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Abstract

This thesis explores the problem of time and the connected problem of history in
the thought of two Russian thinkers, Sergei Bulgakov and Nikolai Berdiaev. After an
introduction tracing the history of these problems in philosophical thought from the
ancient Greeks to the twentieth century, the main body of the thesis is divided into
two central chapters, the first on Bulgakov and the second on Berdiaev. Analysis of
their two contrasting approaches to these questions reveals opposite formulations of
the time-history relationship, in which Bulgakov suggested the primacy of history
over time, whilst Berdiaev maintained the primacy of time over history. Subsequent
exploration aims to account for these different organisations of the time-history
relationship, and discusses how for Bulgakov a deterministic pattern of thought about
time and history was central, and how for Berdiaev a paradoxical approach to these
problems was dominant. Across this discussion, these thinkers’ various points of
contact with classical, European and Russian intellectual traditions is highlighted,
and in this way their thought on these questions is located within an intellectual

context which extends beyond Russia.
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Introduction:

Time, History and the Russian Tradition

What then is time? Provided that no one asks me, | know.

If I want to explain it to an inquirer, | do not know.

— St. Augustine, Confessions."

1. Overview

Thesis objective

The central objective of this thesis is the exploration of the problem of time and
the connected problem of history in the thought of two ‘Silver Age’ Russian thinkers,
Sergei Bulgakov (1871-1944) and Nikolai Berdiaev (1874-1948).% Although time is
the primary concern, it is difficult to separate thought about time from thought about
history in the work of these two philosophers. History is therefore considered
alongside time, providing a more accurate and fuller account of their thinking.
Bulgakov and Berdiaev were chosen due to their significant but contrasting
engagements with these themes, as they present opposite formulations of the time-
history relationship: Bulgakov suggested the primacy of history over time, whilst
Berdiaev maintained the primacy of time over history. This thesis will aim to account
for these different organisations of the time-history relationship, looking at their

various points of contact with classical, European and Russian intellectual traditions.

! saint Augustine, Confessions, translated by Henry Chadwick (Oxford, 1992), p. 230.

2 Evtuhov’s definition of what constitutes the Russian ‘Silver Age’ will be used: ‘...I use it [the term
Russian “Silver Age”] to refer more generally to the complex of ideas, literature, art, philosophy, and
politics that together constituted the cultural explosion of those years [1890-1920].” Catherine Evtuhov,
The Cross and the Sickle: Sergei Bulgakov and the Fate of Russian Religious Philosophy (New York,
1997), p. 3.



Time, history and the Russian tradition
Time is amongst the most basic categories of human existence. In the Routledge
Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, it is noted that:

Time is the single most pervasive component of our experience and the most

fundamental concept in our physical theories.?

The desire to study the nature of time reflects an intellectual demand to understand
exactly how we live in the world, how our lives are organised, and, ultimately, why
we must one day die. Overviews of the philosophy of time usually begin with Plato
(424/3-348/7 BC),* and can be traced right through to the present day.> Considering
the almost continuous presence of the question of time in the history of philosophy, it
is unsurprising that thinking about time can also be found within the Russian tradition.
However, as is attested above, in the early twentieth century Russian context such
thinking may be interwoven with thought about history, creating some specific
problems.

The nature of the relationship between time and history was being questioned
in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Europe as well as in Russia. After the
fall in popularity of the metaphysical systems of history put forward by philosophers
such as Georg Hegel (1770-1831) in the early nineteenth century, many were
beginning to question whether they should be searching for the ultimate meaning of

life in history or in time. As Roberts notes:

But by the end of the [nineteenth] century, the intrusiveness of time and history was

® Edward Craig (ed.), Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 9 (London, 1998), p. 413.

* See, for example, amongst many others: John F. Callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient
Philosophy (Cambridge MA, 1948); Richard Sorabji, Time, Creation and the Continuum: Theories in
Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (New York, 1986).

® The twentieth- and twenty-first century engagement with time is vast in terms of scope and is of
immense complexity. For the most comprehensive overview of contemporary debate on time, see
Nathan Oaklander (ed.), The Philosophy of Time: Critical Concepts in Philosophy, 4 vols (Abingdon,
2008). Also see Jeremy Butterfield (ed.), The Arguments of Time (Oxford, 2006); Robin Le Poidevin,
Murray MacBeath (eds), The Philosophy of Time (Oxford, 1993).



forcing a more radical rethinking. Some sought a new means of access to the
suprahistorical, while others moved in the opposite direction, taking change, time,

novelty, and creativity as ultimately real.’

Philosophers such as Edmund Husserl (1859-1938), Henri Bergson (1859-1941) and
Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) offered different perspectives on this problem, and
likewise in Russia both positions that Roberts outlines found support. Indeed, it is
noticeable that Bulgakov looked for access to the ‘suprahistorical’ via the historical
whilst Berdiaev, to use Roberts’ expression, ‘moved in the opposite direction’, taking
the above problems — time, creativity, and change — as some of the most important.
It should, however, also be noted that both viewpoints suggest a continued
preoccupation with matters relating to the passage of time, to what time itself means
and to what it may bring in the future. It is therefore an operating assumption of this
thesis that whilst the questions they provoke may be different, a significant aspect of
both discourses — those on time and those on history — relate to a very similar
philosophical problem.

The question of history in Russian thought has been studied far more broadly
by scholars than the question of time. This is partly because Russian philosophy is
more obviously engaged with the question of history than it is with time: it is easier to
find reflection on the path of history — specifically Russian history — than it is on

time.” Indeed, Wachtel has spoken of a Russian ‘obsession’ with the past,®

® David D. Roberts, Nothing but History: Reconstruction and Extremity after Metaphysics (Berkeley,
1995), p. 40.

" Notable Russian philosophers writing about history include Petr Chaadaev (1794-1856), particularly
his Filosoficheskie pis’'ma: see P. la. Chaadaev, Sochineniia (Moscow, 1989), pp. 15-138; Nikolai
Danilevskii (1822-1885): see N. la. Danilevskii, Rossia i Evropa. Vzgliad na kul'turnye i politicheskie
otnosheniia slavianskogo mira k germano-romanskomu (St Petersburg, 1995); Konstantin Leont’ev
(1831-1891): see K. Leont’ev, Vostok, Rossiia i Slavianstvo. Filosofskaia i politicheskaia publitsistika
(Moscow, 1996). Vladimir Solov’ev (1853-1900) also wrote at length about history, but there is no text
in particular in which he expounds his views on history in full. See instead Manon de Courten, History,
Sophia and the Russian Nation: A Reassessment of Vladimir Solov’ev’s Views on History and his
Social Commitment (Bern, 2004). A debate between Slavophiles and Westernisers, which began in
the 1830s and involved key Russian thinkers such as Aleksei Khomiakov (1804-60), Ivan Kireevksii



Copleston identified the philosophy of history as a key element of Russian
philosophy,® and Malinov opened his recent work on eighteenth century Russian
philosophy with the claim that the philosophy is history is a ‘special’ theme in the
history of Russian thought.' Vasily Zen’kovskii (1881-1962) has also made the

famous claim that Russian thought is in itself historiosophical:

Pycckass MbiCnib Cnnowb MCTOpMOCOMMYHA, OHa MNOCTOAHHO obpalleHa K Bonpocam o

«CMbICAE» UCTOPUM, KOHLIE ncTopum 1 T.n.

However, this should not overshadow the importance of the question of time in the
Russian mind. As shall be seen in the case of Bulgakov and Berdiaev, time was an
independent problem, and, further, some of their thinking about history was built
upon temporal concepts and presuppositions. It will therefore be seen how for both

these thinkers ideas about time figured significantly in their contrasting philosophies.

Location within Silver Age scholarship

Scholarship around Russian Silver Age philosophy has had an interrupted
history. This is partly due to the previously sidelined position of this element of
Russian philosophy in the Soviet Union: the diversity of the late nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century Russian tradition was hidden by a monotonous official narrative

which focused on the development of Marxist thought and discredited those who had

(1806-56), and Konstantin Aksakov (1817-60), is another a central argument in the history of Russian
thought, which related primarily to Russia’s place in history. For a definitive account of this debate,
see: Andrzej Walicki, The Slavophile Controversy: History of a Conservative Utopia in Nineteenth-
Century Russian Thought, translated by Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka (Oxford, 1975).

® Andrew Baruch Wachtel, An Obsession with History: Russian Writers Confront the Past (Stanford,
1994).

® Frederick C. Copleston, Russian Religious Philosophy: Selected Aspects (Notre Dame, 1988), pp.
37-57; Frederick C. Copleston, Philosophy in Russia: From Herzen to Lenin and Berdyaev (Notre
Dame, 1986), pp. 168-200.

19 A V. Malinov, Filosofiia istorii v Rossii XVIII veka (St Petersburg, 2003), p. 7.

v, V. Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 1 (St Petersburg, 1991), p. 18.



spoken out against it.*> Many significant Silver Age Russian philosophers were
banned in the Soviet Union and if they were discussed at all it was in the most
derogatory of terms.*® This meant that until the fall of the USSR, the primary sources
were scattered, with very few available in translation. It was only after the extensive
republication of Russian philosophy from the late 1980s onward that work on
Russian Silver Age philosophy really began in earnest.**

In spite of this there were still overviews of Russian thought available before
the 1990s, and some of these were quite brilliant. > Indeed, the histories of
Zen’kovskii and Walicki, for example, remain seminal works. However, such
accounts typically foreground individual thinkers and movements, rather than themes.
In the Soviet period, accounts were also written by Western scholars who were
interested in Russian philosophy, particularly in those philosophers who lived in
European exile. Some of these works, however, show a variety of methodological,

intellectual and, sometimes, even linguistic shortcomings. Despite the great increase

2 The classic Soviet description of the emergence of historical materialism is V. E. Evgrafov et al.
(eds), Istoriia filosofii v SSSR, 5 vols (Moscow, 1968-1988). As Tihanov's recent essay on the subject
also notes, ‘Ignoring Marxism [in an overview of Soviet thought] and preferring instead to explore
solely various non-Marxist discourses would have resulted in a failure to grasp the crucial place of
Marxism in the often subterraneous dynamics of stability and change which sustained and shot
through the public discourses of philosophy and the social sciences in the Soviet period.” Galin
Tihanov, ‘Continuities in the Soviet Period’, in William Leatherbarrow and Derek Offord (eds), A
History of Russian Thought (Cambridge, 2010), pp. 311-39 (p. 311).

3 For example, in G. S. Vasetskii et al. (eds) Ocherki po istorii filosofii v Rossii. Vtoraia polovina XIX i
nachalo XX veka (Moscow, 1960), the central thinkers of the Silver Age period are mentioned only in
a series of defamatory essays in which Lenin is cited more frequently than all of them put together.
Their ideas are not explored, but they are rather just held as examples of ‘anti-revolutionary’, ‘anti-
democratic,” and ‘bourgeois’ ideology. Within this text, see in particular the essays: Z. G. Afanas’eva,
‘Razvitie V. |. Leninym marksistskoi teorii klassovoi bor'by v kontse XIX veka i kritika “legal’nogo
marksizma™, pp. 177-200; N. |. Bochkarev, ‘Nekotorye voprosy kritiki V. I. Leninym ideologii
burzhuaznogo liberalizma v Rossii (1907-1914 gg.), pp.- 201-23; S. |. Popov, ‘Bor’ba V. I. Lenina
protiv neokantianskoi revizii marksistskoi filosofii i znachenie etoi bor’boi dlia sovremennosti’, pp. 224-
49. For a similarly pejorative Soviet discussion of Berdiaev in particular, see V. A. Kuvakin, Kritika
ekzistentsializma Berdiaeva (Moscow, 1976).

* Motroshilova, for example, comments broadly concerning the changes taking place in research in
the mid-1980s: ‘K Tomy BpemeHu [cepeauHe 1980-x rr.] B cdhepe ncecnegosaHuii pycckon pmunocodum
yXKe Hayanucb — HO TOMbKO Hayanucb — npeobpas3oBaHusi, GnaroTBOpHOE BMWSHWE KOTOPbIX
noareepaunocek B nocneayowive rogbl.' N. V. Motroshilova, Mysliteli Rossii i filosofiia zapada. V.
Solov’ev, N. Berdiaev, S. Frank, L. Shestov (Moscow, 2006).

1% See, for example: N. O. Losskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii (Moscow, 1991); Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi
filosofii, 4 vols; Andrzej Walicki, A History of Russian Thought: From the Enlightenment to Marxism,
translated by Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka (Stanford, 1979).



in scholarship in the last twenty or so years, the study of Russian philosophy is still
very much a work in progress.'® Many themes central to the Russian Silver Age
tradition remain underexposed to proper scholarly analysis. This is particularly true
with reference to the problem of time, though less so for the question of history.

The aim of this thesis is therefore novel in a number of respects. Firstly, it
brings the question of time to the forefront, something which, save for a few isolated
examples, has not been done with respect to either of these central figures or the
Russian tradition.'” Time is a major theme in the history of philosophy and it
emerges frequently within Russian philosophical discourse in a number of different
ways. Considering the long history of the problem of time, a discussion of the
philosophy of time in the Russian context will develop further understanding of how
Russian philosophy was connected to other bodies of thought. An attempt to connect
these two Russian philosophers to the philosophical mainstream therefore takes
precedence over connecting them to other Russian thinkers. Secondly, this thesis
represents a continuation of the more recent thematic approach to Russian thought.
Finally, the comparative dimension of this work is also reasonably novel within the
context of scholarship on Russian philosophy. Although there are newer examples

where comparisons between larger numbers of philosophers are evident,*® such a

' Newer studies have taken on a more thematic approach to the history of Russian thought, whilst
maintaining a sense of chronology. See, for example: G. M. Hamburg and Randall A. Poole, A History
of Russian Philosophy (Cambridge, 2010); Edith W. Clowes, Fiction’s Overcoat: Russian Literary
Culture and the Question of Philosophy (New York, 2004); P. A. Sapronov, Russkaia filosofiia. Opyt
tipologicheskoi kharakteristiki (St Petersburg, 2000); and William Leatherbarrow and Derek Offord
(eds), A History of Russian Thought (Cambridge, 2010).

" The major exception here is Howard A. Slaate, Time, Existence and Destiny: Nicholas Berdyaev’s
Philosophy of Time (New York, 1988). Although identifying a number of key themes in Berdiaev’s
philosophy of time and providing an interesting discussion of Berdiaev’'s work in relation to certain
modern theologians, this work unfortunately fails to bring much in the way of critical discussion of his
ideas. Its exploration of Berdiaev’'s work is essentially a descriptive rather than analytic enterprise,
and it further suffers from an obvious intent to promote Berdiaev’s philosophy.

'8 See, for example: Anna Lisa Crone, Eros and Creativity in the Russian Religious Renewal: The
Philosophers and the Freudians (Leiden, 2010); Motroshilova, Mysliteli Rossii i filosofiia zapada;
Mikhail Sergeev, Sophiology in Russian Orthodoxy: Solov’ev, Bulgakov, Losskii and Berdiaev (New
York, 2006); Paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology, Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov: Orthodox
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direct comparison between Bulgakov and Berdiaev is a new undertaking, despite the
significant confluence of their thought and lives.

In order to introduce the themes of this thesis more fully, a quite
comprehensive introduction to the philosophy of time and the philosophy of history
will follow, as will a discussion of the concept of ‘temporality’ which is used later on.
Of necessity, this takes something of the form of a ‘potted history’, but this is
important as it establishes key parameters and problems in philosophical thinking
about time and history. In this overview, it should be noted that scholarly overviews
will be drawn on as much as primary sources. There will also be a more detailed
account of the Russian exploration of these themes in the nineteenth century, and

further discussion of Bulgakov’s and BerdiaeV’s respective philosophies.

Theology in a New Key (Edinburgh, 2000); G. F. Garaeva, Sofiinyi idealizm kak istoriko-filosofskii
fenomen. (Solov’ev V. S., Florenskii P. A., Bulgakov S. N.) (Moscow, 2000).
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2. The philosophy of time

Thought about time is, unsurprisingly, varied. However, many of the basic
guestions concerning time which have engaged the philosophising mind were
defined long ago. Callahan notes:

Solutions to the problem of time are still proposed to go back in their essentials to one

of these four ancient views [Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus and Augustine], even though the

modern philosopher may be unaware that his theory is not being offered for the first

time.*®

Speculation on the nature of time has by no means been all strictly philosophical,
although much of it refers back to philosophical concepts. This is evident in scientific
study: although philosophy did not play a lead role, it still helped define the broader
parameters and questions that scientists sought to answer. As Disalle notes:

Indeed, the empirical success of physics itself was made possible, in some part, by the

achievements of [...] philosophical effort...?°

Time has played an important role in theology and philosophy, and a rich tradition of
thought about time exists which bears little reference to developments in physics.
Below is an outline of the major developments in the history of thought about time up
to the late 1940s, where the scope of our project is limited by the death of Nikolai
Berdiaev in 1948. Points of contact with the Russian tradition will be noted when they
arise, but the central concern is an elaboration of the history of thought about time,
so it can be better understood how Russian thinking fits into a broader philosophical

tradition.

19 callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, p. vii.
% Robert Disalle, Understanding Space-Time: The Philosophical Development of Physics from
Newton to Einstein (Cambridge, 2006), p. 1.
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Time and Eternity in ancient philosophy: Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus and Augustine

Speculation on the problem of time is already present in the philosophy of the
ancient Greeks. A key theme that emerged from this discussion of time was the
identification of two contrasting temporal dimensions of ‘time’, on the one hand, and
‘eternity’, on the other, distinctions which recur throughout theological, mystical and
idealist approaches to the question. Time, put simply, was taken as the immanent
temporal dimension and eternity as the metaphysical temporal dimension, with
varying modes of connection postulated between the two. In the first of the four
classical approaches to time mentioned above, Plato (428/427-348/347 BC)
expounded his ideas about time and eternity in the Timaeus dialogue (360 BC).?! His
fundamental intuition was that time was a moving ‘image’ of eternity.?” Eternity was
motionless and uncreated, whereas time was created and in motion:

Time is created primarily by the maker of the universe in the very act of ordering the

universe in accordance with the eternal model and producing the moving image of

eternity. But time could not be created unless there were something to proceed

according to number in the realm of becoming.?®
Time proceeds independently according to ‘number’, a regular, external measure.?*
Plato thereby set out two problems that would be of great consequence to the
development of thought about time. First, he identified a position which would later
be termed ‘platonism’, ‘substantivalism’ or ‘absolutism’.?> Absolutism is the belief that
time is, quite simply, absolute: it is not defined by events, space, or change. Time
flows independently and is contingent on nothing for its passage. This point of view

found many advocates, including Isaac Barrow (1630-1677) and Isaac Newton

%L plato, Timaeus, translated by Donald J. Zeyl (Indianapolis, 2000).
22 Callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, p. 18.

2 |bid., pp. 20-21.

* Ibid., p. 17.

% |n this thesis | will refer to this tradition of thought as ‘absolutism’.
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(1643-1727), and the debate between absolutism and ‘relativism’ or ‘reductionism’
(the countervailing tendency, suggesting the dependence of time on a variety of
other conditions) would become a defining aspect of the debate about time,

specifically in natural philosophy and physics.

The second position which Plato established regarded the nature of the
relationship between time and eternity. Unlike the absolute-relative debate, this was
a question of interest to Russian thinkers, particularly Berdiaev. Plato, understanding
the general harmony and rationality of the universe,?® asserted that time reflects this
harmony and is thus an ‘image’ of the order which exists in eternity. Time is a form of
eternity and bears much likeness to it. For many Christian philosophers, as well as
for other mystical and idealist philosophers, this would become problematic on
account of their negative perspective on the empirical world where time exists. A
final point of note is that thinking about time and eternity, especially in theology,
frequently led to the construction of historical frameworks which described how
eternity was reached after a passage through time. This historicising tendency is

also notably evident in the Russian tradition.

Following Plato, Aristotle (384-322 BC) developed a philosophy of time and
eternity not altogether dissimilar to Plato’s, but one which reflected a greater concern
with natural philosophy.?’ Perhaps on account of this interest, Aristotle did not
influence Berdiaev and Bulgakov — or, perhaps, Russian thought more broadly — in
the same way as Plato. Aristotle, mainly in the fourth book of his Physics,?® studied

the relationship between motion and time. He concluded that time was the ‘number’

% Waterfield notes: ‘In short, Plato’s vision is of a rationally ordered, teleological universe, where
everything has its place and its purpose.’” Robin Waterfield, ‘Introduction’, in Plato, Republic,
translated by Robin Waterfield (Oxford, 1993), pp. xi-Ixii (p. Iv).

%" Callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, p. 40.

8 Aristotle, Aristotle’s Physics: Books 3 and 4, translated by Edward Hussey (Oxford 1983).
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of motion, or the measure of a given motion:

Time defines motion by being the number of motion, but motion defines time as well,

since we may call time much or little, measuring it by motion.?

This time-motion relation introduced an element of relativity into the understanding of
time, as it suggested the dependency of time upon motion. Such relativism would
later be developed in different ways by philosophers including George Berkeley
(1685-1753) and Gottfried Leibniz (1646-1716), and also by scientists such as
Einstein. However, despite this relativism, for Aristotle time was still fundamentally
absolute, as Hawking notes:

Both Aristotle and Newton believed in absolute time. That is, they believed that one

could unambiguously measure the interval of time between two events, and that this

time would be the same whoever measured it, provided they use a good clock. Time

was completely separate from and independent of space.30

Time is absolute because all motion, in Aristotle’s universe, is a reflection of the
continuous, perfect motion ongoing in the heavens, started by the creator.* This
therefore still indicates time’s reliance on eternity, or something conceptually similar.
Although suggesting the possibility of temporal relativity, Aristotle does not follow
through and fully establish it.

The nature of the relationship between time and eternity was adjusted
significantly by Plotinus, who offered his philosophy of time in the third of his
Enneads.*? Plotinus, like Plato, held that time was created,® but he could not agree

with Aristotle that time was only limited to the measure of motion, despite

2 callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, p. 67.

%0 Stephen W. Hawking, A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to Black Holes (London, 1988), p.
18.

3L callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, pp. 86-87.

% plotinus, Enneads, translated by A. H. Armstrong (Cambridge, 1966-88).

