibpaxb ymÔHePamPi nojtMxuwecKMA cxpo% ne b h x o ^ ih  mb npê qenoB oxewecxBa. 3 x m m  nyxeM 
MecxHue ueHxpbi cxpeMHxcH obpaxMXbCM b  cBcôojiHwn oômecxBeHHbin c o io b . '

^^Humboldt, 'Über das Studium', pp. 274-74.
^'^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 228.
^^Humboldt, 'Über das Studium', p. 272.
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yôejKMiue b a p y ro M . Mx m h c jib  K p e n n a  Ha C B oôoae. O d iu n o cT b  
K y n b x y p H H x  ycjiOBMft b o ô o h x  r o c y ^ a p c x s a x  aosBOJiBJia nerK O  
pacnpocTpaH H T bC H  cn o B y  h m u c h h  m3 o ^ H o ro  ro c y a a p c T B a  b / ïp y r o e ,  
HecMOxpH HM Ha KaKMe npenHxcxBHH.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 f u t u r e . j n  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 obshchinv 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 XVlll 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,^! but the 
description clearly reveals Lavrov's own ideals and preferences:

ObiitMHa, roBopMx C o k o jio bc k m ^ , -  oÔMsana cbomm  npoMcxo^^tenneM 
co3HaHMio moaeA, hxo  npM oôute^MXMM opraHH30BaHHOM na  nawanax 
paBOHCxBa M B3aMMHocxM ropa3^o nonnee yaonnexBopnioxcn 
noxpeÔHOCXM Kant^oro nenoBeKa. O na 6bina n e  uenbio, a nnmb 
cpeacxBOM ann ocyiuecxBneHMn nMnnoro 6narococxoHHMn h CBOôo^H 
MH^MBMayyMa. OxcK)aa nonnxHo, nxo ona  ne  Morna MMexb HMKaxoA 
npMHy^MxenbHoA BnacxM naa cbommm nnenaMM. Bcne^cxBMe xaKoro 
ycxpoficxBa b apenne# oôutMne ne  Morno ôbixb hm pemeHMft no 
ôonbuiMHCxBy ronocoB, hm opranoB BnacxM. Kantaoe m hohm o  aenanocb 
o6n3axenbHHM nMuib npM eaMHornacHOM nocxanoBneHMM, npM cornacMM 
c HMM Bcex nnenoB [...] 06iuMHa b 3xo# 4>opMe npe^cxaBnnna, 
noBM^MMOMy, 3HanMxenbHyK) cxenenb conM/iapnocxM, onMpaBuieftcn kslk 
Ha CBHxocxb oôhmaR, xax m n a  Aocxaxonnyio cxenenb 
yaoBnexBopennocxM nnnnHx MHxepecoB ee nnenoB, a xaxjKe na  
oôecneneHMe mx beaonacnocxM oônaannocxbK) B3aftMHoft noMOiitM.32

In this passage in 'Politicheskie tipy XVlll 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

^'^Istoricheskie pis'm a, p. 228; see also pp. 216, 218.
^^Alan Kimball has commented at length on Lavrov's use o f 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 o f Peter Lavrov', Slavic Review, 30, 1971, no. 1, pp. 28- 
45, especially pp. 40-41.

Lavrov 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.
^^'Politicheskie tipy', pp. 109-10.
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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:

CojTH^apHaH o6iuHHa, b KOTopoA HHTepecbi B c e x  m K an t^ oro  CBMsaHH 
BO B c e x  oôm ecT B eH H H x oxnpaBJieH H H x, HeHsbejKHO B biaoBex 4>opmbi 
obiuejKMTHH, r a e  K aHt^oro ô y /t e x  nowxM HeB03M 0HîH0 yx p H X b  o x  
a p y r u x  CKOJibKO-HMÔyab cep b esH b ie  HBjieHWH cB oeft nn^HOft h{H3hm. 
C B ob oaH b ie  KOonepaxM BHHe c o io 3 h  j[ jir  B cex  obm ecxB eH H bix  <})yHKLtMft, 
nptm eM  KantawA m hoh o 6 iu ecx B a  6 y a e x  o/tHOBpeMCHHO yqacxB O B axb  b 
HecKOJibKMx pa3Hoo6pa3Hbix coK)3ax, npeanonaraiox H paB cxB eH H yio  
3aBMCMMOCXb KaHt^OA HHHHOCXH OX MH6HMH MHOHCeCXa HMlt, BXOa^lItMX
caMbiM pa3HOo6pa3HHM oôpaaoM b ee }KM3HeHHyio ae^xenbHocxb. Bee
3XM BHHHHHH, BM0CX0 B3HXH0, aOJimibI 06p a30B aX b  XaKO0 CMJlbHO0 
HpaBCXB0HHO0 /taBJ10HH0 Ha HM^HOCXb, qXO, COB0PUI0HHO H03aBHCHMO 
OX aeAcxBM xenbHoA nep ep ab oxK M  a^x^eKxoB n yxoM  h3M0H0hhh  ycjioBMft 
o6ut0CXB0HHOft ;KM3HH H BOCnMXaHMB, npMBbMKa C^epJKMBaXb 
npO;iBJI0HH0 acl)4)eKXOB, npOXMBHHX o6lU0CXB0HHOMy MH0HHK), ^OHHCHa 
3HamiX0JibHO ycMHHXbCH itJiH KajK^ot^ o co6 m, a  n o x o M  c a e n a x b c a
H a C J I 0 a C X B 0 H H O A . 3 3

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: 'nojiH X M nocK an M cx o p u n  r o c y a a p c x B  

O K a3biBa0xcH  H 0 ôojiee x a x  B cn o M o rax o n b H H M , B x o p o cx o n o H H b iM  3 jt0M 0h xom  

HacmoHUA,eû m cxopm h n o n o B o n o c x n a , H c x o p n n  H a p o a o B  b mx K y n b x y p n o M  

pa3BHXMM n0.a BJlHnHH0M HayWHOA, Xy/tO^0CXB0HHOft, p0nnrM O 3H O ft, 

(j)MJioco4)CKOft p a 6 o x b i  m hcjtm '.^^ 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 o f a wider 
discussion about the way in which there would be no need for the police, or for physical compulsion o f  
any kind, in post-revolutionary society, because o f social opinion. In a society o f true solidarity, social 
opinion would be as equally effective a form of compulsion as physical force. Some o f 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 o f 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.^^ 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.

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:

F o c y a a p c T B o  e c T b  o x B n e i i e H H o e  n o H ^ i T H e ,  w e c n w  3 t o  n o H B T n e  H e  

s a K J i m a e x  p e a j i b H o r o  c o ^ e p j K a H M H ,  t o  o h o  c x a H O B H T C H  m ^ o h o m ,  n p e a  

K o x o p H M  n p H H O C M X b  K p o B a B H c  J K e p x B b i  b e c c M b i c n e H H o .  P e a n b H o e  

c o a e p ^ a H M e  n o H H x m o  a a e x  n w u i b  n n w H o c x b  b  c b o o m  p a s B H x m i .  B h o c h  b  

n o H H X H e  o r o c y a a p c x B e  x p e ô o B a H M e  M C X H H b i  m  c n p a B e & n M B O C X M ,  

H M M H O C x b  o 6 p a m a e x  n p e a p a c c y a o w n o r o  w a o n a  b  n e p a s a e n b H b i A  

3 n e M 0 H x  B H c m e r o  o 6 i u e c x B 0 H H o r o  n ^ e a j i a  w 3 x o r o  w a e a n a  B c e  

H t e p x B b i  p a a y M H b i  h  c n p a B e a n n B b i . ^ ^

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:

If0HxpajibHO0 npaBH0HH0 BHpantaox 6on00 Bbipadoxannuft 3Ji0M0Hx 
M bicnu,  r a e  B b i c K a s H B a o x c H  K p n x M K a  c y i u 0 c x B y K ) m 0 f t  p a a n o o ô p a s H o A  

KyjibxypH M HaMJiyqmn0 poaynbxaxH 00 n0p0xoa%x b  saKOH, KaK 
XOJlbKO OHM CXanOBHXCH MCXOPMWOCKM 603M0mHblMU. JiMMHOCXb, CO 
CBOMM H0OrpaHMq0HHbIM npaBOM aCCOUMaitHH, npMHOCMX 3H0M0HX 
u c m o p m e c K o z o  n p o i^ecca  ô o p b â u ,  ^osBonniomMfi b  caMO0 KopoxKoo 
BP0MH OIt0HMXb MaXOpManbHO CMHy HOBOA MblCHM M CXapOfO