% Lloyd P. Gerson, Plotinus (London, 1994), p. 117.
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appreciating the argument: he believed this does not tell us what time is, only what it
measures. ** Plotinus argued more grandly that time is the ‘life of the soul’, a
reflection of the soul’s process of becoming in the world of time.* Plotinus’ argument
was built upon his description of a narrative in which the One, the unified centre of
the universe from which all emanates, expands out through various phases of
development, stages which will be eventually returned through in a passage back to
the One. In the realm of eternity, an activity in the ‘soul’, something akin to
‘discontent’, led to the emanation of time from eternity. *® Time, however, is
evanescent. It will be transcended and all will return back to eternity, as Majumdar
emphasises:
Perhaps Plotinus’ deepest contribution to the philosophy of time is not so much his

critically modified vision of Plato’s view as his inference that time is evanescent — an

opagque iconostasis to be left behind in the soaring flight of the self.*’

Plotinus thus offered a development of the time-eternity question, suggesting a
deeper sense of narrative to the whole process of time and also a sense of the end
of time. This narrative structure would impact profoundly upon Christian thinking:
...Plotinus’ treatment of the subject became paradigmatic not for later Neo-Platonists
but rather for the Christian tradition. The strong distinction Plotinus makes between

eternity and time, repeated almost word for word by Boethius, is a window between

Christian and Plotinian creation metaphysics.*®
The narrative that emerges from Plotinus’ philosophy — i.e. a movement from One to

eternity, from eternity to time, then a movement back to eternity and eventually back

to One — would complicate in particular Nikolai Berdiaev’s attempt to engage with the

% callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, pp. 105-06.

% paulina Remes, Plotinus on Self: The Philosophy of the ‘We’ (Cambridge, 2007), p. 42.

% Gerson, Plotinus, p. 123.

%" Deepa Majumdar, Plotinus on the Appearance of Time and the World of Sense: A Pantomime
gAIdershot, 2007), p. 5.

® Gerson, Plotinus, p. 116.
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problem of time, and also played a role in Bulgakov’s thought.

The last of the great classical views on time was offered by Saint Augustine of
Hippo (354-430). Philosophically speaking, he was the most influential theologian of
the Patristic period, as McGrath comments:

...JAugustine was] probably the greatest and most influential mind of the Christian

church throughout its long history.*

Augustine was also the most expansive Christian voice on the problem of time,
something which is particularly important for the Russian tradition in view of its deep
connections to Christianity. Indeed, the Bible itself is rather silent on the
philosophical question of time and eternity, as Barr notes:
[There is a] very serious shortage within the Bible of the kind of actual statement about
“time” or “eternity” which could form a sufficient basis for a Christian philosophical-
theological view of time. It is the lack of actual statements about what time is like, more

than anything else, that has forced exegetes into trying to get a view of time out of the

words themselves.*

In view of this, Augustine’s views on time, given his influence, become even more
relevant.

In terms of his description of time and eternity, Augustine offered little that was
particularly new. Similarly to Plato, he argued that in (God’s) eternity there is no
change, whilst in the realm of time change takes place.* He also agreed with
Aristotle regarding the relationship between time and motion.** In contrast to Plotinus,
he did not assert that time was any sort of ‘emanation’ from eternity: he held rather

that God directly created time, and that it was continuously dependent on God’s

% plister E. McGrath, Christian Theology: An Introduction (Malden, 1998), p. 12.

“© James Barr, Biblical Words for Time (London, 1962), pp. 131-32.

*1 Simo Knuuttila, ‘Time and creation in Augustine’, in Eleonore Stump, Norman Kretzmann (eds), The
Cambridge Companion to Augustine (Cambridge, 2001), pp. 103-15 (p. 105).

“2 Callahan, Four Views of Time in Ancient Philosophy, p. 151.
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providential activity for its existence.*® The uniqueness of Augustine’s thought about
time, however, was not so much in his discussion of time and eternity, but, rather, its
‘psychological’ aspect, as Knuutila emphasises:

Augustine is mainly interested in a psychological account of time, but he also takes

some basic ideas formulated in ancient natural philosophy for granted.*

This psychological element consisted in a description of how the individual
constructs time. Emphasising the role of memory and anticipation, Augustine
highlighted how time is a ‘distension of the soul’ — he argued that whilst the past and
future do not seem to exist, the activity of the soul (i.e. the individual) makes them

real.*®

This is because the past exists in memory and the future exists in anticipation:
time is therefore made whole by man, in the soul. By placing an emphasis on the
human relationship to time, Augustine reordered the formulation of time and eternity
in which eternity simply sat above, or around, time. Instead, he suggested that there
was something within man, rather than within a more loosely defined eternity, which

played an ordering role over time. This element of Augustine’s thought will reappear

in particular in Berdiaev’s philosophy of memory and time, as we will see later.

Medieval philosophies of time: classical philosophy and mysticism

In the medieval period there were few notable developments made in thought
about time, although the question continued to be addressed. Augustine remained
influential over medieval Christian thought,*® as did Plato and Aristotle, who similarly

figured prominently in some non-Christian philosophy. For example, the Persian

“3 Knuuttila, ‘Time and creation in Augustine’, p. 105.
* Ibid., p. 109.
*® Ibid., p. 112.
“® Ibid., p. 107.
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philosopher and polymath Avicenna (980-1037)*’ wrote significantly on the problem
of time, but he was still in dialogue with Plato’s Timeaus.*® For the Russian tradition,
a relevant offshoot of medieval Christian thinking about time was developed by the
German mystic Meister Eckhart (1260-1327).

Eckhart described how the metaphysical and divine were absent from the
created, material world of nature. He suggested that the divine should be sought in
the spirit, not in the corporeal:

There are three things that prevent us from hearing the eternal Word. The first is

corporeality, the second is multiplicity, the third is temporality. If a man had passed

beyond these three things, he would dwell in eternity, and dwell in the spirit, and dwell

in unity, and in the desert, and there he would hear the eternal Word.*

He thereby separated time and eternity on the basis of his intuition of a division
between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ domains: as time is closely connected to the
corporeal and material, he suggested that the divine, and by implication the eternal,

was wholly absent from this time. Indeed, as Clark emphasises:
God does not exist in the sphere of time but in that of eternity.>

Eckhart was still deeply influenced by Augustine, as Clark also mentions,>" and
similarly believed in the fact that time was engendered by God, was a measure of
motion, and flowed dependent on God’s providence. However, Eckhart’s introduction
of an impassable divide between corporeal time and divine eternity was significant.
For Plotinus — arguably the greatest early influence over Christian ideas about time —

notions of time ‘emanating’ from eternity suggested a close link between the two.

*” Avicenna is the Latinized name of Abd ‘Al al-Husayn ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn STna.

“® Lenn E. Goodman, Avicenna (London, 1992), pp. 49-53.

*® Meister Eckhart, ‘Sermon 20: Qui audit me non confundetur’ (1300-1327), in James M. Clark,
Meister Eckhart: An Introduction to the Study of his Works with an Anthology of his Sermons
gEdinburgh, 1957), pp. 223-27 (p. 223).

% Clark, Meister Eckhart, p. 43.

* Ibid., p. 45.
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Eckhart conversely suggested no such close connection. This would become a

central distinction in Russian thinking about time.

The modern period: absolutism, relativism and Kantian idealism

From the late seventeenth century onwards debate about time began to
flourish more widely. The most important aspects of this discussion included a
reinvigorated debate between temporal absolutists and relativists — which as noted
was of less consequence to the Russian discussion — and Kant's exposition of
idealism, which was much more significant for Russian thought. The absolutism-
relativism debate was developed in arguments between Isaac Newton (1643-1727)
and a variety of other philosophers, including Berkeley and Leibniz. Although Pierre
Gassendi (1592-1655) was the first of the early moderns to propose the platonic
notion of the absolute nature of time and space,®* Newton is perhaps the most famed
advocate of this position. He states this unequivocally in Principia (1687):

Absolute, true, and mathematical time, of itself, and from its own nature, flows equably

without relation to anything external...”®

Disalle encourages us to look at Newton’s contributions to the debate over the
nature of time not in terms of a continuation of philosophical supposition about time,
but in terms of a fledgling scientific project.>* However, looking at its broader
continuities with the philosophical tradition, it is still evident that the philosophical
groundwork laid down by figures such as Plato and Aristotle figured prominently in
Newton’s understanding of an absolute time.

Gottfried Leibniz (1646-1716) took the opposite stance to Newton. Already

°2 Michael J. Futch, Leibniz’s Metaphysics of Time and Space (Boston, 2008), p. 11.

%3 Sir Isaac Newton, The Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy (1729), in H.G. Alexander
(ed.), The Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence: Together with Extracts from Newton’s Principia and
Opticks (Manchester, 1956), pp. 143-71.

* Disalle, Understanding Space-Time, p. 13.
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embroiled in debate with him over who should take responsibility for the advent of
calculus,™ there was a distinct personal dimension to their argument. Leibniz came
from a philosophical background, and, on the basis of a ‘monadology’ in which the
substance of all things can be reduced down to the level of ‘monads’, argued that
time was not independent from substance but was instead a measure of these
substances:

Leibniz [...] rejects the philosophical cogency of absolute space and time, arguing

instead that they are orders or systems of relations.*®

Leibniz therefore came to the relativistic conclusion that time was dependent on
relations within space, prefaced by his notion of the universal ‘monad’ basis of all
things.

George Berkeley (1685-1753), the English idealist philosopher, came to a
similar conclusion to Leibniz, but by different philosophical means. Also motivated to
refute Newton,”’ Berkeley argued that time was dependent entirely on the mind.
Time, he held, is nothing more than the succession of ideas:

A succession of ideas | take to constitute Time, and not to be only the sensible

measure thereof, as Mr. Locke and others think.>®

This completely subjectivises time: time becomes located within the subject, it is the
product of consciousness. This would lead Berkeley into trouble as he refused to
posit any sort of ‘universal’ or ‘meta-’ time outside the time of the individual subject.
Berkeley postulated that each individual lived in their own ‘private’ time,* making it

difficult to understand by what principle two different individuals could agree on a

*® See, for example: Jason Socrates Bardi, The Calculus Wars: Newton, Leibniz, and the Greatest
Mathematical Clash of All Time (New York, 2006).

% Futch, Leibniz’s Metaphysics of Time and Space, p. 29.

AL C. Grayling, Berkeley: The Central Arguments (La Salle, 1986), p. 176.

° George Berkeley, The Works of George Berkeley, Bishop of Cloyne (1843), in George Pitcher,
Berkeley (London, 1977), p. 207.

% Grayling, Berkeley, p. 175.
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common time. A similar problem, as will be seen later, could be raised with
Berdiaev’s philosophy of time, but, as an existentialist, for him this was not such an
immediate concern. As Pitcher concludes:

Berkeley’s view of time is what we might call a solipsistic one: there is no common time

for everyone, but a separate, unique time for each mind. There are no temporal

relationships among the different time series [...] because there is no common time in

which alone such relationships could exist.*

Although Berkeley’s ideas therefore somewhat fall apart on the question of time, they
demonstrate how an early-modern idealist dealt with the problem.

Although the absolute-relative debate was not central to Russian thinking
about time, the same cannot be said for Kant’'s (1724-1804) philosophy. His Critique
of Pure Reason®* revolutionised thought about time. His principal argument was that
the human mind, when attempting to deal with the phenomena of the world, or
things-in-themselves, deploys a priori notions of time and space to organise these
phenomena:

Time is a necessary representation, lying at the foundation of all our intuitions. With

regard to appearances in general, we cannot think away time from them, and represent

them to ourselves as out of and unconnected with time, but we can quite well represent

to ourselves time void of appearances. Time is therefore given a priori. In it alone is the

reality of appearances possible.®
Kant is therefore cognisant of the continuing question of the relationship between
time and space, and of how time relates to objects, but reaches the radical
conclusion that time is a function of human intellect. While demonstrating a

sensitivity to the Berkelian thesis that time is held within the mind, Kant’s far more

% pitcher, Berkeley, p. 208.

® Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A revised and expanded translation based on Meiklejohn
gLondon, 1993). See in particular pp. 54-69.

% Ibid., p. 54.
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sophisticated solution looks at the role the mind plays in constructing time, not just at
the extent to which the mind’s activity itself constitutes time. However, on the basis
of the ideal nature of time, Kant also suggested that time was infinite.®® This worked
against the original Plotinian intuition concerning the evanescence of time, an idea
which, as already noted, took on great importance in Christian and, later, in Russian
thinking about time. Kant, therefore, will be a point of some ambivalence for Russian
philosophers, in particular Bulgakov, who held Kant in great esteem but did not fully
agree with him. Berdiaev also held Kant in high regard.

Of the subsequent German idealist thinkers — Johann Fichte (1762-1814),
Georg Hegel (1770-1831), Friedrich Schelling (1775-1854), and Arthur
Schopenhauer (1788-1860) — Hegel is of greatest import, but his thinking is of more
relevance to the historical concerns of this thesis, as are his connections with Karl

Marx (1818-1883). They will therefore be discussed later.

Discussions of time contemporary to Bulgakov and Berdiaev

At the beginning of the twentieth century thought about time diversified
significantly. Philosophers began to engage with it in new ways, and as a
consequence of their efforts the philosophy of time is now recognised as a central
philosophical problem. Many Russian Silver Age thinkers, including Bulgakov and
Berdiaev, had only an incomplete understanding of what was going on around them,
a fact which is perhaps not surprising but is also revealing about the development of

Russian philosophy.

® Ibid., p. 55.
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Science: Einstein

Albert Einstein established the basis of the modern scientific understanding of
time, outlined in his Special Theory of Relativity (1905) and General Theory of
Relativity (1916). Although the French mathematician Henri Poincaré (1854-1912)
was developing similar theses to Einstein, it is the latter who has received credit for
the theory of relativity. For most, Einstein’s theory of relativity put an end to the
absolutism-relativism debate which had dogged discussions of time for thousands of
years. Einstein, as is known, postulated the relativity of time, space and motion. His
relativity works on the principle of the constancy of the speed of light: whatever
speed an object is travelling at, light will always travel exactly 300,000 kilometres a
second faster.®* This would seem to suggest that for two different objects travelling
at different speeds, light travels at different speeds, as it is exactly 300,000 km/s
faster than both. However, Einstein refused to accept such a contradiction:

In a move of breathtaking audacity, Einstein reasoned that, since there were no real

contradictions, and therefore a light beam cannot have two speeds in the same respect

and at the same time, the two [objects] must have different times. That is, the [objects]

each measure the same relative speed for the light beam because time flows differently

for each [object].®®
Einstein therefore concludes that time itself is relative to the motion of an object. The
faster an object travels, the slower the experience of time.®® Time and space become
totally interdependent, conceived of as ‘space-time’. The implications of relativity
would imprint themselves profoundly on future discourse about time. However, at the
same time, Einstein — at least for us — concludes the narrative of the relationship

between science and philosophy on time, as from here on physics, becoming more

% 3. B. Kennedy, Space, Time and Einstein: An Introduction (Chesham, 2003), p. 12.
® |pid., p. 12.
% Ibid., p. 13.
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and more complex, bears less and less relation to philosophical concepts and
debate. It is notable that neither Berdiaev nor Bulgakov make any reference to
Einstein’s work on time, nor demonstrate any serious understanding of or interest in

developments in contemporary physics.

Philosophy: concern with the nature of time

Two key early twentieth century European thinkers, the British philosopher
John McTaggart (1866-1925) and the French philosopher Henri Bergson (1859-
1941), demonstrated a concern with the nature of the ‘flow’ of time itself — that is,
with the passage of past, present and future. This interest was shared in particular
by Berdiaev, although he indicated no awareness of McTaggart and an incomplete
understanding of Bergson.

In his article ‘The Unreality of Time’ (1908), McTaggart offered a breakthrough
for the stricter philosophy of time comparable in significance to Einstein’s for the
physics of time. As a ‘critical’ idealist, McTaggart considered the interior qualities of

time and boldly asserted his conclusion:
| believe that time is unreal.®”’

This positing of the unreality of time was based upon his discussion of what he
believed to be the two ways in which time was experienced,® the ‘A’ and the ‘B’
series. In the ‘A’ series, event M is experienced in terms of past, present, and future.
At time T, M can theoretically be equally future to, present with, or past to time T,

depending on T’s position with relation to M. In the ‘B’ series, the distinctions earlier

® 3. Ellis McTaggart, ‘The Unreality of Time’ (1908), in L. Nathan Oaklander (ed.), The Philosophy of
Time: Critical Concepts in Philosophy, vol. 1, The Reality and Language of Time (Abingdon, 2008) pp.
21-35.

® Ibid., p. 22.
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and later are used. Event M, for example, will always be earlier than event N
because M happened first. M is earlier than N, N is later than M and this will always
be s0.%® McTaggart held that both of these forms of time fall into contradiction and
are thus unreal. In his account of McTaggart’'s thinking, Kennedy concisely outlines
how both series are contradictory. The ‘B’ series, he notes, is contradictory because
the time distinctions ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ are static. However, time is change: the two
are incommensurable. Time cannot be the ‘B’ series.”® The ‘A’ series is also
contradictory, for two reasons. The first is because an event can potentially be past
(P), present (N) and future (F), but these are contrary properties. " This is
contradictory. In an attempt to overcome this contradiction, it could be suggested
that an event is P, N, and F at different times: however, this would demand the
supposition of another time, a ‘meta-time’, in which an event could be P, N, and F."
Likewise, when this ‘meta-time’ is distinguished in terms of P, N, and F, in order to
escape the original contradiction of the ‘A’ series, a further time, a ‘meta-meta-time’
will be required. This will carry on ad infinitum, and so too leads to contradiction.”®
McTaggart thereby finds both series unreal and concludes that time is likewise
unreal. Although Berdiaev did not reference McTaggart, it is certainly striking that
Berdiaev, as will be seen later, similarly arrived at the notion of the ‘paradox’, or
contradiction, of time.

Bergson likewise demonstrated a concern with the passage of time, but
offered a philosophy of time that resonated with many Russian thinkers:’* it was anti-

positivist but was not of the sort of ‘critical’ idealism which frequently proved too

% bid., p. 22.

0 Kennedy, Space, Time and Einstein, p. 136.

" bid., p. 137.

2 Ibid., p. 137.

® Ibid., p. 137.

™ Hilary Fink, Bergson and Russian Modernism, 1900-1930 (Evanston, 1990).
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laborious for many Russians. Contrary to positivist approaches to the question of
time, Bergson was concerned with the apprehension of the ‘duration’ (la durée), the
time of existence which was unified, rather than divided up. This duration is a part of
the subject:

...for our past follows us, it swells incessantly with the present that it picks up on its way;

and consciousness means memory. ">

The above recalls Augustine’s thesis on time as a ‘distension of the soul’, as both
place impetus on the activity of the subject in unifying time. For Bergson, the
problem relating to time was to establish the inner unity that he felt over-analytic
approaches to it had destroyed. Therefore, as Pearson recounts, Bergson’s ideas
about duration are non-mathematical and non-logical:

Let us begin with the point we wish to get to and arrive at: duration cannot be made the

subject of a logical or mathematical treatment.”®

Bergson set an anti-positivistic paradigm for a treatment of time which would be
influential in Russia. More broadly he reflected a growing protest against the terms of
positivism, scientific thought, and perhaps also of the sort of McTaggartian ‘critical’
idealism which then were monopolising discourses on time. The intentions behind

this project resonated deeply with Silver Age thinkers.

Heidegger
Martin Heidegger (1889-1971) is the last of the philosophers we want to look
at here. This is because he developed if not the first, then perhaps one of the most

influential existentialist readings in the philosophy of time. His philosophy of time is

> H. Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics, translated by T. E. Hulme (London, 1913), p. 10.
® Keith Ansell Pearson, Philosophy and the Adventure of the Virtual: Bergson and the Time of Life
(London, 2002), p. 14.
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detailed best in Being and Time (1927).”" In a broadly idealist manner, Heidegger
examined the way in which time depends upon being. Blattner categorises
Heidegger’s thinking as follows:

Being and Time intends to develop an account of the sense of “being” by linking being

with time; time is to be the “horizon” of “any understanding of being at all.” That is,

being is to be interpreted or understood in terms of time."®

Heidegger identifies various types of time that relate to being: ‘ordinary time’, ‘world
time’, and ‘orginary temporality’.”® ‘Originary temporality’ is the most primary of these
forms of time, and the others are built on top of it. In this discussion, Heidegger
espouses the dependence of time upon being: without being or ‘Dasein’, he argues,
there would be no time. As Blattner explains:
...l shall characterise Heidegger as a “temporal idealist.” He believes that without
Dasein there would be no time. This temporal idealism places him in a venerable,

philosophical tradition that includes Plotinus, Leibniz, Kant and Bergson.80

Heidegger, then, despite the novelty of his engagement with the problem of time still
demonstrates some continuity with a broader philosophical trend. He reflects well
some of the modes that have been identified throughout the history of thought on this

problem.

The later twentieth century and beyond
The twentieth century has seen a radical development of thought about time
and also a significant complication of the ideas and terms used. Quantum theory,

time-travel, space-time, the tropics of time and the direction of time have come to

" Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, translated by John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (Oxford,
1995).

8 william D. Blattner, Heidegger’s Temporal Idealism (Cambridge, 1999), p. 2.

 Ibid., p. 28.
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dominate much of the discourse. However, these discussions lie well beyond the
intellectual context of this project and there is not space to discuss them. For the
most up-to-date and comprehensive account of the problems related to time which
engage contemporary philosophers, see The Philosophy of Time: Critical Concepts

in Philosophy.®!

Summary

This overview of the problem of time has sought to describe the broad
tradition in which we want to locate Russian thought about time. Although it has
extended into areas of thinking which many Russians were not familiar with — or
perhaps did not want to be familiar with — it serves to highlight the larger context to
the themes which preoccupied Russian thinkers in general, and Bulgakov and
Berdiaev in particular. It will emerge that both Bulgakov and Berdiaev show points of
contact with a great variety of these thinkers. The temporal theme perhaps most
central to the Russian tradition is that of the relationship between ‘time’ and ‘eternity’:
we will see how this is a formative concept not only for Berdiaev, but also for
Bulgakov. This theme also gives rise to the question of narrative, which introduces
the problem of the relation between time and history. Next we need to look in greater

depth at the philosophy of history.

81 Oaklander (ed.) The Philosophy of Time.
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3. Philosophy of history

The primary focus of this thesis is the question of time. However, the Russian
tradition, in its dealings with the question of time, also demonstrates a degree of
reliance upon the historical imagination. Thinking about time is therefore frequently
confused with and complicated by thought about history. As was mentioned at the
outset, Bulgakov and Berdiaev came to opposite configurations of the time-history
relationship. Bulgakov conceptualises time as history — for him time is history.
Berdiaev takes the opposing stance: for him history is time, not the other way round.

An inclination to connect time and history stems from three philosophical
assumptions. The first of these relates to a theme in the broader philosophy of time,
the use of the related concepts of ‘time’ and ‘eternity’. Plotinus arranged these
concepts into an historical narrative in which time would eventually come to an end,
and the Christian tradition, following in his footsteps, put them to a similar use.
Russians emulated this example. As a result eschatology, an orientation towards the
end, %> became particularly significant to their discussions of time. Secondly, a
Russian tendency towards thinking about an ultimate truth or meaning manifested
itself in the assumption that the ‘meaning’ of time could and would somehow be
revealed. It was understood that this revelation would take place across time, which
potentially implied a narrative or history. Both these assumptions or predispositions
can be allied to the anti-positivist trend in much Silver Age philosophy so that —
whether they read them or not — many Russians would perhaps not have engaged
with the overly ‘critical’ successes of McTaggart.

This historical thinking did not take place in a vacuum, however, and it bore

relation to a number of existing historical concepts and trends that need to be

8 McGrath notes: ‘The term “eschatology” comes from the Greek term ta eschata, “the last things,”
and relates to such matters as the Christian expectations of resurrection and judgement.” McGrath,
Christian Theology, p. 540.
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outlined. The influence of these historical concepts in Russia constitutes the third
contributing factor to the Russian predisposition towards historicised treatments of
time. Philosophers such as Georg Hegel (1770-1831) and Karl Marx (1818-1883),
offering models in which time was relegated to being something akin to the ‘bearer’
of history, rose to great prominence in Russian intellectual circles. As Courten notes:
...[Hegel’s] contribution was decisive in providing history with an immanent meaning. In
Russia his views on history were enthusiastically welcomed, and he enjoyed there a

much more enduring influence than in Western Europe, which makes him a highly

relevant author to address with respect to philosophy of history in Russia.®

It is apparent, however, that within these sorts of historical systems there is still a
number of concepts at work suggesting an interest in temporal problems. They
surround assumptions about the way history moves and flows. A dialogue with the
problem of time therefore continues, albeit under the umbrella of historical discussion.

From the above it is evident, then, that we are interested in the ‘speculative’
philosophy of history rather than the ‘critical’ philosophy of history, as the latter
concerns the more ‘prosaic’ writing of history, whereas the former looks at history in
a more grandiose, potentially metaphysical aspect. The broad developments of
thought about history need to be outlined so the Russian stance can be better

understood.

The emergence of historical thinking

Whilst there is a long-standing and quite continuous concern with time which
can be traced across the history of philosophy, the modern historical ‘consciousness’,
evident in sophisticated discourse on history as an independent intellectual problem,

emerged relatively recently. The ancient Greeks, for example, believed in the

8 Courten, History, Sophia and the Russian Nation, p. 64.
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general perfection of the universe and tended to treat the historical process as
secondary, at least from a philosophical point of view. Similarly, in the Roman period
and on into Christianity, history as a discipline was not held in high philosophical
esteem, as Burns notes:

Nevertheless, throughout the later Hellenistic and Roman period the philosophical

discounting of history as a scientific discipline continued. One might have expected that

with the advent of Christianity [...] concern to affirm the scientific status of history would

emerge, but this did not happen.®*

Although Christianity laid out a model of history, given specific formulation by
Augustine,® this did not trigger philosophical debate about the nature of history.
Christian thinkers laid down important historical concepts but did not establish history
as an independent philosophical problem.

There is a general consensus that thinking about history in its own right began
some time towards the end of the Renaissance and the beginning of the
Enlightenment. Roberts contends:

Gradually, and relatively recently, then, it became possible in the Western tradition to

conceive the world as fundamentally historical in some sense. This new historical

consciousness achieved articulation as a sequence of thinkers reacted against the
intellectual mainstream, reformulated with the twin Galiliean and Cartesian
revolutions.®
The Enlightenment idea that mankind could comprehend the entire world solely by
use of reason was instrumental to the development of such thought. Giambattista

Vico (1668-1744) is frequently identified as one of the earliest significant thinkers

8 Robert M. Burns, ‘On Philosophizing about History’, in Robert M. Burns, Hugh Rayment-Pickard
geds), Philosophies of History: From Enlightenment to Postmodernity (Oxford, 2000), pp. 1-29 (p. 5).

® Courten, History, Sophia and the Russian Nation, p. 52.

% Roberts, Nothing but History, p. 23.
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about history,®” and he demonstrated this Enlightenment optimism that man could
understand history through only human means. Vico looked at human history as a
whole, from the emergence of cognitive human life, and thereby placed emphasis on
history’s immanent aspect, rather than relying on transcendental assumptions
handed down by theology.® The study of the development of reason within this
process was seen as vital to the study of humanity.

David Hume (1711-1776) then expanded the Enlightenment ambition to
understand the nature of history. He introduced the problem of determinism in history,
something which would become a major theme in the philosophy of history,
particularly in Russian formulations. Determinism is the belief that if one properly
understands a given system, then one can by analysis of the forces in play
accurately predict results:

Mankind are so much the same, in all times and places, that history informs us of

nothing new or strange in this particular. Its chief use is only to discover the constant

and universal principles of human nature [...] and become acquainted with the regular

springs of human action and behaviour.®®

Hume’s determinism, as the above demonstrates, is non-teleological, and
demonstrates a weak sense of a historical process leading anywhere. However, it
enshrines the principle that the results of events can be predicted through rigorous
analysis of their conditions. Later, teleology would be blended with this determinism
in potent formulation.

The broader impact of the Enlightenment assumption of the boundless

potential of reason was significant: Hamilton has suggested that the result of this

% See, for example: Burns, ‘On Philosophizing about History’; Paul Hamilton, Historicism (London,
1996); Roberts, Nothing but History.

% Roberts, Nothing but History, pp. 24-26.

% David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (Oxford, 2000), p. 64.
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optimism led to the beginnings of a search for ‘universal’ history, a key feature of
later German thought.*® This search consisted in an attempt to map out the complete
course of history according to a set of rational rules, and it became a common theme

in nineteenth-century philosophy more broadly.

Nineteenth-century developments: Hegel, Marx and Nietzsche

The nineteenth century saw a flowering of historical thought, both of the
speculative and critical varieties. The latter of these developments, which to a
significant extent were set in motion by the historian Leopold von Ranke (1795-1886),
is not of primary interest to us. However, in the figures of Hegel, Marx, and Nietzsche
we see three more speculative philosophies of history which asserted great influence
over the Russian tradition. There are of course many other philosophers from this
period who introduced important philosophical concepts about history, but they will
be noted as they arise later. For the time being only these three, pre-eminent figures
will be covered.

The shadow of Georg Hegel (1770-1831) stretches across much nineteenth-
and early twentieth-century Russian thought. Hegel’s philosophy of history aspires to
the sort of ‘universal’ history identified by Hamilton in the previous section. The
Hegelian understanding of history describes how Spirit, the metaphysical essence,
takes on a material form and engages in the process of ‘becoming’. This becoming
forms a teleology within history, as the end of history will be the conclusion of
becoming. Within this process, every stage is meaningful, and, furthermore, every
stage is driven by rational necessity. Hegel thus offers a deeply determined,

teleological vision of history, as Roberts notes:

But it is equally crucial that for Hegel, the individualities of history form a totality; history

% Hamilton, Historicism, p. 33.
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is a single, unified, and all-encompassing process. Moreover, that process is
meaningful, significant. For Hegel, the fact that there is history, with its variability and
difference, is not a mundane imperfection but is essential to what the world is and

necessary for its purpose to be achieved.”

Hegel demonstrated what would later be termed ‘historicism’ — a belief in the all-
consuming importance of the historical process, and in the idea that history could be
fully understood according to rational principles. A century later, the term ‘historicism’
would be used by Karl Popper (1902-1994) in the pejorative aspect. He believed that
such historicism reflected a naive attempt to understand the inner mechanics of
history, with the aim to predict the future accurately.®” This allowed, Popper held, the
totalitarian interpretations of history which provided intellectual justification for
monstrosities such as Stalinism and Nazism. We will return to Hegel later when we
come to the thought of Sergei Bulgakov, as Hegel asserted a particular influence
over his thought about history.

The importance of Karl Marx (1818-1883) in the context of Russian history
needs no introduction. Marx, a student of Hegel’s, is commonly perceived to have
‘turned Hegel on his head’. What is meant by this is that where Hegel identified a
metaphysical teleology in history, defined by the becoming of Spirit, Marx identified a
materialist teleological determinism, working towards the ‘becoming’ of the proletariat
and the final arrival of communism across the world. The metaphysical was thus
turned over and replaced by the material. As Hook notes in his study From Hegel to
Marx:

[Marx] shares with Hegel the belief that the order of historical events is more than a

confused record of chance occurrences. He does not claim that anything could have

happened in the past. Nor that there are unlimited degrees of freedom in the present

%1 Roberts, Nothing but History, p. 28.
92 Karl R. Popper, The Poverty of Historicism (London, 1957), p. 3.
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and the future. But he differs from Hegel in refusing to believe that what did happen has

any more meaning than what individual men can find in it.**

Marx’s interpretation of history was based upon his ostensibly empirical studies into
human history around the world. According to the terms of his pseudo-scientific
theories, the progression of human society through a number of stages, inevitably
reaching that final stage of communism, was guaranteed by the logic of an internal
dialectic in which a series of crises produced new world orders. This process was
both highly determined and driven by a clear teleology. As with Hegel, Marx will also
be discussed in greater depth later.

In contrast to Hegel and Marx, Nietzsche did not offer a ‘universal’ philosophy
of history in the way they did. Indeed he was contemptuous of the nineteenth-century
preoccupation with the past:

Not only is Nietzsche’s contribution to the assault on metaphysics widely recognised, it

is taken for granted that, as one aspect of that assault, he denigrated “history,” helping

to undermine the premium on historical modes of understanding characteristic of the

nineteenth century.*

Nietzsche impacted on Russian historical thinking in that he helped give momentum
to the intellectual forces moving against the metaphysical, ‘universal’ histories of
philosophers such as Hegel, forces that were maturing in the late nineteenth century.
However, Nietzsche still offered a radical call to human potential and freedom in
history. Putting emphasis on human will, Nietzsche prophesied that man could reach
beyond his present circumstances and radically alter the future. For example, in

Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1885), Zarathustra proclaims:

Yes, a sacred Yes is needed, my brothers, for the sport of creation: the spirit now wills

% Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx: Studies in the Intellectual Development of Karl Marx (New York,
1994), p. 38.
% Roberts, Nothing but History, p. 58.
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its own will, the spirit sundered from the world now wins its own world.

Nietzsche therefore wanted to detach man from the abstract strictures of
metaphysical systems and allow him to fulfil his ability to become great. Man in
Nietzsche’s reckoning was unfettered from the past and free to realise what he
wanted in history. This great power that Nietzsche invested in man, free from any
sort of historical coercion, was a powerful idea and many Russians felt compelled to

either contend or agree with it.

The discipline and study of history has of course moved on further in the
twentieth century, including the development of the Annales School and the move
into modernity and then on to post-modernity.®® However, the Russian thinkers we
are dealing with demonstrated no awareness of the sorts of developments going on
in the discipline of history, as they were still very much grounded in nineteenth-

century patterns of thought.

The Christian philosophy of history and the idea of Kairos

The final intellectual context which needs to be outlined relates to ideas about
history in the Christian tradition, as this played a major role in Russian thinking. The
basic Christian notion of history, laid out in the Bible, is well known: after man fell
from Eden into the world, human history began. The eventual resolution of this
history will be the second coming of God and the salvation of all mankind. As has
already been suggested, this bears significant similarity to the Plotinian historical

narrative in which activity in the Soul engenders time from eternity (akin to the Fall),

% Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathrustra: A Book for Everyone and No One, translated by R. J.
Hollingdale (London, 2003), p. 55.

% For a characteristic representation of the modernist school of historiography, amongst many others,
see Hayden White, Tropics of Discourse: Essay in Cultural Criticism (London, 1978). For a post-
modernist historiography, see Keith Jenkins, Re-thinking History (London, 1991).
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but that at some later point this time will disappear and all will return back to eternity
(the point of salvation). However, looked at in more depth, there are also some
further, distinctive aspects of the Christian interpretation of history.

One of these features is the focus on the historical significance of specific
events, many of which concern Christ. These include his life, death and resurrection.
McGrath notes:

The New Testament is saturated with the belief that something new has happened in

the history of humanity, in and through the life and death of Jesus Christ, and above all

through his resurrection from the dead. The theme of hope predominates, even in the

face of death.”’

Christianity therefore places great emphasis on what it interprets to be seminal
events in the passage of history. This identifies specific moments in the course of
history as taking on particular value, as Ricouer explains:
...Christian Revelation scandalized the Greeks though the narration of those “sacred”
events: creation, fall, covenant, prophetic utterances, and, more fundamentally,

“Christian” events such as incarnation, cross, empty tomb, and the birth of the Church

at Pentecost.*®

Single, critical events therefore mark out providential developments in the Christian
understanding of history. Many Russian thinkers continued to look for the religious
importance of critical moments in their own time.

As noted by McGrath in the quotation above, the importance of the events
surrounding Christ also engenders hope, which constitutes the foundations of the
Christian perspective on future history. This hope allows the Christian to believe that

the future course of history is guaranteed by the providence of God: history will come

9 McGrath, Christian Theology, pp. 541-42.
% paul Ricoeur, History and Truth, translated by Charles A. Kelbley (Evanston, 1965), p. 84.
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to an end with the second coming of Christ, with the establishment of the kingdom of
Heaven and the end of suffering:
For the Christian, faith in the Lordship of God dominates his entire vision of history. If

God is the Lord of individual lives he is also Lord of history: God directs this uncertain,

noble, and guilty history toward Himself.*

This ending to history is eschatological, as has already been explained. In
eschatology it is expected that the world will change permanently, that a new order
will come about:

A characteristic Christian belief, of decisive importance in this context, is that time is

linear, not cyclical. History had a beginning; it will one day come to an end.

“Eschatology” deals with a network of beliefs relating to the end of life and history,

whether of an individual or of the world in general.*®

In Christian eschatology there are three central interpretations. The first is futurist,
believing that the kingdom of God lies in the future and will one day suddenly
intervene into human life; the second is inaugurated, expressing the belief that the
kingdom of God has begun to be established in the world, but that it is not yet
completed; the third is realised, which states that the kingdom of God has already
been realised in the coming of Christ.'®* We shall see how Berdiaev tends towards
the first of these eschatological interpretations whereas Bulgakov’s thought is closer

to the second.

The Christian Idea of Kairos
The notion of ‘Kairos’, an appointed time of reckoning in which the flow of time

or ‘Chronos’ is broken down, is also an influential idea in much Christian thought, but

% Ipid., p. 92.
19 McGrath, Christian Theology, p. 540.
%% bid., p. 547.
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it takes on particular significance when eschatological thinking is taken into account.
The notion of Kairos was originally developed from the Greek tradition of rhetoric: the
moment of Kairos was considered a particularly opportune moment for an action. In
Christian thinking, however, it took on a much grander, historical scope. Paul Tillich,
the twentieth-century theologian, wrote in particular detail about the notion of Kairos.
He writes:

We call this fulfilled moment, the moment of time approaching us as fate and decision,

Kairos. In doing this we take up a word that was, to be sure, created by the Greek

linguistic sense, but attained the deeper meaning of fullness of time, of decisive time,

only in the thinking of early Christianity and its historical consciousness.'®

If we turn to the Bible, Kairos, although often appearing either in translation or in
indirect reference, is a pertinent, widespread notion which is often recalled when
discussing the idea of temporal or historical “fulfilment’. In Mark 1:15, for example, it
IS written:

And saying, The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye, and

believe the gospel.
Similarly, in Il Corinthians 6:2:

For he saith, | have heard thee in a time accepted, and in the day of salvation have |

succoured thee: behold, now is the accepted time; behold, now is the day of salvation.

Both of these quotations propagate the sense that ‘the time has come’ or that ‘time is
at hand’, and both also imply an apocalyptic context which is particularly influential in
Russian thinking. The idea of Kairos, then, will elucidate some of the theological
background to Berdiaev's and Bulgakov’s — particularly Berdiaev's — thought about

time. It not only describes an apocalyptic context in which a notion of temporal and

192 paul Tillich, The Interpretation of History (New York, 1936), p. 129.
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historical fruition is perceived in particularly clear form, but also describes how the
flow of history and time is perceived to empty out into a particular moment or
decision. This is a key notion in any eschatological schema, and figures prominently
in both thinkers. Kairos also adds an urgency to conceptualisations of time and
history, something that will be particularly notable when we come to look at Berdiaev

and Bulgakov in more depth.

Summary

A number of key themes emerge from this brief overview of the historical
concepts that were influential for Russian conceptualisations of history. The first of
these is the point raised at the outset, namely, as identified by Roberts, that around
the fin de siécle period, thinkers frequently looked for either a ‘suprahistorical’ or a
temporal meaning to the world. We will see how the two thinkers who form the
subject of this thesis tend towards opposite sides — Bulgakov the former, Berdiaev
the latter. However, at the same time each offers profound speculation on both the
‘suprahistorical’ and the temporal, so the distinction is not entirely clear-cut. Next, in
their thought about history the theme of determinism will be particularly contentious.
The historical determinism which was given shape by philosophers such as Hegel
and Marx was particularly influential in the Russian context, whether this was
manifested in a continuation of deterministic thinking or a radical reaction against it.
Finally, there is the context of the Christian interpretation of history, which offered a
broad model of history around which other concepts could be implemented. Christian

ideas featured prominently in both philosophers’ understandings of history.
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4. The concept of temporality

A final concept used in this thesis needs to be highlighted here. An
investigation into the intellectual concerns of time and history has two aspects. For
our purposes, the main aspect concerns philosophical conceptualisations of time and
history. The background to these has been explored. However, a second aspect
concerns the way in which this time or time-as-history is actually experienced. These
two aspects — experience and conceptualisation — work to inform one another, and
therefore exploration of the understanding of temporal and historical experience will
enrich and deepen analysis of the more complex conceptualisations which are at
least in part built upon this experience. McKeon, for example, notes how questions
arising from an experience of time influence a commentator in the way he then thinks
about time (and, likewise, history):

“Time and temporality” is a formula to designate time in its circumstances, substantive

and cognitive, and it may be used as a device by which to develop and examine the

variety of circumstances in which “time” acquires its variety of meanings in the context

of a variety of problems...'*®

‘Temporality’, then, will better orientate an understanding of a conceptualisation of
time, as it provides a context in which it can make more sense. Similarly, Koselleck,
a distinguished contemporary thinker on the question of time and history, has
proposed that in the historical realm ‘experience’ (i.e. the experience of the present)
and ‘expectation’ (comparable to a conceptualisation of time or imagination of the

passage into the future) are intimately linked. He suggests:

...[they are] indicative of a general human condition; one could say that they indicate an

193 R. McKeon, ‘Time and Temporality’, Philosophy East and West, vol. 24, no. 2 (April 1974), pp.

123-28 (p.123).
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anthropological condition without which history is neither possible nor conceivable.***

A close relationship between these two dimensions of thought about time — time and
temporality — has therefore been posited relatively recently.*®

In the two main chapters of the thesis, there will thus be some space given to
an account of Bulgakov's and Berdiaev’'s temporal experience. Experience, in this
reckoning, should not refer to their direct analysis of time or history: it is instead
concerned with commentary and thought specifically about the present, with how the
contemporaneous situation is understood and related to. This is what is meant by
temporality. This means that, when discussing temporality, we will be looking at time,
history and their related problems, extending forwards and backwards, through the
prism of the present. It is intended that in this way the two philosophers’ thinking
about time and history will be better understood as it will be contextualised within a
more immediate historical timeframe. Analysis in each case will therefore proceed
via the following model: temporality, as it is a broader, more simple concept will be
explored first, and then conceptualisations of time and history will be discussed
afterwards. These conceptualisations will thus be located within a better defined

intellectual and historical context.

194 Reinhard Koselleck, Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time, trans. K. Tribe (New York,

2004), p. 257.

195 Eor further work on the questions of time and history, see, for example, Ged Martin, Past Futures:
The Impossible Necessity of History (Toronto, 2004); G. Saul Morson, Narrative and Freedom: The
Shadows of Time (New Haven, 1994).
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5. The Russian Tradition

One of the aims of this thesis is an attempt to locate Russian thought about a
philosophical problem within a broader intellectual context, as it often happens that
much scholarship focuses on the purely Russian dimensions of a philosophical
problem. Having said this, there is clearly a significant Russian context that needs to
be explored, as Russian ideas grew in the context of not only a European, but also a

Russian background.

Historical thought in Russia

In the Russian context, historical themes figure more prominently and have
been analysed in more depth than those relating to time. However, this merely
reflects the fact that many of the better known Russian thinkers engaged with this
sort of problem were active in the nineteenth century, when historical thought was,
as has already been mentioned, in vogue. Bulgakov and Berdiaev were writing when
such thinking had lost some of its popularity, and it will be quite noticeable how little,
beyond some broader conceptual and structural similarities, they have in common
with many of the ideas about time and history that are characteristic of nineteenth-
century Russian thought. The following overview is not intended to outline
exhaustively the Russian engagement with the problem of history, but rather to

present the tradition into which Bulgakov and Berdiaev were entering.

Chaadaev, the Slavophiles and Westernisers
Petr Chaadaev (1794-1856) is a deeply significant thinker in the history of

Russian philosophy, and, as Zen’kovskii has noted, he has always attracted the
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attention of historians of Russian thought.'® In terms of the themes that are being
examined here, Chaadaev played a particular role in the development of the Russian
philosophy of history, and also suggested a certain orientation with respect to time.
Although in many ways different to Bulgakov and Berdiaev, he nonetheless played a
part in the creation of a Russian mode of thinking in which contemplation of history
and the end of history became well entrenched.

As Losskii notes, Chaadaev’'s philosophical worldview had a strikingly
religious character,’®” and his ideas about history, which frequently exhibit a French,
Catholic influence, demonstrate this. Walicki writes:

At the root of Chaadaev’s philosophy of history were his beliefs in a “universal mind” —

a collective consciousness evolving within the historical process — and in the

importance of the social and organizational functions of the Church.'®

Within this understanding of history Providence dominated and the role of individual
will was diminished. Waliciki continues to explain:
Man can be called truly great and free when he realizes the creator’'s design and
indentifies his own will with the superior will animating history. Unlike the traditional

Providentialists, Chaadaev thus attempted to reconcile the notion of a transcendent

Providence with an immanentist philosophy of history."®®

This attempt at identifying the transcendent ‘superior will' immanently within history
recalls the Hegelian notion of a transcendent spirit subjecting itself to the teleological
process of becoming within history. Chaadaev’s philosophy of history thereby
reflected the broad notions about history existing elsewhere in Europe at this point,

which held that there was a single, universal meaning to history. However,

106

107 Zen'kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 1, part 1, p. 161.

Losskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, p. 56.
198 \walicki, A History of Russian Thought, p. 84.
199 |pid., p. 85.
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Chaadaev also charged this with a potent sense of religiosity.