^^'Formula progressa', especially pp. 401-404.
^^Lavrov continued to defend these, for example, in the second edition of Istoricheskie p is  'ma, p. 216. 
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 234.
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K y jib T y p H o ro  u p e j i a u m ,  m c jie /^ o sa T e n b H o , m H C Topw qecK yK ) 
BOBMOMCHOCTb OCym eCTBHTb H 0 B 0 6  C HCKOTOpOM H a
n p o q H O C T b .3 9

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: 'qeM  uiHpe 3 x a  C B O ô o m , t o m  n y m u e  nn^H O C Tb 

cjiyncMT u e n o M y , t o m  K p e n q e  O K asb iB aex c^  o p ran M S M  r o c y a a p c T B a ;  weM 

caM O C T O H xenbH ee npoH B nnexcH  M e c x n a n  JKusHb, x o m  c m ib n e e  q y B c x B y io x  

p a s H H e  MecxHOCXM c b o k ) BsaM M Hyio CBMSb'.^o He also claimed that the free 

development of thought could only increase state power: 'PasBHXwe n a y ^ H o e ,  

x y ^ o jK e c x B e H H o e , 4>Mnoco4)CKoe n e  M em an o  ro c y a a p c B e H H o A  c w n e , a, 

n a n p o x M B , yBenMWMBano e e . '^ i

The relationship between the individual and the nation'^^ 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:

.HeftcxBM xejibHO, B K a n ta y io  s n o x y  itHBHnM3aanH necK O JibK O  p a sB H X o ro  
o b iu e c x B a  M M eex cbom  x a p a K x ep M cx H q ecK H e  w epxH , cbom  p y K O B o aam w e 
MaeM, M qeM  o 6 m ecxB eH H bie  <J)opMbi nyM iue c n o c o 6 c x B y io x  
B c e c x o p o H H e M y  pasBMXHK) JiM^HOcxM, qeM  3 ;to p o B e e  o6 iuecxB O , weM 
6 o n e e  ite n o c x H  b e r o  itHBnnH3aitMH, xeM  n o n n e e  w o n p e ^ e j iH x e n b H e e  
B bipaîK aex  3 x a  uMBMnn3aitMH cbok> M/teio. I I o h h x h o ,  q x o  b e o j ïo 6 h o m  
c jiy M ae , m4BHJin3aitHB a a n H o ü  H aitM O H anbH ocxH , b p a c c M a x p H B a eM y io  
3 n o x y ,  6 o n e e  c n o c o b c x B y e x  p a 3 B n x m o  jiMWHocxeA, h  BH eceH H io 
cnpaBeAEM BOcxM  b 4>opm h o 6 m ecx B eH H o ft

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 o f critical thought to an idea necessarily leads to struggle (p. 549). 
4^'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 81. He said this in the context o f a description o f the state in 
Britain and the United States.

'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 2, p. 95.
'^^For an account o f 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, M oscow, 1984, 
pp. 157-216, especially p. 193.
'^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, pp. 162-63.
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instead to 'national tendencies'.'^ 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.^^ 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:

H a K O H e it MOJKHO cede n p e ^ c x a B H T b  a e n o  x aK . JIm m hocxm  o ^ H o r o  
nneMCHM mhh pasH H x njieMCH, n o a  BnMHHueM oaMHaKOBHx 
KHMMaXtmeCKHX, nOWBeHHHX, 3KOHOMM^eCKMX M K ynbX ypH H X  ycnO B H fi, 
B b ip a6 ax H B aio x  H e K o x o p b ie  o 6 m n e  ncMXMwecKwe H aK noH H O cxM , n p w  
ÔOJIbllIOM pa3H 006pa3M M  BO BC6M OCXaJtbHOM. 3XM ncH X H ^ecK H e 
H aK noH H O cxM , o6m M e jin^i B cex , m co cx aB jiH io x  H a itH O H anbH oe 
o 6 o c o 6 n e H M e , KaKMM 6 h  n y x e M  ohm  n e  nonyw auM C b. I Io K a  mx H e x , 
HaitMM H ex ; KaK xonbK O  ohm  no jiy q an M C b , x o  mx m o jk h o  
4>opM yjiM poB axb b o c o 6 e H H o ft M #ee, K o x o p a a  n e n p e p H B H O  
npoH BH H excH  BO B ceft n o c n e a y io m e f t  hîm3hm HaitM onanbHOCXM . Ho M e p e  
BjiMHHMH n o c n e a n e #  n a  m cxopm k) w enoB ew ecxB a, Bxo^M x b 3 x y  m cxopm k) 
M c o o x B e x c x B e n n a M  M aea. X opjK ecxB O  m rM ôejib  H aitM o n an b H o cx M  
Bbi3HBaK)x B03BHiueHMe MJiM o c jia6 jieH M e M e e  M#eM. I le p B H e  n o n o m eH M a 
3 x o r o  n o c x p o e H M a  ao n y cx M X b , K onew H O , M oatHO, m x e n e p b  n e K o x o p w e  
MHCHMxejiM y  a te  nocxaBMHM c e 6 e  s a a a w e #  M ccn eao B ax b  aaneH M a 
ncM xonorM M  napo^tO B .^^

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: 'na ocHOBaHMM o6 iitMX ncMXMMecKMx HaKJiOHHOCxeA m

coôbixM A McxopMM -  ^SHHaa H aitM onajibH ocxb , -  b n eK O xopyK ) 3 n o x y  C B o ero

cym ecxBO BaH M a, -  Momem c a e a a x b c a , n o  x a p a K x e p y  cB oeft itMBMjiMaaitMM,

3aMexHHM npeacxaBMxeneM xoA mhm ^pyroft m̂ om'.̂  ̂ 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 cymnocxM,

noHMMaxb M B o n n o q a x b  M o r y x  xonbK O  nM nnocxM , K o x o p u e  [...] c y x b

e^MHCXBeHHbie aeaxenM  n p o r p e c c a ' . ^ s  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

'R or slavian v istorii mysli', he said o f nations; 'Ohh He cyTb BonnciueHUH HeKOTopux 
M0Ta<J)M3HMecKMx MJIM HpaBCTB0 HHHx Mjieft, KaK npejinonarajiM MCTopMKM-MneanMCXH. Hapoau 
HMK0M M HM K W0My H0 np0JIHa3Haq0HH. M̂ 0M H0 MM0IOT peaJIbHOfO CymeCTBOBaHMH BH0 
MHCJiM JiMWHOCTeA MX BbipaôoTaBUiMX.' (p. 311) Nevertheless, one could, he said, speak o f national 
tendencies. The point o f 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). 
^^Sovremennye ucheniia o nravstvennosti, p. 3.
^^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 165.
^'^Istoricheskie p i s 'ma, p. 170.
^^Istoricheskie p i s '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.^^ 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':

BcH K oe o6m ecTBO  t c m  nwuib OTDMwaeTca o t  coBOKynHOCTH ocoôePi, h t o
B H6M 0 C0 6 m qyBCTByiOT MJIM C03HaK)T CBOK) BSaMMHyiO COnM âpHOCTb, 
HTO MeîKjïy qjieHaMM oôqecTBa cymecTByeT HeKOTopan opraHMqecKaa 
CBH3b. 3 xa CB%3b MOHtCT 6 bITb CBH3bK) o6 biqaJI, CBH3bK) BpeMGHHOrO 
a4>^eKTa mhm BepoBaHMH, cB^3bio paccwMTaHHOM itenM, cBH3bio 
HpaBCTBeHHOft o6H3aHHOCTM; BO BCeX 3 TMX CJiyqanX COJlMJiapHOCTb 
u e m jiY  'uienaMM cymecTByex, x o t h  m o jk o t ô h t b  BecbMa paajiM^Ha no

^^'Filosofiia istorii slavian', part 1, pp. 393-94.
^^Lavrov 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, III, 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 o f the word. This probably meant that Lavrov, like Mikhailovskii, rejected a 
view o f 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.