The second notable aspect of Chaadaev’'s philosophy of history, possibly
more important than the first, was how he linked his ideas about history to a value-
laden, at first deeply negative discussion of Russia’s historical fate. These ideas
were laid down in 1829-30 in the first of his Philosophical Letters. Here he wrote:

,D,eno B TOM, 4YTO Mbl HMKOrga He WM BMeCcTe C [JpyruMm Hapogamun, Mbl He

npuHaganexXmm Hun K OOHOMY U3 U3BECTHbIX CEMENCTB 4eNoBEYECKOro poaa, HM K

3anagy, Hu K BOCTOKy, 1 HE MMeeM TpaguLMii HXU TOro, HU Aapyroro. Mbl cToum Kak Gbl

BHE BpeMeHu, BCEMMPHOE BOCNMUTaHWEe 4YenoBeyeckoro poga Ha Hac He

pacnpocTpaHunock. [MBHasA CBA3b YENOBEYECKUX MOEN B MPEEMCTBE MOKOMEHUNA U

NCTOpKNA YernoBe4dyecKkoro ayxa, npumeeguwimne ero Bo BCEM OCTaJlbHOM MUpE K €ero

TenepewHemMmy COCToAHUO, Ha Hac He OKa3alin HMKaKoro ,CleVICTBVIﬂ.llo

Chaadaev thereby developed a sense of the non-historicity of Russia, and similarly
the sense that it lay ‘outside time’ — there is a feeling that Russia somehow sits
outside the providential processes of history. The powerful notion of Russia’s
historical backwardness, the cure to which Chaadaev believed lay in an emulation of
the West, would spark one of the defining Russian philosophical debates of the
nineteenth century. This argument was fought between the Westernisers on the one
side, who believed that the West held the key to Russia’s future, and the Slavophiles
on the other, who believed that Russia was unique historically, geographically and
spiritually, and that these special characteristics marked Russia out as superior to
the West. They accordingly constructed philosophies of history in which a Russian
historical ‘mission’ took on universal eschatological significance.'** Chaadaev thus

postulated a number of ideas which helped to define the tradition in which Bulgakov

19 petr Chaadaev, Filosoficheskie pis’ma, Pis'mo pervoe. In Chaadaev, Sochineniia, pp. 15-34 (p. 18).

The First Letter was published, by mistake of the censor, in 1836.
1 For a definitive account of this debate, see Walicki, The Slavophile Controversy.
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and Berdiaev later operated.

Danilevskii

Nikolai Danilevskii (1822-1885) is another Russian philosopher of the
nineteenth century who is well-known for the development of an elaborate
philosophy of history. His philosophy demonstrated Slavophile tendencies and was
concerned with the historical fate of Russia, but also went beyond this. Danilevskii
was thus not a conventional Slavophile. As MacMaster puts it:

[Danilevskii] was no orthodox Slavophil gone astray. He never wholly believed in the

doctrine.'*?

Like many other Russian thinkers, his interests were broad, in this case including
botany, zoology, economics, ethnography, statistics and history.*** Much of this
found its way into his philosophy of history. However, his most notable success
concerns the elaboration of the idea of ‘cultural-historical types’. Bazhov notes:
CooteeTctBeHHO H. A. [daHuneBckun — cosgaTternb TeOPUM KyNbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKUX

TNMNOoB, ABNAETCA poAoHa4YalilbHUKOM OOHONo U3 BIIUATESIbHbIX HaﬂpaBﬂeHMVl B

hUNocodCKo-NCTOPUUECKOM MbilLneHnn XX Beka.

After describing the various ‘types’ of cultural-historical civilisations, Danilevskii
outlined a set of laws according to which these types would develop across history.
He sets this out in Rossiia i Evropa (1869):

HaqHy npAMO C UINOXKEHUA HEKOTOPbIX O6LLLI/IX BbIBOOOB WUJIM 3aKOHOB UCTOpPUYECKOro

pa3BnTUA, BbiTEKaOLWMX U3 TpynnupoBKKU ero SIBNEHWN Mo KYNbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKNM

TI/IﬂaM.115

112

s Robert E. MacMaster, Danilvesky: A Russian Totalitarian Philosopher (Cambridge, 1967), p. 182.

e S. I. Bazhov, Filosofiia istorii N. la. Danilevskogo (Moscow, 1997), p. 7.
Ibid., p. 8.
5 Danilevskii, Rossiia i Evropa, p. 77.
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The broader purpose behind defining these cultural-historical types was to highlight
the absence of a unified humanity, since Danilevskii held that it is the existence of
the many different types which characterises human civilisation. History is therefore
seen as the competing interaction of these types, as Losskii describes:
Cwmbicn KyNnbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKMX TUMOB COCTOUT B TOM, YTO Ka)K,EI,bIVI N3 HUX NO-CBOEMY
BblpaXaeT naer 4erioBeka, U COBOKYMHOCTb 3TUX VI,EI,el7I €CTb He4YTO BCce4derioBevyeckKkoe.

BcemupHoe Bnagbl4ecTBO OOHOMO  KynbTYpPHO-UCTOPUYECKOro Tuna Obino  Obl

OCKyAeHUeM xuaHu.

Danilevskii also adds a latent teleological framework to this interpretation of
competing historical types, by suggesting that the Slavic type will be the first to be
grounded in all four categories (religious, scientific-artistic-technical, political, social-
economic) of civilisation, and that an all-Slavic federation will rise after the fall of
European history and the Austro-Hungarian empire.**’

Danilevskii thus developed a philosophy of history which, whilst not
influencing Bulgakov or Berdiaev in any particularly notable way, demonstrated

many common Russian themes such as panslavism and eschatology.

Leontev

The philosophy of Konstantin Leont’ev (1831-1891) resonated with Berdiaev
in particular, although this was perhaps more due to the former’s anti-equality stance
and his assertion of the aristocratic nature of truth rather than his philosophy of
history. Leont’ev’s understanding of history centred on analogy to the growth,

flourishing, and final decay of an organism. It is outlined in Vizantizm i Slavianstvo

18| osskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, p. 79.

7 1bid., p. 79.
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(1875).1® Walicki summarises:

All development, Leontiev argues, passes through three fundamental stages that are
common not only to biological evolution but also to the evolution of artistic styles or
whole social organisms. The starting point is a period of simplicity in which a primitive
homogeneity prevails [...] The transition to the second stage is a process of growing
complexity in which both the whole and its parts become individualized [...] this second
stage culminates in “flourishing complexity,” i.e. maximum differentiation [...] From this

moment evolution passes into [the third stage of] disintegration...119

Leont’ev’s estimation of the historical process was therefore quite negative. He was
familiar with Danliveskii’s idea of cultural-historical types and willingly adopted it in
order to demonstrate how the European ‘type’ followed his model of diversification
and decay.'® He saw such decay chiefly in Western pluralism and liberalism, and
was deeply concerned that Russia was being forced to follow the European path:
Ho Heyxenu Mmbl, pycckue (U BCe crnaBsHe, C HaMu BMecCTe), B camMOM fene pa3
HaBcerga yxXe MnpuKoBaHbl K pa3BuTon kornecHuue 3anaga?.. Heyxenu HeT HMKakoro
noBopoTa C 3TOro 06Lu,ero nyTn, Ha KOTOPOM YyXe Hem craceHus (amo, Kaxkemcs,
scHo)?
His solution to the problem of encroaching European liberalism in Russia was bold,
and is put forwards in his famed thesis of ‘freezing Russia’:

Henb3s e pgencreoBaTtb Tenepb npoTuBy I'IpMBI/IJ'IeI'VIVI, KOTOpbIX HET, a Haao,

HampoTuB TOro, AENCTBOBATL B Halle BpeMs NpOoTUBY paseHcmea u nubepanusma... To

€CTb Hago I'IOOMOpO3Ime XOTb HeMHoro Poccuto, 4Tobbl OHa He «FHI/IJ'Ia))...122

18 |n K. N. Leont'ev, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem v dvenadtsati tomakh, vol. 7, book 2 (St
Petersburg, 2006), pp. 300-443. See in particular Chapter 6, ‘Chto takoe protsess razvitiia?’, pp. 373-
82.

119 \walicki, A History of Russian Thought, p. 301.

129 pid., p. 302.

2L Erom an editorial in Varshavskii dnevnik, 15" February, 1880, in Leont’ev, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii, vol. 7, book 2, pp. 59-62 (p. 60).

122 Erom an editorial in Varshavskii dnevnik, 1% March, 1880, in Leont'ev, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii,
vol. 7, book 2, pp. 69-73 (pp. 72-73).
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Leont’ev’s response to the movements he perceived in history was one of deep
reaction: he seemed to suggest that it was possible to arrest a little the movement of
the historical process outlined in his theory of development by somehow ‘freezing’
Russia and stopping the onset of inevitable decay.

Leont'ev again highlights the diversity of the Russian nineteenth century
engagement with the problem of history, and posits one of the more unorthodox
theories on the nature of history. Continuing the debate begun by Chaadaev, he was
still eager to demonstrate the bankruptcy of the European developmental paradigm.
Leon’tev’'s suggestion of turning time and history around or ‘backwards’ also
reappeared in the work of another equally unusual philosopher, Nikolai Fedorov
(1829-1903), with his task for redirecting human effort from forward-looking progress

to resurrection of all past generations of forefathers.

Solov’ev

The work of Vladimir Solov’ev (1853-1900) had great significance for the
course of Silver Age philosophy in Russia. He is the most influential of the Russian
religious philosophers, and emphasised the importance of religion over philosophy,

rather than the other way round. As Shestov commented in 1927:
[ConoBbeB] He OT hUNOCOUM NPULLEN K PERUTUN, @ OT penurum K dunocoduu. >

Both Bulgakov and Berdiaev, but particularly Bulgakov, were influenced by him.
Solev’ev’'s deepest intuition, as Berdiaev notes, concerned the themes of all-unity
and Sophia:

Y Bn. ConeBbeBa, kak U BCSKOrO 3HAYUTENbHOIO MbICIIUTENS!, Oblfia CBOS nepBnyHada

LieNoCTHasa MHTYUTUUS, U3 KOTOPON OBBACHSETCA BCe ero mupocosepuaHue. To 6bina

123 | ev Shestov, ‘Umozrenie i Apokalipsis’, 1927. In D. K. Burlak (ed.), VI. Solov’ev: pro et contra.

Lichnost’ i tvorchestva Vladimira Solov’eva v otsenke russkikh myslitelei i issledovatelei, vol. 2 (St
Petersburg, 2002), pp. 467-530 (p. 486).
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WHTYMUUS KOHKPETHOrO BCEeOuHTCBA, CBsi3aHHasi co BcTpeyen ¢ Codpmen BeudHon

YKeHcTBeHHOCTbIO Boxuen.

This theme of a search for unity through philosophy, started by Ivan Kireevskii (1806-
1856) and propagated through the Slavophile movement, found an influential
formulation in the work of Solov’ev. The notion of Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, was
an important concept here and it figured very prominently in Bulgakov’s thought.
Solov’eV’s philosophy of history was also influential for a number of Russian
thinkers, although his thinking on this theme is spread across his work rather than
being elaborated in a single text.'* A search for unity, manifested in the idea of the
eschatological, final re-unification of the churches, constituted a core aspect of his
idea of history, which may be at odds with some more Russo-centric worldviews.
Within this schema Sophia, a bridge between metaphysical and material, played a
critical role. These ideas will be discussed in greater depth later when we turn to

Bulgakov, as they had particular significance for him.

Russian Marxists and Revolutionaries

The Russian Marxist and otherwise revolutionary ‘philosophical’ engagement
with the questions of time and history is understandably quite limited, in view of the
fact that many of them were social and political activists rather than philosophers.
Indeed, many would have balked at the suggestion that they were philosophers, as it
was against such bourgeois pursuits as endless philosophical debate that they

protested. There are many excellent accounts of the social and political dimensions

2 N. A. Berdiaev, ‘Vladimir Solov’ev i my’, 1937. In Burlak (ed.), VI. Solov’ev: pro et contra, pp. 176-

81 (p. 177).
125 For an overview of Solov’ev’s ideas about history, see: Courten, History, Sophia and the Russian
Nation.
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of such movements.**® However, there is certainly a case to be made that Russian
Marxists and revolutionaries, in their often pathological focus on the coming
revolution, espoused a quite distinct philosophy of history. The Marxist dimensions of
the philosophy of history have already been outlined and need not be repeated.
What is peculiar to the Russian aspect of this, however, is the frequently
eschatological, or, more specifically, millenarian tones that the Russian Marxist
perspective on history took. This locates them within the arena of more traditional
Russian philosophy, as eschatology was an already well-established intellectual
commonplace in Russia. Sergei Nechaev (1847-1882), Vladimir Lenin (1870-1924)
and Leon Trotskii (1879-1940) all demonstrate different interpretations of a similar

predisposition towards such millenarian thought.*?’

Time in Russian Philosophy

As has been mentioned above, the scholarly discussion of the theme of
history in Russian philosophy has been considerably more extensive than the
discussion of time. Indeed, the specific problem of time as such has attracted
relatively little attention. However, this should not be taken as an indication that
Russian philosophers and writers did not engage with the problem of time. To the
contrary, a Russian concern with time can be traced which exhibits some clearly
identifiable characteristics. Although it is not my contention that the problem of time
was an overt theme in the Russian tradition, it is nonetheless possible to

demonstrate how it has been broached by a range of Russian thinkers.

126 gee, for example: L. Haimson, The Russian Marxists and the Origins of Bolshevism (London,

1955); Alain Besancon, The Intellectual Origins of Leninism (Oxford, 1981); and Derek Offord, The
Russian Revolutionary Movement in the 1880s (Cambridge, 1986).

2" For a further discussion of this theme see Peter Duncan, Russian Messianism: Third Rome,
Revolution, Communism and After (London, 1999).
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This concern with time comes into particular focus when viewed through the
prism of an idea discussed by Berdiaev. He postulated an existential time, an interior,
non-uniform, concentrated form of time. This idea bears similarities to a number of
other Russian thinkers, who likewise alluded to a special time of almost extra-
temporal experience, where the perceptible, commonplace rhythm of regular time
breaks down. This form of time is often juxtaposed against a more formulaic,
external time which is regular, tangible and more commensurate, in certain respects,
to history. The axiomatic value attached to these forms of time also varies: some see
the extra-temporal space as problematic, whilst others, like Berdiaev, see it as the
realm of prophecy and truth. To demonstrate this theme in Russian thought we will
take four prominent intellectual figures — Chaadaev, Gertsen, Dostoevksii, and

Tolstoi — who all demonstrate an engagement with these ideas in different ways.

Chaadaev, as has already been mentioned, developed a philosophy of history
which was deeply influential in the development of Russian thinking. However, his
ideas relating to the historical position of Russia suggested a striking philosophical
assumption concerning the relationship that Russia and the Russian people had with
time. He suggested that Russia stood beyond the normal flow of time, in a kind of

“outer” time where the regularities of the normal temporal course are not perceptible:

Mbl cTOMM Kak Obl BHe BpeMeHn, BCeMNpHoe BOCNNTaHMe 4yerioBe4eCcKkoro poga Ha Hac
HEe pacrnpoCTpaHuoCh. [lMBHasA cBA3b YenoBeYeckux ngen B npeemMmcrtee NOKONEHWI 1
NCTOopUA 4ernoBedyeckoro Ayxa, npueenline ero Bo BCeM OCTallbHOM MUpe K ero

TenepeLIHEMY COCTOSIHWIO, HA HAaC He OKa3anu HUKaKoro aencTeus. 2

Chaadaev thus suggests that Russia somehow lay ‘outside time’ and that it was

untouched by the ‘history of the human spirit’. Although not attributing any positive

128 petr Chaadaev, Filosoficheskie pis’'ma, Pis’mo pervoe, p. 18.



53

value to such an extra-temporal position, as Berdiaev later would, Chaadaev is
nonetheless identifying a special temporal domain in which departure from the
common rhythms of time and history — where human ideas, generations and spirit

are all connected — is possible.

Gertsen, albeit to a lesser extent, at times expresses himself in ways which
resonate with this idea of temporal deracination. Although a thinker more engaged in
the empirical world of politics, history, and society, a similar sense of an extra-
temporality or non-historicity emerges in parts of S togo berega (1850), originally
published in German. In a more romantic mode, we read in the opening dialogue of

the text:

Crtano GbITb, Halla MbICMb MpMBENa Hac K HecOblTOYHbIM Hagexaam, K Henenbim
OXWAAHUAM; C HUMW, KaK C MOCNEAHUM MMOAOM HalWMX TPYAOB, Mbl 3axBayeHbl
BONHaMM Ha kopabne, koTopblil TOHeT. Byayllee He Halle, B HAcTosILLEM Ham HET Aena;
crnacTbCsl Hekyfa, Mbl C 3TUM kopabnem cBsidaHbl Ha XMBOT M Ha CMepTb OcTaeTcs,
crioxa pyku, kgaTb, Noka Bofa 3asbeT, a KOMY CKy4HO, KTO MOOTBa)KHee, TOT MOXeT

Gpocutbes B Bogy. >

Although this is evidently a less overt rendition of the theme that has been detected
in Chaadaev’s thought, there is a similar suggestion of the possibility of a domain
lying outside the usual flow of time. It is more grounded in events, as is suggested by
the physical metaphor of the ship, but the possibility of a step beyond the standard
experience of time, which relates to the flow of the present into the future, is still
posited. Later in his life, Gertsen made separate claims which also resonate with the
Berdiaevian theme of the importance of the present, the experience of the now,

albeit in a different way. In his essay on Robert Owen, the British socialist, Gertsen

129 A 1. Gertsen, Izbrannye filosofskie proizvedeniia, vol. 2 (Moscow, 1946), p. 22.
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discussed how mankind had been liberated from old ideas about history: freed from
religious ideas and determinism, he wrote, history was ‘going nowhere’, and could
therefore go ‘wherever possible’. A sense of great historical culmination is thereby
evinced in the essay, focused on the idea that in the present, in the all-important now,
man had be liberated from predestination and that anything was possible. **
Similarly, then, there is the suggestion of a special, deeper time, connected to the
present moment, which is opposed to linear models of time and history which

suggest determination.

Although often dealing with the uniform, historical time that we see in texts
such as Voina i mir, in certain texts Tolstoi also demonstrates a sense of another
time, a time outside the regular flow of existence. Smert’ Ivana Ilicha provides an
example of how Tolstoi dealt with this other form of time. In this text, although there
is a strong sense of the regular time which the living characters experience — Tolstoi
makes a number of references to the years, months, weeks and days that they live
by — these temporal markers have less importance for lvan II'ich as he moves closer
to death. Indeed, there is a sense of an eschatological present in this text, the living
experience of the final moments of death. We see this when, by the end of the tale,
Ivan Il'ich fully grasps that his death is imminent. He becomes almost fully detached

from regular time:

— YI'Yy!' Y — kpnyan oH Ha pasHble nHToHauun. OH Havan kpuyaTtb: «He xouy!» — n Tak
npogormkan Kpuyatb Ha OYKBY «y».
Bce Tpu OHs, B NpogomKeHne KOTOpbIX Afst HEro He ObINO BpeMeHU, oH GapaxTancs B

TOM YepHOM MellKke, B KOTOprI7I npocoBbiBana ero Hesungnmada Henpeogonnmasa

130

A. |. Gertsen, Sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh, vol. 9 (Moscow, 1954-66) , pp. 240-253.
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There is a sense across this text, particularly evident in the latter stages of Ivan
I’ich’s illness, that he experiences time in a different way as he moves closer to the
end. Tolstoi thus similarly makes use of this ‘other’ time often touched upon by
Russian thinkers and philosophers, in this case exploring how the dying have access
to a different temporal space, which symbolises a path to the end. This time
orientated toward death, this eschatological present, is contrasted to the regular time

of the living world.

Throughout much of his work, Dostoevskii makes a similar use of time which
at moments suggests that two types of time — a normal, regular time and a special,
concentrated time where such regularity breaks down — exist. In this latter form of
time there is frequently a pervasive sense of crisis, a theme which will also be
explored in Bulgakov’s and Berdiaev's thought as a shared feature. Such a time is
particularly evident in Idiot, most notably at the points prior to when Prince Myshkin
experiences epileptic seizures. At these moments, it is almost as if Myshkin slips out
of the normal flow of time into a moment of understanding and clarity, which in itself

takes on a prophetic, mystical character:

"poM, KpUK, AparoLeHHble OCKOMKM, pacchinaBLLMECS] MO KOBPY, UCNYT, U3yMMEeHne — o,
41O BbINO C KHA3EM, TO TPYAHO, A NOYTU He HaJo u3obpaxaTte! Ho He MoxeM He
YNOMsiHyTb 06 OIHOM CTPaHHOM OLLYLLIEHUW, MOPa3nBLLEM €ro UMEHHO B 3TO camoe
MrHOBEHWE U BOPYr eMY BbISICHUBLUEMCS U3 TOSMbl BCEX APYIMX CMYTHBLIX U CTPaHHbIX
OLLYLLIEHUI: He CTblg, He CKkaHaan, He CTpax, He BHEe3amnHOCTb nopasunu ero 6onblue

Bcero, a cObiBweecs npopoyectso! [....] Elle MrHoBeHue, 1 Kak 6yaTo BCe Nped HUM

131 N. Tolstoi, ‘Smert’ Ivana Il'icha’, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 12 (Moscow, 1964), pp. 57-115 (p.
113).
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pacwmnpuiocb, BMECTO yXaca — CBEeT U pafoCTb, BOCTOPI; CTAlio CpunaTtb OAbIXaHUe W...

HO MIFrHOBEHNE I'I[.')OUJJ'IO.132

Dostoevskii uses time as something pliable, and in this instance we see how the
‘moment’, a single, concentrated temporal point, rises out of the regular flow of time.
Everything expands, becomes clearer and more acute: indeed the feeling of
immediacy becomes less important to Myshkin than the clarity and the ‘prophecy’
that is revealed in an isolated temporal moment. Bakhtin,**®in his discussion of
Dostoevskii's poetics, similarly asserts that this special, concentrated time that

Dostoevskii uses is a notable feature of his work:

Tonbko TO, YTO MOXETb OblTb OCMbICIIEHHO AaHO OAHOBPEMEHHO, YTO MOXET ObiTb
OCMbICINIEHHO CBSI3aHO MeXAy coGOol B OHO BPEMEHW, - TOMbKO TO CYLLECTBEHHO U
BXOOWUT B MUpPE [OOCTOEBCKOro; OHO MOXET ObiTb MepeHeceHo B BEYHOCTb, MBO B
BEYHOCTb, Mo [1O0CTOEBCKOMY, BCE COCYLIeCTBYeT. TO e, 4TO MMEeT CMbICN Kak
«paHbLLEe» UMM KaK «MNo3Xe», YTo AOBIIeeT CBOeMy MOMEHTY, YTO OnpaBAaHo NLb Kak
npowsnoe, Wnu Kak Oyadyuiee, UM Kak HacTosiliee B OTHOLUEHMM K MPOLUNIOMY W

6yp,yu_gemy, TO ANA Hero He cyweCcTtBeHHO U He BXOO4UT B ero Ml/lp.134

In Dostoevskii’'s work, this concentrated, simultaneous time, where things intersect
with eternity and where the distinctions of past and future break down, is a notable
theme. Again, then, we see a sense of an extra-temporal space where the regular
flow of time is no longer important. Instead, a more acute, concentrated experience

of time opens up.

132 £ M. Dostoevskii, Idiot. Roman v chetyrekh chastiakh. Chasti tret’ia i chetvertaia (Moscow, 1971),

. 202.

%3 Bakhtin presents a number of influential ideas on the question of time, many of which continue to
be discussed in contemporary scholarship. However, given the limits of space, there will not be a
detailed discussion of Bakhtin, particularly in view of the fact that neither Bulgakov nor Berdiaev
indicated that they read Bakhtin’s work. Further, by the time Bakhtin was publishing, the two were
already old men and had fully established their own philosophical systems. A more complete overview
of the Russian approach to time would, however, include a full section on Bakhtin.

134 M. Bakhtin, Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo (Moscow, 1979), p. 34.
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5. Sergei Bulgakov and Nikolai Berdiaev

In this concluding section of the Introduction, we will turn now to the two
thinkers who are the focus of this thesis. Bulgakov and Berdiaev were two central
philosophical figures of the Silver Age period in Russia. They were active in the
major philosophical and religious communities before the revolution and both were
exiled in 1922 by the Bolshevik regime.**® In exile they independently took on
leading roles in the Russian emigration. Bulgakov, when in Paris, helped found the
St Sergius Orthodox Theological Institute in 1925, and Berdiaev rose to fame as one
of the most published and translated Russian philosophers in Europe — he was even
given an honorary doctorate by the University of Cambridge in 1947. % As

philosophers, then, they were both well respected and well-known.

Born only three years apart, Bulgakov and Berdiaev lived through the same
intellectual and social movements developing in Russia and Europe, and occupied
broadly similar philosophical positions, that is, as religious philosophers. Both moved
from an initial position of ‘Legal Marxism’, a type of non-violent, gradualist socialism,
on to a vaguely defined idealism concerned with the philosophical development of
religious ideas. As young men, they were in some contact with one another and even
co-edited a journal, Novyi put, for a short time around 1904-05.% In his

autobiography Berdiaev wrote favourably of his early dialogue with Bulgakov:

BonbLlyto 6nusocTb s yyBcTBoBan ¢ C. bynrakoBbiM, C KOTOPbIM NepenseTanucb Halm
nyTM BO BHELWHMX nposieneHusix. ¥ C. bynrakoBa Torga yxe Obln pelumnTenbHbIi

NOBOPOT K XPUCTUAHCTBY U MNpaBOCiaBUIo. A xe cTosan eule Ha noyBe cBOoGOAHOM

%% For the fullest treatment of this remarkable event, see Lesley Chamberlain, Lenin’s Private War:

The Voyage of the Philosophy Steamer and the Exile of the Intelligentsia (New York, 2006).

1% Nikolai Berdiaev, Samopoznanie. Opyt filosofskoi avtobiografii, in Nikolai Berdiaev, Sobranie
sochinenii, vol. 1 (Paris, 1949-83), p. 395. (Hereafter Berdiaev, Samopoznanie.)

37 1bid., pp. 156-57.
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OYXOBHOCTMW. Pa3FOBOpr cC. ByﬂFaKOBbIM B Knese Ha pPENNrMo3Hblie TeMbl Menn ona

MeHA 3Haqume.138

Both also wrote in the three path-breaking Russian collections Problemy idealizma
(1902), Vekhi (1909) and 1z glubiny (1918). Given the intellectual and historical
confluence of their lives, then, a comparison between the two has clear attractions.

However, when looked at more deeply there are distinct differences in their
thinking, which makes the contrast between them all the more interesting. Bulgakov
allowed theology to penetrate into his philosophical worldview much more deeply
than Berdiaev, and in 1918 he was ordained into the priesthood. His philosophical
work — the work that this thesis is concerned with — was written before 1918, but still
demonstrates his greater dependence on religious ideas. Berdiaev, on the contrary,
was driven to solutions that were perhaps more philosophical than they were
religious: although still maintaining a strong sense of faith throughout his work, the
central concepts that Berdiaev dealt with, including existentialism, creativity and
objectification, were more overtly philosophical than they were theological. Berdiaev
and Bulgakov eventually therefore became quite distinct from one another in their
thinking, and the intellectual processes through which this happened are the source
of significant interest.

Most importantly for this project, both had a lot to say on the theme of time
and history, and both came to very different resolutions of the time-history
relationship, as has already been mentioned. However, there has been little recent
work exploring the theme of history in either of these philosophers, and next to
nothing concerning their philosophies of time. The scholarly background to both

thinkers will be laid out in greater depth below.

%8 |pid., p. 151.
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Scholarship on Bulgakov and Berdiaev

There has been a substantial amount of scholarship dedicated to both
philosophers from the 1950s onwards, but since the 1990s the quality and scope of
this work has increased. Bulgakov has been lately more popular than Berdiaev, but

there is still a reasonably consistent stream of scholarship concerned with the latter.

Bulgakov

Generally speaking, due to the nature of his thinking as a whole, Bulgakov
has been written about more in theological journals and books than in philosophical
publications. However, he was initially also less well known than Berdiaev in broader
philosophical and intellectual circles. Although Bulgakov appears in overviews of

139 there is not

Russian thought such as those written by Losskii and Zen’kovskii,
much of significance written about him from the 1950s to the early 1980s. A number
of reasons could be suggested for this, but most likely Berdiaev’'s more outspoken,
radical style, along with his more flamboyant personality and appearance made him
more popular on a broader stage. Copleston wrote about Bulgakov in some depth in
his 1988 work on Russian religious philosophy,** and from the 1990s onwards
Bulgakov began to attract more attention. Catherine Evtukhov is the leading authority
on Bulgakov outside Russia, and she has written the key intellectual biography of
him available in English, published in 1997.'* She has also published widely in
Russian and English on Bulgakov elsewhere.** Work on Bulgakov gained further

momentum towards the end of the 1990s and on beyond 2000. A number of essays

on Bulgakov appear in Kornblatt and Gustafson’s book on Russian religious

139
140
141
142

Losskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii; Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii.

Copleston, Russian Religious Philosophy.

Catherine Evtuhov, The Cross and the Sickle.

See, for example, E. Evtukhov, ‘O snoskakh Bulgakova (ideinyi kontekst “Filosofii khoziaistva”)’, in
M. A. Vasil'eva, A. P. Kozyrev (eds), S. N. Bulgakov. Religiozno-filosofskii put’ (Moscow, 2003), pp.
140-54.
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philosophy,'** and he was the subject of an international conference held in Moscow,
the papers of which were published in 1998.1** Bulgakov then appears in a spate of
works in the last decade concerned with various elements of Russian philosophy,**
and also in the esteemed Russkii put’ ‘pro et contra’ series.*® As has been
suggested, much of the focus on Bulgakov has concerned his theological work,
specifically his ideas about Sophia. Vaganova's recent study provides an extensive
discussion of this theme in Bulgakov’'s work,*” but there is a wealth of material
which deals with this and the other aspects of his theology. These are frequently
discussed in journals, both philosophical and theological, and over the last ten years
there has been a reasonably consistent stream of scholarship dedicated to his work
on Orthodoxy.**® Philosophical themes have not been entirely relegated, to which
Krasicki’s recent article is witness.'*® However, as this overview demonstrates,
Bulgakov’s thought has been much more the object of theological rather than
philosophical research. A focus on the themes of history and time in Bulgakov’s
thought is attractive in that it contributes to the somewhat under-represented body of

scholarship on Bulgakov’s philosophy, as opposed to his theology.

143

e J. D. Kornblatt, R. F. Gustafson (eds), Russian Religious Thought (Wisconsin, 1996).

U. M. Osipova, V. M. Kulkova, E. S. Zotovoi (eds), Preodolenie vremeni. Po materialam
mezhdunarodnoi nauchnoi konferentsii, posviashchennoi tvorcheskomu naslediiu S.N. Bulgakova
%Ioscow, 1998).

Significant works include, but are not limited to: Paul Valliere, Modern Russian Theology, Bukharev,
Soloviev, Bulgakov: Orthodox Theology in a New Key (Edinburgh, 2000); Sapronov, Russkaia
filosofiia; T. G. Trubnitsyna, N. P. Nedzvetskaia (eds), Dva Bulgakova. Raznye sudby, 2 vols (Moscow,
2002); Sergeev, Sophiology in Russian Orthodoxy (2006).

4% | 1. Evlampiev (ed.), S. N. Bulgakov: pro et contra. Lichnost’ i tvorchestvo Bulgakova v otsenke

russkikh myslitelei i issledovatelei. Antologiia, vol. 1 (St Petersburg, 2003).

TN A, Vaganova, Sofiologiia protoiereia Sergiia Bulgakova (Moscow, 2010).

%% See, for example: Aidan Nichols OP, ‘Wisdom from Above? The Sophiology of Father Sergius

Bulgakov’, New Blackfriars, vol. 85, Issue 1000 (2004), pp. 598-613; Paul L. Gavrilyuk, ‘Universal

Salvation in the Eschatology of Sergius Bulgakov’, Journal of Theological Studies, NS, vol. 57, part 1

(April 2006), pp. 110-32; Andrew Louth, ‘Sergii Bulgakov and the Task of Theology’, Irish Theological
uarterly, 2009, vol. 74, pp. 243-57.

%9 Jan Krasicki, ““The tragedy” of German philosophy. Remarks on reception of German philosophy

in the Russian religious thought (of S. Bulgakov and others)’, Studies in East European Thought, vol.

62, no. 1 (February 2010), pp. 63-70.
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Berdiaev

Scholarship on Berdiaev has gone through two distinct phases. The first of
these was a great flowering of interest in Berdiaev and his work around the end of
his life and after his death. In Europe and America, scholars, intellectuals,
theologians and people who felt themselves to be inspired, one way or another, by
Berdiaev’s writing and thought published a large amount from the late 1940s to the
end of the 1960s. ™° Unfortunately, much of this work, while not lacking in
enthusiasm, suffered from a lack of scholarly rigour and objective analysis. There
was some émigré Russian work on Berdiaev in the 1950s and 1960s,™ and also an
intriguing analysis from a Soviet intellectual in the 1970s."*? This Russian material
possessed a greater analytical acumen and clarity, as the calibre of commentator —
notably figures such as Zen’kovskii and Losskii — was very high. With the passing of
this generation, however, people became less interested in Berdiaev, and it was only
in the 1990s and 2000s, with the broader resurgence of interest in Russian Silver
Age philosophy, that interest began to grow again, in Europe and the USA as well as
in Russia. In scholarship written in English, there has not been as much recent work
dedicated to Berdiaev as there has been to Bulgakov.'>® However, especially in

Russia, there has been a reasonably regular flow of articles published about

%0 5ee, amongst others: Evgueny Lampert, Nicolas Berdyaev and the New Middle Ages (London,

1945); Oliver Fielding Clarke, Introduction to Berdyaev (London, 1950); M.-M. Davy, Nicolas
Berdyaev: Man of the Eighth Day, translated by Leonora Siepman (London, 1967); C. S. Calian,
Berdyaev’s Philosophy of Hope: A Contribution to Marxist-Christian Dialogue (Leiden, 1968); James
C. S. Wernham, Two Russian Thinkers: An Essay in Berdyaev and Shestov (Toronto, 1968).

151 Berdiaev featured in both Losskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, and Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii.
His philosophy of history was also discussed in N. P. Poltoratskii, Berdiaev i Rossiia. Filosofiia istorii
Rossii u N. A. Berdiaeva (New York, 1967).

192 Kuvakin, Kritika ekzistentsializma Berdiaeva.

153 Noteworthy discussions of Berdiaev include: A. A. Ermichev (ed.), N.A. Berdiaev: pro et contra (St
Petersburg, 1994); Christian Gottlieb, Dilemmas of Reaction in Leninist Russia: The Christian
Response to the Revolution in the Works of N.A. Berdyaev 1917-1924 (Odense, 2003); Sergeev,
Sophiology in Russian Orthodoxy (2006).
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Berdiaev from the 1990s onwards, particularly in the journal Voprosy filosofii.*>* Two
biographies have been published over the last 20 years, both in Russian.*> Again,
however, some of this modern material has suffered from a lack of critical insight,
and some work is marked by its shortcomings.™® The scholarly landscape around
Berdiaev, then, is mixed: it contains some excellent work, but there is also much

within it that is somewhat lacking in quality.

As has already been discussed, the problem of time, and time related to
history, has had next to no exclusive discussion with relation to these thinkers. The
works that have been dedicated to relevant topics — namely Poltoratskii’'s Berdiaev i
8

Rossiia,*®’ and Slaate’s somewhat obscure work on Berdiaev’s philosophy of time™®

— are discussed where they are directly relevant.

Structure and methodology

This thesis is separated into two large chapters. The first investigates
Bulgakov’s philosophy of ‘history and time’, in which he presents history as having
primacy over time. The second discusses Berdiaev’s philosophy of ‘time and history’,

where he presents the alternative argument of time having primacy over history. Due

%% See, amongst others: A. L. Dobrokhotov, ‘Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdiaev’, in A. L Dobrokhotov

et al., Russkie filosofy. Konets XIX — seredina XX veka (Moscow, 1993), pp. 48-55; E. V. Dvoretskaia,
‘Stanovlenie “my” v zapadnoi i russkoi personalisticheskoi filosofii: Levinas i BerdiaeVv’, in Anan’eva et
al., Russkaia i evropeiskaia filosofiia: puti skhozhdeniia (1999), pp. 93-98; lu. Melikh, ‘Sushchee
lichnosti i lichnostnost’ edinosushchego. K voprosu o spornosti personalizma u L. P. Karsavina i N. A.
Berdiaeva’, Voprosy filosofii (2008), no. 8, pp. 145-57; V. P. Vizgin, ‘Nikolai Berdiaev i Gabriel’ Marsel’:
k fenomenu vstrechi’, Voprosy filosofii, 2010, no. 3, pp. 110-18. Particularly noticeable is Bonetskaia's
excellent discussion of Berdiaev and Nietzsche: N. K. Bonetskaia, ‘Apofeoz tvorchestva (N. Berdiaev i
F. Nitsshe)’, Voprosy filosofii, 2009, no. 4, pp. 85-106.

195 A V. Vadimov, Zhizn’ Berdiaeva (Oakland, 1993); OI'ga Volkogonova, Berdiaev (Moscow, 2010).
%% One recent article deserves particular attention, as within it some of Berdiaev's ideas are quite
obviously manipulated to support the broader argument of the article. See Alicja A. Gescinska, Steven
Lepez, ‘Freedom as praxis: a comparative analysis of August Cieszkowski and Nikolaj Berdjaev’,
Studies in East European Thought, vol. 62, no. 1 (February 2010), pp. 109-23.

57N P. Poltoratskii, Berdiaev i Rossiia. Filosofiia istorii Rossii u N. A. Berdiaeva (New York, 1967).
1%8 glaate, Time, Existence and Destiny.
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to differences in their philosophical exposition and output, a different approach will
be taken to each philosopher. With Bulgakov, due to his movement into the realm of
theology in 1918, a shorter chronological period of work is examined (1900-18), so
the investigative method taken will be diachronic. This means that his philosophy of
history and time will be discussed as it unfolds, as there are clear, logical steps in the
development of his philosophy. Berdiaev, however, is a more nebulous philosopher,
and it has been elected to discuss his thought in a synchronic fashion, as his
relevant work extends across most of his active life as a philosopher (1900-48).
Synchronic analysis places greater emphasis on the construction of Berdiaev’s
thought, as he is rather vague when trying to present his ideas about a subject in full.

As has been outlined already, the analytic concepts applied to both will be the
same: first there will be a discussion of their intuition of ‘temporality’, their
perceptions of the time in which they live. This is intended to contextualise their
conceptual thought about time and history, which will be discussed afterwards. In
this way it is hoped that discussion and comparison of Bulgakov and Berdiaev will be
firmly grounded in their historical and intellectual contexts. The comparative
dimension will be examined more closely in the second chapter on Berdiaev, as it
will be more clear when we come to discuss his thought how it contrasts to
Bulgakov’s philosophy.

All quotation will be indented in the style that has been established. For the
sake of consistency, this will also include quotations shorter than one sentence in
length. The central subdivisions within chapters will be numbered and underlined,

the minor headings will be presented in italics.
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Primary Sources

The central primary materials used in this thesis, the works of Bulgakov and
Berdiaev, are readily available in print. These texts were all originally published
between the 1930s and 1950s, many of them in France by the YMCA. Since then,
the majority have then been re-published — some more than once — between the
1980s and 2000s. All are therefore available in reliable, scholarly editions. No

complete collected works, however, have been published for either thinker.
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Chapter 1: Sergei Nikolaevich Bulgakov

History and Time

1. Introduction

Sergei Bulgakov

Sergei Bulgakov (1871-1944) is an exemplary representative of the
intellectual and philosophical generation in Russia which developed its thought
across the Silver Age period. Born into a clergyman’s family, Bulgakov renounced
his faith at an early age and established himself as a recognised Marxist, only to
then abandon this new belief in 1900 and return over a number of years to
Orthodoxy. He described this path in the title to his first major publication, Ot
Marksizma k idealizmu (1903), which recounts an intellectual journey broadly shared
by a number of his contemporaries. Bulgakov’s writing, in which currents of Neo-
Kantianism, Orthodoxy and Marxism converge, demonstrates a rich and varied
intellectual heritage. Considering the breadth of his work and the extent of his activity
in intellectual and political groups in the early twentieth century, Bulgakov can be

identified as a Russian thinker of particular importance.

Bulgakov’s thought

Bulgakov’s non-Marxist philosophical work began in 1901 with the lecture

‘Karl Marks kak filosofskii tip’, and ended around 1917 with Svet nevechernii.**® He

% There exists a broad consensus that Bulgakov’s philosophical work terminated with Svet

nevechernii. See, for example: V. V. Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, part 2 (Leningrad,
1991), pp. 205-06; I. I. Evlampiev, ‘Religioznyi idealizm S. N. Bulgakova: “za” i “protiv”, in Evlampiev
(ed.), S. N. Bulgakov: pro et contra, pp. 7-59 (pp. 45-49); Elena Monakhinia, ‘Professor protoierei
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then took orders and became a priest in 1918, moving to theological problems and
beyond the concerns of this project. As Krasicki notes:
Theological dogma may lead philosophical thought beyond the barriers philosophy
imposes on itself, to which Bulgakov’s thought is a perfect witness. It can reveal the
depth inaccessible to philosophical speculation.*®
Desire to access this theological ‘depth’ led Bulgakov on to the discussion of
problems which were not strictly philosophical. Indeed, the suggestion of a superior
value being attached to the notion of ‘depth’ in itself testifies to the sorts of problems
one encounters when subjecting more overtly theological material to philosophical
investigation, and helps explain why we will not trace Bulgakov’'s thought beyond

1917.

In his philosophy, Bulgakov’'s central aim was to construct a religiously
orientated idealism. This was, however, originally developed out of an attempt to
refute the Marxism and Positivism that he had once esteemed. Quite differently to
Berdiaev, who identified his defining philosophical problems in his first works,
Bulgakov’s philosophy took a number of years to develop, and we see over his
seventeen-year philosophical period the process through which he came to
formulate it. Bulgakov’s idealism demonstrated the rule of the metaphysical or God

d,lﬁl

over the material worl although it still asserted the meaningful existence of the

material dimension. He maintained that reality is both ‘real’ and ‘ideal’:

Bca xusHeHHass OeMCTBUTENBHOCTL WaeanbHO-pearnbHa BO BCEX CBOWMX U3rnbax, oHa

aJ'IOI'I/I‘-lHO-J'IOFI/I‘-IHa.162

Sergii Bulgakov (1871-1944)’, in S. Bulgakov, Dva grada. Issledovaniia o prirode obshchestvennykh
idealov (St Petersburg, 1997), pp. 353-414 (pp. 376-77).

180 Krasicki, ““The tragedy” of German philosophy’, p. 69.

1ot general impression of the ‘metaphysical’, which for Bulgakov had always been charged with
religious and spiritual meaning, becomes synonymous with the ‘divine’ by 1917.

182 5. N. Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva (Moscow, 1990), p. 23.
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Bulgakov searched for a deeper spiritual or religious meaning to govern the broad
logic of human nature, the world and history. He looked for evidence of this meaning
in specific material problems: he wrote extensively on the question of economy and
developed a system whereby economic development took on metaphysical
significance. However, when discussing the metaphysical, a key element of his
thinking was the suggestion of a relationship between metaphysical and material
coloured by deterministic assumptions, in which the metaphysical, through a variety

of channels, controls what goes on within the material.

Although looking for a way in which the material and metaphysical could
coexist harmoniously and in connection — thereby avoiding dualism — Bulgakov still
maintained a divide between them. In Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) he looked instead
to connect them through a different intellectual apparatus, and did this by taking on
the Solov'evan concept of Sophia.'®® Recalling the cosmology of the nineteenth-
century German idealist Friedrich Schelling (1775-1854) and ideas from biblical
scripture about Divine Wisdom,*®* Sophiology in Bulgakov’s thought describes how
everything in the material world possesses a potential metaphysical, divine (or
Sophiological) value, which is given to them by Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, who
exists in both material and metaphysical dimensions. Sophia, therefore, acts as
nexus between the ideal and material realms, making possible simultaneous
transcendence and immanence and a broader sense of unity. Sophia became a

central feature of Bulgakov’s developed religious-philosophical worldview.

Broadly, then, Bulgakov’s thought is religious-idealist. However, the structure

183 Eor fuller exploration of Russian Sophiology, see, amongst others: Sergeev, Sophiology in Russian

Orthodoxy; Copleston, Russian Religious Philosophy; Garaeva, Sofiinyi idealizm.