104



npoiiHOCTH, no pasyMHOCTH, no uenecooôpasHOcxH. KaK t o h b k o  
KaKan-nn6o H3 3tmx cBnaeft o6pa30Banacb, coeoKynHOcmb nm H ocm eû  
cxana oâi^ecm eoM , Koxopoe cocxannaeT opBaHUSM, m o h cc t 
aeücTBOBaxb KaK Henxo nenoe, xaK nxo nneH bi e ro  Moryx 
paccnnxbiBaxb ap y r Ha apyra.^i
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.

^^'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 personahty 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).  ̂ 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, 'SotsiaFnaia 
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

'Biografiia-ispovecF', 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: 'h c  rnyôoKM M  yBaHteHweM  

OTHOCHJTCH K aBTOpy MCJTlOpmeCKUX nUCeM W OCOÔeHHO K HpaBCTBeHHOft 
cyiitHocTM ero  yweHMM h Boo6me k  ero  HpaBCTBeHHOMy o6jinKy coitnajiMCTa, 
îKHBymero b cornacHM co cb o h m  y 6 e m jx e m \m A w '?■ Similarly, Aptekman 
remembered him for 'the greatness of his moral beauty'.^ According to Rusanov, the 
impact of Istoricheskie pis 'ma upon himself and his companions was that it inspired 
enthusiasm for ideas and ideals:

Ax, Haao 6hho ^ mtb b 70-e ro/^u, b 3noxy b Hapo^, WTOÔH
BMweTb BOKpyr ce6a w qyacTBOBaTb Ha caMOM ce6e y^BiBHTenbHoe 
BHHHHHe, npoMSBeaeHHoe «McTopM^ecKHMH nMCbMaMM»! Mnorwe H3 
Hac, KDHOuiH B TO BpeMH, a Apyrne npocro ManbWMKn, ne paccxaBanMCb 
c Hebojibuioft MCxpenaHHoft, HcqMxaHHoft, McxepxoA b Koneit KHuntKoA. 
Ona jiejKana y nac nojj, HsronoBbeM. M na nee naaanw npw ^xeHMH 
HowbK) HauiH ropaqwe cnesbi M^eAnoro 3Hxy3na3Ma, oxBaxHBaBuiero 
nac 6e3MepHoA îKaîK^oft jkhxb ôjiaropo^HHx mePi m yMepexb 3a
H M X /

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', Stat'i, vospominaniia, pp. 436-439: 437; see 
also: Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, 'Petr Lavrovich Lavrov', p. 443.
^O. V. Aptekman, Obshchestvo "Zemlia i volia" 70-kh gg., second edition, Petrograd, 1924, p. 122. 
“̂ Rusanov, Biografiia P. L. Lavrova, p. 24.
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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:

[...] KnaccMqecKMMM <<(|)Mnoco(j)aMM» MHTejinnreHitMH 6um\
^epHbimeBCKMft n  Ü H cap eB  b 6 0 - e  ro ^ H , JlaBpoB m M H xaftnoB C K H ft b 
7 0 - e  r o ^ H .  JlsiR  4>nnoco(l)C K oro T B o p q ecT B a , ay x o B H o A  K y n b r y p H  
HaitMM nw caT ejiH  3 tm  nowTW H w q e ro  H e  aaB an w , h o  ohm  O T B eq an n  
n o T p e b n o c T M  MHTennM reHTHoA M O Jio^e^M  b M M pocoaepitaHM M  m 
obocH O B H B anH  xeopeT M qecK H  H tM snenH H e cxpeM JieHM H HHTenjiM reHitHH.^

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: 'M 

J la B p o B  a a n a n  4)HJioco4)CKyio caHKitMK) cxpeM neH H H M  M ono^ejKM , o 6 h h h o  

HaMMHan c B o e  oôocH O B aH M e M saan eK a , c o b p aao B an M H  x y M a n n u x  M acc .'^  

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: 'jiioboB b K ypaB H M xenbH O ft 

cnpaBeanM BOCxM , k  o b iu ecx B en H O M y  a o b p y ,  k  n a p o ^ H O M y  6 n a r y  

n ap a jT M so B an a  moôoBb k  hcxm hc, no^xM  q x o  ynM ^xojKHna M H xepec k  McxMHe'.^ 

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

^Berdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina i intelligentskaia pravda', Vekhi, ed. N. Kazakova, M oscow, 1991, pp. 
24-41: 28.
^Berdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina', p. 27.
^Berdiaev, 'Filosofskaia istina', p. 30.

109



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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