1% Nichols identifies particularly the ‘wisdom texts’ from the Old Testament as being of relevance to
Bulgakov’s Sophiology, including: The Book of Proverbs (1:1-9:18); The Book of Wisdom (6:22-11:1);
The Book of Ecclesiasticus (or Sirach, 24:1-34); The Book of Baruch (3:9-4:4) and the Book of Job
(28:1-28). Nichols, ‘Wisdom from Above?’, p. 605.
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of this thinking, as will be shown, demonstrates a determinist bent much more
characteristic of Marxist-Hegelian thought, and reflects the influence of a range of
philosophers outside strictly Orthodox circles. In view of the way in which Bulgakov’s
thinking developed over time, a diachronic investigation of Bulgakov’s philosophy will
be favourable. This means that a longer introduction to his thinking is not necessary:

as we trace the development of his philosophy, its terms will become clear.

The problem of history in Bulgakov’s thought

In respect of the relationship between time and history in Russian Silver Age
thinking, Bulgakov demonstrates a continued engagement with the question of
history, rather than time, and also a historicised approach to a range of different
philosophical, social and religious problems. For him, the problem of time is viewed
through the prism of history — his principal thesis on time suggests that time is history:

165
...BO BpEMEHMN, T.€. B UCTOPUN.

It is only later in Bulgakov’'s philosophical development, specifically in Svet
nevechernii (1917), that he gives space specifically to the question of time, and even

here his grasp of time is still fundamentally historicised:

«Tpchu,eH,quTaanoe» BpemMA KaHTa, wunu oTBne4YeHHas cbopma BpeMeHWN,
Hen3BeXXHO MbICIIUTCS KaK NoTeHumManbHass 6eCKOHEYHOCTb, He 3HatoLWasi HM Havana Hu
KOHLUa; NO3TOMY ero naea un npnuBoanT pa3ym K aHTUHOMUW, 06Hapy)KeHHOI7I CaMnM Xe
KaHTom. HarlpOTl/IB, KOHKPETHOE BpEMA, KOTOPbIM U ABNAETCA WUCTOpUA, UMEeT U

Havano, 1 KoHew,...

Time is therefore conceptualised as history: Bulgakov needs to attach a historical

165

Lo Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, pp. 90-91.

S. N. Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii. Sozertsaniia i umozreniia (Moscow, 1994), p. 302. (Hereafter
Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii).
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meaning to time and the sense of a beginning and end which he clearly believes is
implicit in the idea of history. From the above it is also evident that this time

conceptualised as history has a teleological dimension.

The nature of Bulgakov’s conceptual engagement with the problem of history
reveals a number of the trends identified in the introduction to this thesis. An interest
in history issues both from the influence of Orthodox Christian thinking, which places
a strong emphasis upon eschatology and historical destiny, and also from the
influence of Hegelian and Marxist thought, in which historicism and a preoccupation
with historical process are central to the development of an intellectual worldview.*®’
Furthermore, as will be explored when looking at Bulgakov’s sense of temporality,
the cataclysmic background of early twentieth century Russia and Europe will also
have provoked thought concerned with the direction and meaning of history. In a
characteristic reflection upon the greater meaning of history, Bulgakov writes in 1903:

Asnsetca nu YesoBek, a 3aTeM 4YerioBe4yecTBo, a 3aTeM ero NCTopuda ToJ1bKO (*)aKTOM,

HenpeaBnageHHbIM pe3ynbTaTtom NPUYNHHbBIX panos, He nverLmnm HUKaKoMn

BHYTPEHHEN HEOBX0AMMOCTU, a NULb HEOOXOAMMOCTb BHELLHIOKW, UIN XXE YENOBeEK U

ucTtopuyeckoe 4ernoBedecTBO HeceT B cebe abCONIOTHYIO KAk, BbINOMHAET

a6COJ'IIOTHYIO 3ajadvy, cywecTtByeT He BCneacrteune cnyqaﬁHon KOMOUHaLun NpU4nH, a

BO UMSs1 HPDABCTBEHHOM Ll,enm’?168

As the above suggests, it will be revealed how history provides Bulgakov with a
means to perceive a system of governing forces which are based not on empirical,
scientific laws, but rather on religious, metaphysical and divine laws. They direct the

movement of history, and therefore mankind and the world, towards the coming of

187 popper suggested that ‘historicism’ also belies a deeper concern with the discovery of the laws

and trends of history, with a view to predict future historical events. This too can be detected in
Bulgakov’s thought. See Popper, The Poverty of Historicism, p. 3.

188 5. Bulgakov, ‘Ob ekonomicheskom ideale’, Nauchnoe slovo, vol. 5, 1903. Published in S. Bulgakov,
Ot marksizma. Stat’i i retsenzii, 1895-1903 (Moscow, 2006), pp. 638-61 (p. 649).
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the Kingdom of God.

‘Historicised’ problems in Bulgakov’s thought

Bulgakov’s thinking about history extends into a number of other problems
which at first glance do not appear to be innately historical. However, due to their
treatment these questions take on historical significance and can thus be described
as ‘historicised problems’. They include the questions of evil, freedom, and creativity,
and it is a point of particular note that these same questions will also take on great
importance for Berdiaev's construction of a philosophy of time. Bulgakov’'s work on
these historicised problems reveals with greater clarity a determinist pattern of
thinking, and, significantly, they will also put the paradoxical nature of Berdiaev's
dualistic apprehension of time into starker relief. They are thus a noteworthy set of
problems in both philosophers’ work, but it remains to be seen how the two

philosophers will attach different relative importance to them.

Influences on Bulgakov'’s historical thought

There needs to be some preliminary reference made to the intellectual
influences that directed Bulgakov’s thought in his work on history, as this allows his
philosophy to be better understood later. This will be a little different than with
Berdiaev, as fewer philosophers are immediately obvious as directly influential upon
him. With Bulgakov, though, the situation is more clear. It should be noted, however,
that the latter’s level of erudition is intimidating, and that there is not space in this
study assiduously to trace every intellectual influence which acted upon him. Not
only in terms of theology, but also in philosophy he was immensely well read and

moved through a number of different phases of thought. For our purposes we need
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only outline the principal influences and intellectual contexts which acted upon
Bulgakov’'s thought concerned with history. Although these philosophers have all
been introduced in the introduction to this thesis, it is still necessary to outline more

exactly the ways in which they influenced Bulgakov’s thought.

Concerning Bulgakov’s relationship to these other thinkers, Zen’kovskii has
commented, perhaps somewhat unfairly, that:
...Tonbko ConoBbeB M PrOpeHCKUN BOWNN B €ro BHYTPEHHUA MUP BfacTHO U

HacTon4ymeo. B MY>XeCTBEHHOM U [axe b6oeBoM cknage yma y ByﬂFaKOBa — KaK HU

CTPaHHO — XWna BCeraa XXeHCTBeHHas NoTPebHOCTb «ObITb B NNEHY» Y koro-nmGo..."*

The idea that Bulgakov needed to be in ‘womanly’ bondage to a particular thinker is
misleading. Although in terms of historical thinking certain bodies of thought
demonstrated tenacious influence over Bulgakov’'s mind, this does not constitute any
sort of bondage; a variety of different philosophies placed influence on him
simultaneously, making bondage to a single one difficult. A conception of reliance

upon one particular thinker overshadows the influence of another.

Marx

Marx’s influence over Bulgakov was most extensive specifically in his work on
history. Although he abandoned Marxism in 1900 after writing his Magister thesis,
some of the basic notions in Marx’s thought continued to influence Bulgakov, albeit
in unexpected ways. Gonzalez, however, encourages appreciation of the fact that in
the Russian context there was a variety of syntheses of Marxist thought, and that it is

therefore misguided to look here only for ‘orthodox’ interpretations of Marx:

In fact, it would be incorrect to assume that “an orthodox Marxism” or “a Marxist

189 Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, part 2, p. 205.
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doctrine” existed in Russia at the turn of the [twentieth] century. Similarly, it would be

just as foolish to believe that the brand of Marxism that subsequently developed in

Russia was anything other than a unique synthesis of eclectic thought.'"

Although it would be very wrong to see Bulgakov as a Marxist, he still demonstrates
how certain elements of Marxist thinking were synthesised into other philosophies,

even those which were overtly opposed to Marxism.

In terms of the theme of history, a preoccupation with history was both
typically Russian and typically Marxist. Marxism is steeped in historical consideration,
and a central feature of Marxist thought lies in its clear identification of an historical

schema:
The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.'"

Bulgakov without question inherited this legacy of historicism from his Marxist past,
and similarly looked to identify a clear historical framework existing in the world.
Marxist influence is perhaps expressed most clearly in his willingness to describe
history in terms coloured by determinism: he was happy to limit the scope of a
number of ‘historicised problems’ — including freedom, creativity, evil, and the nature
of life itself — to make them correspond to a determined and teleological structure
which would guarantee the end point of history:
3710 pa60Ta CO(bMM Had BOCCTaHOBJIIEHMEM MUPO3OaHUA, KOTOPYHO BedeT OHa 4Ypes

nocpencTeo NCTopn4eckoro yenoBe4yecTBa, n (S1,0) xXe yCTaHaBITMBaeTCA

CBer0y6'beKTVIBHaF| Teneonorna NCTtopmn4eckoro npou,ecca.m

Determinism, the determination of activity by given conditions, and teleology, a deep

historical goal-orientation, thus worked hand in hand with one another in Bulgakov's

19 John Gonzalez, ‘In pursuit of a historical tradition: N. A. Rozhkov’s scientific laws of history’,

Studies in East European Thought, vol. 59 (October 2007), no. 4, pp. 309-46 (p. 317).
"1 Karl Marx, Frederick Engels, The Communist Manifesto: A Modern Edition (London, 1998), p. 34.
2 Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 125.
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thought as they did in Marx’s.

Although the deterministic elements of Bulgakov’'s thought are metaphysical
whilst Marx’s determinism is material, their arrangement and the way in which they
work remain similar. The influence of Marx on Bulgakov has been traced in recent
scholarship. Rodnianskaia, for example, speculates:

Ctout 3agymatbCa Hag TeM, C KaKOW WHCTUHKTUMBHOW YBEPEHHOCTbIO MONoAoW

BynrakoB Hawynan B MapkcuaMe camoe Ans cebs rmaBHOE — WCTOPUYECKUNA

maTtepumanmsm C ero nputda3aHMemMm Ha npeagsuaeHue 6y,u,yu.|,ero, Ha rapaHTupoBaHHoOE

6yaywee. "
Similarly Garaeva, who on the whole has drawn much more sympathetic conclusions

on BulgakoV’s relationship with Marxism, still admits that:

EcTtecTtBeHHO, y Hero [BynrakoBa] TaroteHune K Takon unocodgckom cucteme, Kotopas

bl fononHsina mapkeuam. '™

Marx, then, was a key figure in the formulation of both Bulgakov's broader

philosophy and his conceptualisation of history.

Hegel

The question of Marx and Bulgakov leads naturally on to the question of
Hegel and Bulgakov. There are certain aspects of specifically Hegelian thought
manifested in Bulgakov’s work on history which go beyond Marxian formulations. As
was outlined in the introduction to this thesis, the first of these is the suggestion of a
highly determined metaphysical teleology unravelling across history, in which the key

notion is the historicised concept of becoming. This idea suggests that something

3. B. Rodnianskaia, ‘Bulgakov v spore s marksistkoi filosofiei istorii: ottalkivaniia i pritiazheniia’, in

Evlampiev (ed.), S. N. Bulgakov: pro et contra, vol. 1, pp. 885-901 (p. 889).
1" Garaeva, Sofiinyi idealizm, p. 257.
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complete or perfect is already contained within the relative, but is in a condition of
self-revelation. If we contrast, for example, statements from Hegel and later remarks

from Bulgakov the closeness becomes apparent:

But the other side of its Becoming, History, is a conscious, self-mediating process —
Spirit emptied out into Time; but this externalisation, this kenosis, is equally an
externalisation of itself; the negative is the negative of itself. This Becoming presents a
slow-moving succession of Spirits, a gallery of images, each of which, endowed with all
the riches of Spirit, moves thus slowly because the Self has to penetrate and digest this
entire wealth of its substance [...] its fulfilment consists in perfectly knowing what it

: 175
IS...

The above reveals a construction of the history-time relation analogous to Bulgakov’s:
it suggests, if not the primacy of history over time, then at least a degree of identity

between the two.

Considered alongside the quotation from Bulgakov below, we see a similar

conceptualisation, albeit phrased according to slightly different principles:

BoxecTBeHHble 9Hepruv, [OeWcTBylOWME B  Mupe, MpUHaanexaT BeYHOCTU
ABCOMTHOrO, a To, YTO NPUHALMEXUT CaMOMy MMPY B €ro npouecce, CyLlecTByeT
NUWb B OTHOCUTENBbHOM: MUP MOKOUTCS B NOHe Boxuem, kak auTs B yTpobe maTepu.
OHo xmBeT cOBCTBEHHOM XM3HbIO [...] HO BMECTe C TeM OHO CyLLeCTBYyeT B Matepu u
TONbKO MaTepblo [...] ABcontoTHoe, He Tepsas abCconTHOCTU CBOEN, nonaraet B cebe
OTHOCUTENBHOE Kak CaMOCTOATENbHOE ObiTe — pearnbHoe, XMBOe Havano |[...]
TBopuyeckoe da 6ydem [...] oenaeT ero Ha4yanoM MMpoobpasyroLLUM, C CBOMM OCOOLIM

LIEHTPOM, «CTaHOBALLeecA abconoTHoeY ... 176

These two statements similarly suggest that the process of history is some gradual

procession of the Absolute or God (with varying definitions of what this constitutes)

7> G. W. F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, translated by A.V. Miller (Oxford, 1977), p. 492.
17 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 158.
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through a process of becoming in the relative. There is also a similar level of
abstraction to their description of history: where Marx identifies clear stages in
historical development, Hegel and similarly Bulgakov demonstrate a willingness to

talk about history in abstract terms.*"’

Solov'ev

Solov'ev’s influence over Bulgakov’s thinking is particularly deep. Along with
Florenskii, Solov'ev was key in informing much of Bulgakov’'s developing religious-

idealist worldview. He recognised this directly:

LlenocTHoe v nocregoBaTtenbHO pa3BUTOE XPUCTMAHCKOE MUPOCO3epLaHme — BOT YTO

[laeT COBPEMEHHOMY CO3HaHUI0 punocodusi Conosbesa.™ '

In terms of historical thinking, Solov'ev was integral to the formation of Bulgakov's
ideas on a range of problems which would contribute to his philosophy of history. The
most obvious of these is Sophia, but they also include subjects such as evil, theodicy,
freedom, and all-unity. Bulgakov’'s and Solov'ev’'s styles and concerns were also
quite similar, as is evident in the way in which they approach the problem of history.

As Courten notes in her recent work on Solov'ev’s philosophy of history:

...Vladimir Solov'ev never elaborated his conception of history in a systematic manner.
His numerous views are scattered over many texts, but he neither produced one single
book devoted exclusively to his views of history, nor addressed the possibility and

methods of knowing history.179

This could almost be repeated word for word about Bulgakov: despite evincing a

Y7 Later in life Hegel would offer more concrete “analytical” work on history. See G. W. F. Hegel,

Lectures on the Philosophy of History, translated from the third German edition by J. Sibree (London,
1857).

178 5. Bulgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Viadmira Solov'eva?’, Voprosy Filosofii
i Psikhologii, 1903. Published in S. Bulgakov, Ot marksizma k idealizmu, pp. 571-637 (p. 637).

9 Courten, History, Sophia and the Russian Nation, p. 17.
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consistent concern with history he never addressed it head-on in a way that would

make analysis more straightforward.

The basic goals of Solov'ev’'s philosophy of history were also quite similar to
Bulgakov’s. A theme in Solov'ev is the unification of old theological principles and

modern secular ideas:

...Vladimir Solov'ev sought to combine the traditional model of history (theology of

history) with the modern conception of universal process (philosophy of history) into a

synthesis (Sophiology of history), which, however, remained unachieved.'®°

We see the same concerns in Bulgakov’'s work on history, and in his philosophy
more broadly. Just like Solov'ev he wanted to combine modern, secular ideas with

religious ideas about history, as Stockl notes:

As a theologian, he [Bulgakov] certainly understood himself as rooted in patristic

theology, but in his own works he sought to advance from this basis, and to develop a

theology of engagement with and involvement in the secular world.*®*

Bulgakov, like Solov'ev, also sought to establish the connection of the old and the
new through a Sophiological thesis on unity. Solov'ev is thus an example of a
Russian thinker whose thinking resonated very deeply with Bulgakov. However, it
should be noted that Bulgakov was not in any sort of thrall to Solov'ev: he made his
own way to the conclusions he did according to the influence of some quite different

interests and ideas.

180 .

Ibid., p. 19.
181 Kristina Stockl, ‘Modernity and its Critique in 20th century Russian Orthodox Thought’, Studies in
East European Thought, vol. 58, no. 4 (December 2006), pp. 243-69 (pp. 251-52).


http://www.swetswise.com/eAccess/viewTitleIssues.do?titleID=194855
http://www.swetswise.com/eAccess/viewTitleIssues.do?titleID=194855
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Kant

Although Kant did not directly influence Bulgakov in terms of his thinking about
history, he nevertheless exerted a continual influence upon Bulgakov, and would be
significant when he came to write about time. Kant’s authority in Russian intellectual
circles was rarely subject to doubt, and, as Kamenskii notes, most Russian thinkers
of this period felt the need to orientate themselves philosophically in one way or

another towards him:

EBponenckas gyxoBHas Xu3Hb koHua XIX — Havyama XX B. u cneundwuyeckue
HauuoHanbHble 3adavm pycckon dwunocodumn 3actaBnsAnyM BcexX BeaylUMx aBTOPOB
XypHana Tak unuM uHade onpegenuTb CBOE OTHOLWEHWe K yvyeHuto KaHTa, ucnbitatb

OCTPOTY yma, rnybuHy n cuny Cob6CTBEHHbLIX MPUHLMMNOB N YOEXOEHWUI B OCMbICNIEHNUM

CUCTEMbI, B BbICLLEN CTENEHU CIIOXHOM 1 «IyKaBoii».

Bulgakov was similarly driven to emphasise his connection with the Kantian tradition.

For example, he writes in 1903:

[ormxkeH cos3HaTbecd, 4YTOo KaHT Bceraa Obln ANA MeHs HEeCOMHEHHee Macha, n A

cunTan HeobxoauMbIM npoBepsiTb Mapkca KaHToMm, a He HaoBopoT.™®

He continues to write at length about Kant throughout his work. There exist
references to Kant throughout Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912), and Svet nevechernii
(1917) opens with the Kantian question, ‘How is religion possible'.*®* Later, when
Bulgakov came to write about the problem of time more specifically in Svet
nevechernii, Kant would become important due to the fact that he presented a
philosophy of time with which Bulgakov could not agree, but one which he felt he had

to discuss due to the nature of Kant’s significance to the broader construction of his

182 7 A. Kamenskii, V. A. Zhukov, Kant i filosofiia v Rossii (Moscow, 1994), p. 115.
183 3. Bulgakov, ‘Ot avtora’, Ot marksizma, pp. 367-82 (p. 373).
184 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 8.
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personal philosophy.

Florenskii

Father Pavel Florenskii (1882-1937) deserves special mention when looking at
Bulgakov's intellectual background. Florenskii, in the words of Pyman, was a ‘quiet
genius’.*®® Of astonishing intellect, Florenskii distinguished himself in mathematics,
philosophy, theology, applied physics and linguistics. Like Kant, however, whilst
Florenskii perhaps did not directly influence Bulgakov’s thought about history or time,
he was still instrumental in Bulgakov’'s broader philosophical, theological and
personal development.*® Florenskii's thought was based on a strong distinction
between two worlds, the ‘Edenic’ and the ‘non-Edenic’ domains, as Khoruzhii

explains:

MHbiMM  cnoBamun, pasnuuue Mexagy ObiTMemM  94eMCKUM U He-34EMCKUM
BOCMPUHMMAETCS KaK pasnuyne OHTONOMMYECcKoe; «AETCKOE OCYXAEHMNE OHTONOMMYHOY,
3amevaeT PnopeHckun. [...] Ha a3bike «B3pocron» Metadpusnkm PropeHckoro, aTn
ABa poga ObITMa pasnuyaloTca Kak OblTMe, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3akryallee U He
3aknovawee B cebe onpegeneHHoe HOyMeHanbHoe (4YXOBHOE, OHTOMOrM4Yeckoe)

coaepxaHue, cMbich, uaet.™’
Although this created a stronger sense of a material-spiritual divide than Bulgakov
maintained, what is particularly noticeable how Florenskii tied them together. As
Khoruzhii also notes:

«PoacTtBo» HEKOTOPbIX 3JIEMEHTOB €CTb d’)aKT OHTONOMMYEeCKUn N o3Ha4YaeT obLLHOCTb

Unnm ToXXAecTBeHHOCTb UX MeTad)I/l3VI‘-IeCKOIZ CYLLHOCTU, HOYMEHallbHOro cogep>xaHus.

¥ Avril Pyman, Pavel Florensky: A Quiet Genius. The Tragic and Extraordinary Life of Russia’s

Unknown Da Vinci (London, 2010).
188 Mikhail Nesterov’s famous painting ‘Filosofy’ (1917), for example, portrays their closeness well.
187 5. s. Khoruzhii, Mirosozertsanie Florenskogo (Tomsk, 1999), p. 8.
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B TepMMHax 3TOro HOBOrO OHTONOMMYECKOro NOHSATUSI, UICTUHHOE, COBEpLLEHHOE BbiTHE,
unm «daem», MOXeTb ObITb onpeaeneHo TEM CBOMCTBOM, YTO TaM 8Ce — PpOOHOE 8ceMy;
BCE cyllee B ero npegenax — 6yab 1o nogu, npupoga, opmbl, 3anaxu, 3BYKM —
OKa3blBaeTCd BCloAy M MOJIHOCTbHO COeAMHEeHHbIM pOoACTBOM, «YypOOHUBLUMMCA» OpYyr

OpPYry, <POANMbIM, POAHBLIM A0 CKUMaHUS cepauar.

This sense of a deeper metaphysical base to everything that exists in the world is a
notion we find well expressed in Bulgakov’'s work, particularly in his Filosofiia
khoziaistva (1912). Florenskii also developed important ideas about antinomy &
which, again although slightly different to Bulgakov’s apprehension of antinomy in
Svet nevechernii (1917), further demonstrate how Florenskii influenced Bulgakov’s
engagement with a variety of themes. Finally, Florenskii was also a major exponent
of Sophiology, a theological idea which, as has already been discussed, was of great
significance to Bulgakov for his discussion of the relationship between material and
metaphysical. As Fudel notes, Florenskii similarly interpreted the universal
Sophiological nature of the world, and this helped provide him with a broader sense
of unity:
Noesa Boromatepu-Lepksn-Cochun nOMNHOCTLIO YAOBNETBOPSET BCEYEriOBEYECKOMY

CTPEMMNEHNIO OLLYTUTL COPUAHOE E€OUHCTBO MMpa, M B 3TOM 4acTu nucbma Oonbluasi

3acnyra o. Masna.'*

Sophia figured in a similar way in Bulgakov’s philosophy, and satisfied Bulgakov's

similar ‘all-human’ striving to uncover a broader unity in the world.

Florenskii therefore influenced Bulgakov at a deeply conceptual level, and

provided him with some profound intuitions about the nature of the world and the

1% pid., p. 10.

'8 See S. M. Polovinkin, ‘P. A. Florenskii: Logos protiv Khaosa', in D. K. Burlaka, P. A. Florenskii: pro
et contra. Lichnost’ i tvorchestvo Pavla Florenskogo v otsenke russkix myslitelei i issledovatelei (St
Petersburg, 1996), pp. 625-48 (pp. 629-30).

19951, Fudel’, Ob o. Pavle Florenskom (Paris, 1988), p. 113.
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structure of the relationship between metaphysical and material. Further, he
encouraged Bulgakov to engage with themes such as antinomy, Sophia, and unity,
thereby reinforcing concerns which Bulgakov, after reading Solov’'ev, had identified

as central.

The Russian tradition

Finally, the general influence of the Russian intellectual milieu is evident in
Bulgakov’s thinking. It is apparent in the nature of the problems he looks at, the way
he tries to synthesise such a wide range of philosophical ideas, his lack of strict
analytical discipline and the way he moves through themes and different, often
unrelated problems so quickly. Indeed, many commentators have termed Bulgakov’s

thought particularly ‘Russian’:

Mo Bcen BMOUMOCTU, HE MOXET ObiTb unocodckoro Bo33peHus Bornee «pycckoro»,

yeMm Teopusa [punococun x03;|17|CTBa]...lgl

This ‘Russian’ thinking extends deeply into his engagement with the theme of history.
It is particularly manifest in Bulgakov's preoccupation with eschatology:
eschatological thinking, a focus on the eschaton, the end of history or time,
permeated Russian thought. It is evident in Russian religious, philosophical, positivist
and Marxist thinking: we see it in thinkers such as Chaadaev, Fedorov, Solov'ev,
Berdiaev and many other thinkers of many different creeds. Indeed, as was
discussed earlier, it could be asserted that ever since Chaadaev the question of
Russia’s historical destiny and the theme of history have been particularly significant

to Russian thought. Bulgakov was very much a product of this national tradition.

o1 Evtukhov, ‘O snoskakh Bulgakova’, p. 141.
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Methodological considerations

The treatment of Bulgakov’'s thought is divided into two sections. The first
deals with Bulgakov's sense of temporality. This exploration is intended to lay the
ground for and orientate the detailed exploration of Bulgakov’s conceptualisation of
history, in the subsequent, main section. Further, in the course of the main section,
when questions relating to Bulgakov’'s more limited philosophy of time emerge, these
will also be discussed. They will not be addressed in a separate section as this would
break the narrative of his thought. Throughout frequent and quite lengthy quotation
from Bulgakov is used. This reflects both Bulgakov’s rather expansive style and the

need for textual support for the argument.

Finally, the approach is diachronic, rather than the synchronic approach that
will later be applied to Berdiaev. This is due to the fact that Bulgakov gradually
unfolds his philosophy in quite a logical fashion across his philosophical works. After
his essay-based period of writing between 1900-1911, the two central texts of the
1910s (Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) and Svet nevechernii (1917)) demonstrate clear
steps in the elaboration of a philosophy. As we trace this development of his
philosophy, the gradual development or discovery of a conceptualisation of history
will unfold. This will not be possible with Berdiaev, who demonstrates no such

development of ideas.
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2. Temporality

Pa3Be Mbl He ABNsieMca cBMaeTeNsiMm BceobLen katacTpodbl,

KpyLLEHMS BCEN «HOBOW nctopum»?

Iz glubiny, 1918.1%

Investigation will begin by looking at Bulgakov’s sense of temporality, at how
he understood the nature of the present in which he lived. This will help provide an
intellectual context in which to orientate his thought concerned with conceptualising
history later. While Bulgakov purportedly looks at time historically, in terms of history,
he still demonstrated a keen sense of the present. Indeed, he typically interprets

present, living experience in an historical context:

noéo NCTOPUA HEe eCTb JIMllb XPOHOJI0IMA, OTCHUTbIBawWaa 4depegoBaHne cobbiTun,

OHa €CTb XU3HEHHbIN Ol'IbIT...193

Bulgakov’s sense of temporality thus maintains an historical character.

Temporality as Crisis

Looking over the sweep of Bulgakov’s post-Marxist philosophical work, from
‘lIvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ (1901) to Svet nevechernii (1917), a significant
proportion of his commentary on the present relates to a theme of crisis. This at times

becomes cataclysmic or apocalyptic. As he remarks in 1909 in his Vekhi essay:

PyCCKaﬂ peBonwunA passuna OrpoOMHYH paspylnUTESbHYKO 3HEpPruto, yI'IO,EI,06I/IﬂaCb

TMFAHTCKOMY 3eMNneTpACeHunto, HO ee co3naaTesibHble CUIbl OKa3arnncCb Aaneko cnabee

g, Bulgakov, ‘Na piru bogoV’, in 1z glubiny. Sbornik statei o russkoi revoliutsii (Moscow, 1990), pp.

90-144 (p. 141).

193 5. Bulgakov, ‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo. Iz razmyshlenii o religioznoi prirode russkoi intelligentsia’
(Bulgakov’'s essay in Vekhi, 1909), in S. Bulgakov, Dva grada. Issledovaniia o prirode
obshchestvennykh idealov (St Petersburg, 1997), pp. 275-99 (pp. 275). (Hereafter Bulgakov, Dva
grada).
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pPa3pylnTENbHbIX. Y MHOrmx B ayuwe OTIIOXUITOCb 3TO NopbKOEe CO3HaHWE Kak cambli

o6Lwmi utor nepexutoro.™**

If we look at the historical period across which Bulgakov was philosophically active,
crisis — specifically Russian, but also international — is a pervasive theme. In Russia,
following the turn of the century, catastrophic failure in the 1904 Russo-Japanese war,
the 1905 revolution, the failed political projects of the Duma in 1906 and 1907 (in
which Bulgakov patrticipated), world war from 1914, revolution and then further civil
war from 1917 testified to continuous social, political and national tumult. A religious
dimension, connected to the notion of ‘Kairos’ discussed in the introduction to this
thesis, can also be explored here: the identification of single, defining motions in time
and history has a distinct Christian appeal. In eschatological, Christian philosophies
such as Bulgakov’s, it is anticipated that there will therefore be a certain propensity

towards identifying crisis moments in the passage of history.

Highly sensitive to these historical developments, Bulgakov also experienced
other forms of crisis. A personal philosophical crisis began in 1900, when, after the
conclusion of his Magister thesis, he denounced Marxism. As a result of this, he
began to see in society around him an encroaching intellectual crisis, most obviously

manifested in the popular embrace of Marxism and Positivism:

Me>|<p,y TEM MNpU BCEM ooraTcTBe 3HaHUIA U pPas3BnUTUA Haykm COBpeMeHHaA MbICllb

npencraBngdeT KapTUHY BHYTPEHHEro pacnaga u 6eceunus. ™
This had deep moral and religious implications, and in the following cataclysmic

historical events of the early twentieth century Bulgakov also saw refractions of this

maturing intellectual crisis.

194

106 Bulgakov, ‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo', in Dva grada, p. 276.

Bulgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Vladmira Solov'eva?’ in Ot marksizma k
idealizmu, p. 571.
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Temporality as crisis therefore underpins Bulgakov’s experience of the present,
and, consequently, of time. Moreover, it adds a sense of immediacy and purpose to
much of his writing, and offers some bearing on the direction of his thought regarding
the problem of history. It serves to crystallise his sense of moral and intellectual
responsibility, something which is reflected in his assertion that philosophy is

demanded more than ever in the contemporary world:

A dwunocodus HeobxoamMma Onsa XKU3HW Tenepb Gonee, Yyem korga-nvwbo, Gnarogaps

HEeKOTOpPbIM 0COBEHHOCTSM nepexmsaemMmoro HaMmm NCTopn4eCKoro MOMeHTa.196

It should be noted that this sense of crisis would not then lead directly to the
formulation of a philosophy of history, but rather created a mood in which the
development of a philosophy of history, or at least the engagement with historical

themes, seemed a sharper, more immediate problem.

The theme of crisis will be identified across Bulgakov’s philosophical work.
However, this will not follow any particular diachronic logic, as what is being
highlighted is the synchronic pervasiveness of this mood — emphasis is not being
placed upon its development. Having said this, particular attention will be paid to
‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo’ (Bulgakov's 1909 Vekhi contribution) and ‘Na piru
bogoVv’ (his 1917 1z glubiny contribution), as these two texts, which are not featured in
particular depth in later analysis, demonstrate particularly vibrant engagements with

the theme of crisis.

Historicised crisis

An important characteristic of the prevailing sense of crisis is that it is deeply

1% 3. Bulgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Problemy idealizma, 1902. Published in
Bulgakov, Ot marksizma, pp. 492-537 (p. 531).
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historicised — meaning that Bulgakov is acutely aware of the historical proportions of
the present. For example, he writes in the introduction to Dva grada (written in

October 1910):

HacTtoswasa anoxa npeacraenser cobon B HEKOTOPbIX OTHOLUEHUSX KPUTUYECKUN W©
NMOBOPOTHbIA MNepuoa B pycckonm uctopum [...] HacTosiee 3HameHyeT cobon

KPUTUYECKYIO 3MNOXY B HaLleM KyJ1bTYpHOM CZ:IMOCO3HaHl/Il/I.197

The present is, therefore, described as a critical epoch — meaning that Bulgakov, as
well as identifying the prolonged nature of this present crisis, is also imbuing it with
an innately historical dimension. This will be similar to Berdiaev, who in more overt
ways identifies an ‘epoch of crises’. It is important to note, however, that this sense of
historicised crisis predates obvious national or historical events, including both the
1904 war and 1905 revolution, although it no doubt draws on the fin-de-siécle mood

of the times. He writes in 1903:

Pagn HeOObLIKHOBEHHOW, MOXHO [faxe ckasaTb — TOPXKECTBEHHOW, BaXHOCTU

nepexnBaeMoro UCTOPUYECKOro MOMEHTa M pagu ero HeoOblIKHOBEHHOW TPYL4HOCTMU

HaM HYXHO poXpawuee cuny eguHeHue, YTOOBI OPYXHO COMKHYTbIMWU pAagaMun UATU

HaBCTpe4y 6arpOBerou.|,emy BOCTOKY, rge Yyxe 3aHMMaeTCA HOBbIN OeHb pyCCKOVI

VICTOpI/IVI.198

A feature of this sense of historical crisis, as is described above, is also that
there is something fundamentally unusual (neobyknovennoi) going on in the present.
The difficulties of the present moment are — even before any of the great national
historical upheavals — portrayed as unusually stark. This sense of the strangeness of

the present, of things being out of equilibrium, is maintained elsewhere in Bulgakov’s

work:

197 5. Bulgakov, ‘Ot avtora’, Dva grada, pp. 7-14 (p. 14).
198 5. Bulgakov, ‘Ot avtora’, Ot marksizma, pp. 367-82 (p. 382).
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Te anemeHThl, KOTOpble HOpMalibHO [AOOJDKHbl HaxoAUTbCA B rapMOHUU, Tenepb

BpaXxaywT Mexay €000 MMM HaxoAsTCsl B COCTOSIHUM B3aMMHOIO OT‘~Iy)K£I,eHI/IFI...199

There exists, then, the idea that the current historical moment is deeply
significant, that the channels of the past and future lead to and from this decisive
historical point. Bulgakov, again in 1910, refers to this moment as an historical

‘conjuncture’:

Kak Obl HM ObINO BEMMKO (hakTU4eckoe BAWsIHME ITOW Cunbl [YEPHOCOTEHCTBA] B

HaCTOALLMIA MOMEHT 6narop,apﬂ I/ICTOpVI‘-IGCKOVI KOHBIOHKTYpE, BCE-TakKM 3TO €CTb Chlla

FlpOLLIJ'IOI'O...200

Conjuncture is here a revealing concept, as it reinforces the sense that Bulgakov
perceives himself to be standing at some sort of great crossroads on the paths of

history, where historical fate hangs in the balance.

A sense of historicised crisis is evinced particularly clearly in Bulgakov’'s Vekhi
(1909) and Iz glubiny (1918) contributions. Here we find a particularly vivid
demonstration of Bulgakov's sense of history leading up to a critical point. For

example, in ‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo’, he writes:

BaoymbiBasicb B NepexuToe Hamu 3a nocrnegHue rogdbl, Henb3s BUOETb BO BCEM 3TOM
NCTOPUYECKYIO CNy4aiHOCTb MW OJHY NULLb UrPy CTUXMIAHBIX cun. 34eck NpousHeceH
BbIn UcTopUYECcKUin cya, Gbina caenaHa oueHka pasnuyHbIM Y4acTHUKAM UCTOPUYECKOA

ApaMbl, MOABEAEH UTOT LieNoi cTopuydeckoit anoxu.”%*
Epochal and almost biblical significance is attached to the present situation through
the supposition of some sort of ‘historical judgement’ (istoricheskii sud) being made in

the present.

199 Bulgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Vladmira Solov'eva?’, Ot marksizma, p.

571.
290 Byigakov, ‘Ot avtora’, Dva grada, p. 13.
291 Bylgakov, ‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo', in Dva grada, p. 276.
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This reaches a zenith in ‘Na piru bogov’ (1918). This piece, recalling of
Solov'ev’'s poem ‘Tri razgovora’, is composed of six — rather than of three in ‘Tri
razgovora’ — dialogues between characters representing different aspects of Russian
society. The apocalyptic tone of this text is captured well in a peroration made, in the
first dialogue, by the ‘public figure’:

ObuwecmeeHHbIli dessimenb: [lormbno, Bce norudno! Ymepno Bce, U Mbl yMepnu,

6p0,EI,I/IM, KaK XuBble Tpynbl N MepTBble AOYyLLIN. ﬂ,O CnX Nop HMU4yero A4 He nNnoHnmato, MOW

yM OTKa3blBaeTCs BMeCTUTb. bbina moryyas gepxaBa, HyXHas Apy3bsM, CTpallHas

Hegpyram, a Tenepb — 3TO rHMwWaaA napganb, OT KOTOpOI7I OoTBaJfiMBaeTCAd KYyCOK 3a

KYCKOM Ha paaoCTb BCeEMY cCrieTeBlleMyCA BOPOHbHO. Ha mecTte wecTton 4Yactu cBeTa

Okasarnach 3fI0BOHHas!, aupsioLas abipa.”%

This sort of fearful, apocalyptic outcry is repeated across ‘Na piru bogov’. Again, we

see the apprehension of the contemporary crisis in the broadest terms:

bexerey: B oenctBUTENBHOCTU 3TOT KPU3WUC maeT ropasgo rnybxe. Ero Tepnut BCA
eBponenckas KynbTypa, W pycCckas WHTENNWreHTuMst ecTb fuwb 3decb Haubonee
yyTkn 6apomeTp. M OH npoucxoguT He OT BOWMHbI, HO OT OOLUMX AYXOBHbIX MPUYUH.
MoxHO ckasaTb, YTO M camMa BOWHa CKopee sBWMacb crneacTeBMeM, a BMecTe W

CUMMNTOMOM 3TOro KpI/I3I/ICa.203

Also, in the translation of a sense of temporality as crisis into a perception of
history as crisis (amply manifested in historical events), it is not difficult to see, at

least in part, the influence of Marx alongside that of religious eschatology.

Intellectual crisis

A central aspect of the current or impending calamity, in Bulgakov’s reckoning,

292 Byigakov, ‘Na piru bogoV’, in Iz glubiny, p. 91.

%3 bid., p. 126.
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consists in the intellectual degeneration of his contemporaries. The intelligentsia, in
his perception, is racked by Marxism, Positivism and other similar philosophies which
proclaim the atheistic dominance of the objective, material world over the spiritual,
religious world — or even the nonexistence of the latter. This is expressed in the

religiously indifferent or atheist character of the Russian intelligentsia:

M3BecTHas o0Bpa3oBaHHOCTb, NPOCBELLEHHOCTb €CTb B rnasax Halen UHTENIUreHuum
CVHOHMM pEenuUrmosHoro wuHauddepeHtTmama u oTpuuaHmns [...] 3Tum nponutaHa
HaCKBO3b, A0 AHA, CKyQHAs WHTENNUreHTcKas KynbTypa, C ee rasetamu, XypHanamu,
HanpaeneHWamMu, nporpaMmamMu, npaBamu, npegpaccygkamu, nogobHO TOMy Kak

ObIXaHnem OKUCnAeTCcA KpoBb, pacrnpoCTpaHAoLwancda notomMm no scemy opraHmsmy.2°4

This sort of worldview is expressed in doctrines, such as those of Ludwig Feuerbach
(1804-1872) and of Marx, which are perceived to suggest the advent of the man-god,
who becomes a god purely according to his immanent, material capacities, rather
than of the God-man, the man who, through his spiritual make-up, contains within

himself the image of God, and is thus a likeness to God.**

Intellectual crisis is thus an integral element of contemporary crisis because it

brings with it significant religious consequences:
HeTtpygHo Ham, getam XIX B., NOHATb CYLHOCTb 3ToM npobnembl. XIX B. B ymax

MHOMMX paspywun Wnu no KpaiHel Mepe pacluaTan cTapoe BepoBaHMe U cTapble

NpeAcTaBneHst 06 3TOI, 38MHOW, XU3HI Kak MPUroTOBREHUN K Gyayluen, HeGecHoir. %

Therefore, what this intellectual crisis seems to amount to is, rather, a spiritual crisis,

and it pervades Bulgakov's experience of his present context in the same way that

204 Bulgakov, ‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo', in Dva grada, p. 279.

2% This is an important theme in Russian philosophy more broadly, which can be traced back to the
1870s with Dostoevskii and Solov'ev. For a characteristic exploration of this subject, see Viadimir
Solov'ev, Chteniia 0 bogochelovechestve (St Petersburg, 1994).

2% g Bulgakov, 'lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip', Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii, 1902. Published in
Bulgakov, Ot marksizma, pp. 463-91 (p. 477).
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his awareness of social and national cataclysm disturb him to proclaim historical
crisis. Kornblatt has recently noted how a common aspect of a broader spiritual crisis
pervading Silver Age philosophy consisted in a perceived tension between similar
problems, in this case concerning the relationship between faith and the modern

world:

...[there was in Silver Age Russia an] uneasy coexistence of faith in salvation and a
pervading fear of the dramatic ending toward which the modern world seemed to be

hurtling.>”

What is significant here is how uneasiness relating to the relationship between faith

and modern life brought the future into question.

For Bulgakov, this sense of intellectual or spiritual crisis is a gathering
historical process. For example, in ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia L. Feierbakha’ (1905),

he writes:

N6o Beab B TeyeHne Bcero XIX Beka Jo HaLWIMX OHEN — 1 YeM Janblue, Tem dbicTpee, —
pacTeT KoOnu4yecTBO ntogen, obxoasawmxca 6e3 NOTYCTOPOHHMX WMAEarioB U LIENMKOM
nepeHeclwnx Mx ctoga, B «LapcTBO Mupa cero», U pakTU4ecku And 3Tux nogen

NOJINTUKa CTana peJ'II/IFl/Iel\/‘I.208

The suggestion of acceleration — ‘the further [along], the faster — will be dealt with
below, when analysis turns towards Bulgakov’s interpretation of crisis in the light of
more widely held notions of modernity. What this statement suggests more broadly is
again a certain historical narrative that has led up to the present critical situation of

intellectual degeneration. The religious aspects of this crisis are the most worrying

297 Judith Deutsch Kornblatt, ‘Eschatology and Hope in Silver Age Thought’, in G. M. Hamburg and

Randall A. Poole, A History of Russia Philosophy 1830-1930: Faith, Reason, and the Defense of
Human Dignity (Cambridge, 2010), pp. 285-301 (p. 286).

2% 3. Bulgakov, ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u L. Feierbakha’ Voprosy zhizni, 1905. Published in
Bulgakov, Dva grada, pp. 15-50 (p. 27).
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aspects of the problem, and characterise most distinctly Bulgakov’s perception of the

nature of the present condition, as the below quotation eloquently demonstrates:

B aTom cmbicne Halla nctopmyeckas anoxa He nvmeet cebe nogobHon B nctopum, nbo
Bcerga BCTpedarimcb oTAaeribHble aHTUpPEennurno3Hble TeYeHud, HO He OblN1I0 Takoro
CO3HATENbHOrO U YOEeXOeHHOro, Takoro paHaTM4eckoro W  HenpUMUPUMOro
CTPEMIEHNSA CBECTW YenoBeka Ha 3eMsto U onycTownTb He6o. Ecnn Bbl HYyXHO Bbino
BbIpa3nTb JYXOBHYIO CYLLHOCTb Hallel 3Moxu B XYLOXECTBEHHOM obpase, B kapTuHe

nnn B TparmquKon MUCTEPUN, TO 3TY KapTUHY Unn MMUCTEPUIO cnegoBaro Obl Ha3BaTb

«lMoxopoHbl Bora, nnn CamoybuincTeo yenoseyecTay.’”

Again the dramatic rhetoric of Bulgakov’s writing captures the fact that he is deeply
troubled by the intellectual and spiritual condition of the society around him, and that
the tendencies exhibited by his contemporaries demonstrate to him a growing crisis
which prevails in the current world. He worries about where these growing,

accelerating forces are leading. This leads us on to the question of modernity.

Modern crisis

The final aspect of Bulgakov’s sense of temporality consists in his experience
of the present as modern. This sense of modernity further creates the impression that
the world is pregnant with, or in a state of, crisis. Thus far the word ‘modern’ has
been avoided as it has some specific connotations which need to be explored further.
Recent scholarship concerned with late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
Russia has identified a common disquiet regarding the pace, direction, and
consequences of modern — frequently scientific — progress. Beer, for example,

comments:

299 5. Bulgakov, ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u russkoi intelligentsii', Russkaya mys/’, 1908. Published in
Bulgakov, Dva grada, pp. 248-68 (p. 253).
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Inherent in the notion of progress as espoused by the apostles and practitioners of
science was a hagging doubt that Russia might be forging ahead in the wrong

direction...?*

A concern with the direction of modern development is not, however, something
unique to Russian fears surrounding the modern world. Indeed, Berman has
identified a broader ‘paradox of modernity’, in which there exists the ‘promise of
growth’ alongside the ‘terror of destruction’.?** This suggests that whilst in many
interpretations of modernity there is celebration of the successes of progress, there
also exists a parallel and pervasive fear that these modern successes have been
bought at the cost of inevitable demise. Traces of this same mix of trepidation and a
sense of possibility are identifiable in Bulgakov’'s work, and contribute to the
development of his experience of time: the question of modernity thus adds another

aspect to his sense of the crisis of the present, or temporality as crisis.

In accordance with Berman’s thesis, the experience of modernity is
fundamentally ambivalent. This is vindicated in Bulgakov’s work: whilst he evinces a
deep concern about modern life, Bulgakov also wants to find something positive in it.
This is most clearly demonstrated in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912). Given the choice
of subject matter — economy — this text demonstrates particularly clearly Bulgakov’s

sense that the modern world needs to be better understood:

CBoeobOpasHyto ocTpoTy npobrnema cwunocomm xo3ancTea nonyyaetr u  ans
COBPEMEHHOIO  PENMMMo3HOr0  COo3HaHus. B anoxy ynagka gormaTuyeckoro
CaMOCO3HaHMs, Korga penurnsi BCero 4alle CBOAUTCH K 3TUKe, NUWb OKpalleHHOW
MU3TUCTUYECKNMU «MEPEXMBAHUSMIN», OCOBEHHO BaXHO BbIABUrHYTb OHTONOMMYECKYHD

N KOCMOJIOTMYECKYy0 CTOPOHY XPUCTUAHCTBA, KOTOpad OTHaCTuU packpbiBaeTCA U B

#% Daniel Beer, Renovating Russia: The Human Sciences and the Fate of Liberal Modernity, 1880-

1930 (Cornell, 2008), p. 33.
1 Marshall Berman, All That is Solid Melts into Air: The Experience of Modernity (New York, 1982).
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dmnococun xossiicTea. >

Despite the obvious notes of caution regarding the negative elements of the modern
epoch, then, the sense of a need to engage with the modern problem of economy
exists. We will not find such a positive engagement with the modern world in
Berdiaev: he will castigate the rise of the machine and declare that mankind needs to

return to the ‘new middle ages’.**®

In his reflection on modernity, Bulgakov also tries to establish the religious,
Sophiological basis of modern economy and development. This again is directed

towards finding positive value in modernity:

MTaK, X03aMCTBO CO(pMIAHO B CBOEM MeTadmamyeckom ocHoBaHuM. OHO BO3MOXHO

TONbko Gnarogapsi MpWYacTHOCTM uYeroBeka K oGoum mupam, k Codwum un K

214
IMMNUPUMN...

A sense of dialogue with the modern world is a particularly useful notion. Valliere has
put forward the idea that the notion of Sophia itself provides a means for dialogue
with the modern world:

My thesis is that Sophia, in the works of modern Russian sophiologists, is best seen as

a conceptual representation of the dialogue between the Orthodox theological tradition

and modern civilization...?*®

The idea of elements of Bulgakov’'s thought being in dialogue with the modern

212

s S. Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva (Moscow, 1990), p. 5.

See, for example, N. Berdiaev, Novoe srednevekov’e. Razmyshlenie o sud’be Rossii i Evropy
(1924), in N. A. Berdiaev, Smysl istorii. Novoe srednevekov’e (Moscow, 2002), pp. 219-310; N.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka. Opyt paradoksal’noi etiki (1931), in N. A. Berdiaev, O
naznachenii cheloveka. Opyt paradoksal’noi etiki (Moscow, 1993) pp. 19-252 (pp. 197-201).

214 Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 115.

21 paul Valliere, ‘Sophiology as the Dialogue of Orthodoxy with Modern Civilisation’, in Kornblatt,
Gustafson (eds), Russian Religious Thought, pp. 176-92 (p. 176). Sergeev also looks at Sophiology
as being a response to the calamitous existence of people at the turn of the twentieth century, and
notes: ‘Highly sensitive to the cataclysmic events of the 20" century, Russian thinkers felt a strong
need to re-examine the very foundations of human existence. They attempted to rethink the Divine-
human relationship...” See Sergeev, Sophiology in Russian Orthodoxy, p. 91.
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condition of the world can be extended here to include his work specifically
concerned with the present. This provides some orientation when we come to look at

his conceptualisation of history.

This having been said, across Bulgakov’'s work a large amount of material
shows his much deeper engagement with the second half of Berman’s modern
paradox, demonstrating the ‘terror of destruction’ that exists in the modern world. Due
to the objectifying, mechanical character of much economic development, Bulgakov

fears the human cost of modern development and its ultimate consequences:

HecoMHeHHO, 4TO aTa [COBpPeEMEHHas] LMBUNU3aLmsi, B CBOUX BbICLUMX NPOSIBNEHMSX,
BGeccrnopHo, pgocTurwas HebbiBasnbIX YCMexoB, C€O34aeT CTpallHbli  Ans  BCEro
WHAMBMAYANbHOrO MeXaHW3M, 3axBaTblBalOLMiA CBOMMM LUECTEpHsIMK, 3ybuamw,
MaxoBMKaMN UHAMBUOYANbHYHO XM3Hb U NPAKTUYECKM NPOBO3rnallatowmi NPUHLNN: He

cy660Ta Ans YenoBeka, a Yenosek Ans cy660Tb!. >
The vivid, industrial and altogether menacing imagery of this statement demonstrates
the visceral fear Bulgakov feels when faced by modern scientific development. It
appears that it is specifically the material aspects of modern development that he
perceives to be threatening, and that he sees in the rapid development of science a

struggle being waged between the material and the spiritual worlds:

AHTaroHuam Mexay martepumanbHOW U OyXOBHOW UMBUNN3aLMEN HEUCKOPEHUM, U
MellaHuH Bcerga OygeT yaepxuBaTb CBOOOAHBLIN MorneT 4venoseyeckoro Ayxa [...]
Henb3a He npusHaTb BMecTe € epLeHOM, YTO roNOBOKPYXUTENMbHBIA MaTepuanbHbIn
nporpecc XIX B. 4O N3BECTHOW CTEMNEHN HapyLUU paBHOBECUE HEe B NOSb3y OYXOBHOMO

YyernoBeka, a €eBpOMNencKo-amepuKaHCkasd UMBUNM3aumsa oBHapyXunBaeT HEeKOTOpbIN

1% 5. Bulgakov, ‘Dushevnaia drama Gertsena’, Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii, 1902. Published in
Bulgakov, Ot marksizma, pp. 538-70 (p. 569).
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HaKJ1OH B CTOPOHY M(i‘LlJ,aHCTBa.Zl7

There is a fear, then, that the extent of modern development has unbalanced the
equilibrium existing between material and spiritual forces, meaning that the present

epoch is felt to be unstable and in a condition of tumult.

Bulgakov’s understanding of the crisis of specifically modern development
therefore focuses on the objective, divisive qualities that science is perceived to
promote. This is manifested in the broken, divided and unhappy modern

consciousness:

CoapemmeHoe CO3HaHune, pasopBaHHOE, npespalleHHOE B O6prBOK camoro cebs B
cucremMe pasgeneHua Tpyga, He nepectaeTt boneTb 3TON CBOEN pa3opBaHHOCTbLIO U

ULWET LEenoCTHOrO MWPOBO33PEHMS, KOTOPOE CBA3bIBaro Obl rmybuHbl 6biTuA C

noceegHeBHOW paboTon, ocMmbicnMBano 6bl NUYHYO KU3Hb... "

Modern life and modern people are understood to be in a particularly difficult, critical
condition due to the overwhelming impetus modern progress puts upon material,
economic and objective scientific values, which do nothing to satisfy mankind’s
spiritual and religious needs. This crisis is perceived to be accelerating, along with
the steadily intensifying pace of scientific thought. In this way, modern crisis blends
into Bulgakov’s understanding of intellectual and spiritual crisis which pervades the

present historical epoch:

Ho Mbl crbilnM yKe, Kak NPOTMB Hac BbIABUraeTCs MaBHbINA NOMMYECKUIn MO0 HaLLero
BPEMEHU — «HAy4YHOCTb», Mepes KOTOpbIM MacyloT, CKIOHSIOT CBOW KOMNEHW MHOrue
[Aaxe CMerble YMbl, CIbILUM XPUMNIbIA, CKPUNYYUA, MEPTBEHHBIN FONOC €€ OpaKyrnoB,

rOBOPALLMIA: KaK MOXHO rOBOPUTbL O BOCKPECEHUM, 0 Yyaecax, Booblie O Takux Bellax,

27 pid., p. 569
18 Bylgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Vladmira Solov'eva?’, in Ot marksizma, p.
571.
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KOTOpble JaBHO yMpa3AHEHbl HayKo 1 OTHECEHBI K YNCITY OTXMBLUMX cyeBepwiil*™®

Conclusions

Looking at Bulgakov’s experience of time or experience of the present has
revealed a number of important themes. The first of these is clearly that Bulgakov
demonstrates a well-defined experience of the present condition, of temporality, and
that the key characteristic of this experience is crisis. There is a prevailing sense that
Bulgakov lives with a continual feeling of impending or unfolding catastrophe, that he
fears for the future path of mankind. Furthermore, this understanding comes with a
significant historical dimension. His historical understanding of the present — that is,
of it representing a distinct, critical historical epoch — demonstrates a historicising
tendency which will be informative for analysing the rest of his work. Beyond this, he
finds that the prevailing condition of the modern crisis is manifested in the intellectual
or spiritual orientation of modern society. People are overwhelmingly focused on the
material aspects of life, rather than on its spiritual or religious aspects. He finds this
atheistic, materialist tendency reflected in the catastrophic changes that are

overtaking Russian and European society.

Understanding this aspect of Bulgakov’s thinking is valuable, because, as has
already been stated, it provides a context in which we can better understand his
thinking about history. Given his estimation of the historical significance of the
present, and of the great crises overtaking society, we can better understand his
proclivity to think in grand, historicised terms. We will see how in his philosophy of

history he will eventually formulate a conceptualisation of history which rationalises

219 3. Bulgakov, ‘Voskresenie Khrista i sovremennoe soznanie’, Narod, 1906. Published in Bulgakov,
Dva grada, pp. 269-74 (p. 272).
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the great crises of the present and restores the spiritual basis of the modern world.
This allows him to proclaim the eventual and inevitable victory of the good and divine.
In this way he is able to assuage somewhat the sense of despair which arises from

the cataclysms taking place in the present.
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3. Conceptualisations of history

YT0 Xe 3HaYUT HaNTW CMbICI UCTOPUN?
. . 220
Problemy idealizma, 1902.

The exploration of Bulgakov's thought about history, which occupies the rest
of the chapter, considers the entire corpus of Bulgakov’s philosophical work (1901-
17). We will see how his engagement with the problem of history began with a
number of separate, historicised concerns and how these gradually came together to
form a more comprehensive philosophy of history, which is first presented in
Filosofila khoziaistva (1912). Bulgakov’'s final and most significant strictly
philosophical work, Svet nevechernii (1917) will then be analysed in depth, taking the

preceding years of development into account.

Ot marksizma k idealizmu (1897-1903)

Bulgakov lost faith in Marxism whilst finishing his Magister thesis, Kapitalizm i

zemledelie, in 1900. As Meerson recounts:

The discovery, made by Bulgakov the economist, that Marx’s philosophical

antipersonalism is the weakest point of his economic theory, is a departing point for

Bulgakov’s philosophical research.??:

Bulgakov’s internal revolution, which was both philosophical and religious, and quite
all-encompassing in terms of a shift in worldview, reoriented his thought first towards

a refutation of his previous faith. This refutation of Marxism, which was initiated in Ot

222

marksizma k idealizmu,“* took on many aspects that dealt with the question of

220 Bylgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 521.

2L M. A. Meerson, ‘Sergei Bulgakov's Philosophy of Personality,” in Kornblatt and Gustafson (eds),
Russian Religious Thought, pp. 139-53 (p. 139).

222 A collection of ten articles written across 1897-1903. The first three were written when Bulgakov
was still a ‘Legal’ Marxist.
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history. As his thought eventually moved on beyond this negative goal of refutation,
these aspects dealing with history would then become significant elements in his
fuller worldview. However, despite Bulgakov's intensions, we will see how elements
of Marxist thought, specifically relating to determinism, were still at work within his

mind.

It should be noted that rather than presenting a well formulated
conceptualisation or philosophy of history, Ot marksizma k idealizmu instead
demonstrates the development of the philosophical elements or concerns needed to
construct a fuller philosophy of history. Together, these various elements first
evidence Bulgakov’s historicising incline of thought. Later they are assembled
together in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) and Svet nevechernii (1917). Voronov, a
contemporary of Bulgakov, accordingly describes the ‘idealism’ of this collection in
1904 as follows:

...9TO HanpasneHne [Mp,ean I/I3M] ABNAETCA nepeg YyntTartenem eLle

HECOBEPLUEHHOJNIETHUM, U, MOXET 6bITb, He BbllleaLlnMm 13 ropHuna COMHeHl/IFI.223
This collection thus demonstrates the seeds of Bulgakov’s historical thinking, but is

also strongly coloured by his ongoing intellectual transition.

‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ (1901)

Bulgakov’'s first essay written after his departure from Marxism, ‘lvan
Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ (given as a speech in Kiev, in 1901, and then published
in Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii in 1902) enjoyed great popularity. It was a significant

essay as it laid out some of his new concerns and the new, more emotive way he

223 Evg. Voronov, 'Sergei Bulgakov. Ot marksizma k idealizmu’ (1904), in Bulgakov, Ot marksizma k

idealizmu, pp. 815-16 (p. 815).
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wanted to broach intellectual problems. In terms of the theme of history, we see in
this essay an engagement with the first and perhaps most significant of his
‘historicised’ problems, the problem of evil, which is dealt with through the idea of
theodicy. As Bulgakov would comment two years later in 1903, theodicy inevitably

led to thought about eschatology:

Bcskasas  Teoauues nepexoanTt HeobxogMMo B OTKPbITYHO WM  NMPUKPOBEHHYIO

224
3CXaTonoruo, U B 3TOM CxoasaTcs Bce unnocockue 1 peninrmo3Hble YYeHUs. ..

Bulgakov’'s work more broadly offers discussion on the meaning of evil and its
relation to God. However, as the above hints at, theodicy may be linked to history, as

eschatology can take on a historical dimension.

In ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ (1901) Bulgakov explains how theodicy
is linked to the greater rationality of the ‘world order’:
Bonpoc, KoTopbIl C Takon Tparmyeckon cumnomn n 6e3ymHol oTBaron ctaBut 3gechb VeaH,

BOMNPOC O NPOUCXOXKOEHUN N 3HAYEeHUU 3na B Mmpe n pasyMmHOCTU MUPOBOIro nopdaka,

€CTb BEKOBEYHbIi BOMPOC MeTadu3uku, CTapbli Kak MUp, BOMPOC, KOTOPbLIA CO

o o 225
BpeEMEHN JleitbHunua, cTan HasbiBaTbCs I'IpO6J'IeMOM Teoaunuen.

This indicates that Bulgakov’s principal grasp of the concept of theodicy relates to
the genesis and meaning of evil. Through the assertion of its connection to the
‘rationality’ of the world order, it can be understood how later this ‘rationality’ is
translated into the ‘meaning’ of history and the world: it provides a reason for why
and perhaps how everything is taking place. Engagement with the theme of theodicy
is developed in ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ through an attempt at negating

what Bulgakov holds to be an incorrect history-theodicy, which consists in ‘the theory

224 Bylgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Vladmira Solov'eva?’, in Ot marksizma, p.

605.
% Bylgakov, 'lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip', in Ot marksizma, p. 476.
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of progress’ or the positivistic-socialist conceptualisation of history. According to this
schema, future harmony is bought at the expense of present suffering:
MpMepoM Takoro [aTeMCTMYEecKOro] MMPOBO33PEHUS MOXET CIY>XWUTb COBPEMEHHOE
MaTtepumanncTtn4eckoe noHnmaHmne NcTtopmm n oCHoBaHHoOE Ha HeEM y4eHue counanm3ma:

Oyaylwaa rapMoHusa couuanuama nokKynaeTcs 34ecCb Hem3BexXHO XXepTBOW cTpagaHui

Kanuntannima,; «Mykm poaos» HOBOIo 06LIJ,eCTBa, no n3BeCTHOMY CpaBHEHUIO Macha,
226

HEeYyCTpPpaHUMbI.
Present evil is therefore justified by future good. This conceptualisation of history
greatly troubles Bulgakov, as it would likewise trouble Berdiaev. It is apparent
through the rest of the essay that Bulgakov believes that contemporary Russian
acceptance of this unsatisfactory and sacrilegious theodicy posits a spiritual malaise
analogous to the one which racked Ivan Karamazov. In such a way criticism of lvan

opens out into a broader attack on modern values.

Bulgakov carries on to argue in ‘lvan Karamzov kak filosofskii tip’ that the
guestion of theodicy in the contemporary mindset is resolved through a reliance on
Eudemonism, that is, on the idea that the goal of history is dictated by the
achievement of the greatest level of material happiness for the greatest number of
people. This resolution, he finds, is inadequate:

Mbl nnyHO gymaem, 4To npobrnema Teoguuen, Kak OHa nocTaerieHa ViBaHowm,

Hepaspelinma C TOYKMN 3peHna 3BAEMOHUCTNUYECKOIro NoHMMaHunaA nporpecca, snadiiero

B nocnegHemMm yBern4yeHune c4acTtuda Hanbonbllero 4uncna noaen. I'Ipo6nema aTa

paspewmma unn yctpaHmMma TOJIbKO nyTemM MeTa(*)M3I/I‘-IeCKOFO n penmnrmo3Horo

227
CUHTE3a.

This atheistic materialism, furthermore, engenders a belief in constant progress

22 |bid., pp. 476-77.
27 bid., p. 477.
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forwards, progress which is justified only by itself, rather than from elsewhere — i.e.

from the metaphysical or from God. It emerges that Bulgakov finds this idea

problematic, because he demands a higher, metaphysical sanction to history:
OcHoBHas Bépa 3TOro Beka — Bepa B OeCcKOHeYHbI nporpecc 4yernose4vyecTtBa; B aTomn

Bepe CXoaATCA BCE TEOpUM nporpecca, Kak Obl pa3siM4Hbl OHN HU Obinn. Hporpecc 3TOT

aBnaeTca cam cebe uenbto, HET Kakoro-nubo BHeLHero nMvnepaTuea, KoTopbin Obl 3Ty

o - 228
Lenb onpasAabiBa nnu npespatlian B cpeacTtBo AnAa MHOM BbiCLLEeW Lenn.

If it is to be meaningful, progress, or the historical development of humanity,

therefore demands a ‘higher aim’. Otherwise it just reduces to an infinite movement.

Thus we see the beginnings of Bulgakov’'s engagement with the problem of
history. Primarily, he discusses the contemporary conception of history, which he
finds spiritually unsatisfactory and philosophically flawed. This is therefore a part of
his attempt to negate positivism and socialism: through his use of Ivan Karamazov
as a philosophical ‘type’, Bulgakov intends to demonstrate the inadequacies of such
contemporary beliefs. More broadly, however, we see the identification of a number
of historicised concerns: firstly, we see that the problem of evil is connected with the
problem of history; secondly, that present evil cannot be justified by future good; and
lastly, and perhaps most importantly, there is the suggestion that historical
movement — progress — should not be justified by itself, but rather that it requires
external sanction. This immediately places Berdiaev squarely within the Russian
‘historiosophic’ tradition, looking for theurgic meaning within history. As Malinov
comments:

Kpome TOro, ncropvocodckuim noaxod MposiBNSeTCs B Teypruame, T.e. MOUCKE B

WUCTOPUN TaWHbl, MNOASIMHHOrO CMbICMA, COKPbLITOrO 3a 3MMUPUYECKMM MOKPOBOM

cobbiTun. Mctopmocodmst npegnonaraet B UCTOpUM  CBOEOOpasHyk  “rmyouny”,

8 bid., p. 484.



102

“CMbICIIOBOE M3MePEHUNE”, B KOTOPOM U onpeaensdeTcs ee NOANMMHHbIN xo;q.229

The sorts of questions that Bulgakov identifies as being significant to the theme of
history mark him out as a thinker who wanted to identify a greater, metaphysical
meaning to history, rather than a purely immanent, empirical meaning. Berdiaev, like
many other Russian thinkers, was also interested in these sorts of historiosophic

problems.

‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’ (1902)

Following the success of ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’, Bulgakov
continued with the essay ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, which was published
as the opening article to the ground-breaking collection Problemy idealizma in
1902.2®° This essay is essential to our appreciation of Bulgakov’s understanding of
history, and it also demonstrates the extent to which at this point his own thought
regarding history relied on negative thinking concerning the Marxist or positivist
position on the same topic, showing how Marxist categories of historical thought are
still deeply engrained in his mind. ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’ also
introduces the problem of ‘mechanical causality’ (mechanicheskaia prichinnost’)
relating to Bulgakov’s understanding of the historical process.?! This essay is a
thorough attack on what Bulgakov believes to be the positivist or Marxist
understanding of history identified in the previous essay — the ‘theory of progress’ —
and the consequent theodicy this worldview entails. The popular belief in this theory

relates to Bulgakov’'s aforementioned sense of intellectual crisis. Read has noted:

229 A V. Malinov, ‘Istoriia filosofii kak filosofiia istorii’, in A. F. Zamaleev (ed.), Russkaia Filosofiia.

Novye issledovaniia i materialy. Problemy metodologii i metodiki (St Petersburg, 2001), pp. 191-195
. 194).

SE’O For a recent translation and introduction to Problemy idealizma, see Randall A. Poole, Problems of

Idealism: Essays in Russian Social Philosophy (New Haven, 2003).

28 Bulgakov will later understand ‘mechanical causality’ in broader terms relating to purely immanent

world processes.
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[Problemy idealizma] was attacking Marxist positivism in areas which had been ignored

because Marxism was mainly a social and political movement and, like the intelligentsia

as a whole, largely ignored philosophical issues... 232

Bulgakov's essay, by taking such philosophical concerns as the nature of history and

theodicy, was a key part of this attack.

In ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, we see Bulgakov’s thorough-going
attempt to describe what he believes does not constitute the true nature of the
historical process. It is closely related to his interpretation of the conceptualisation of
history presented by positivism and Marxism:

B mMupe uaput, no aTomy [COBpEMEHHOMY] BO33pPEHUIO, MEXaHUYeCKas MPUYUHHOCTD.

HavaBwiuncb HeBEOJOMO Koraga M Kak, a MOXeT 6bITb, CywectBya un3Be4yHo, Munp Hall

pa3BmBaeTCd No 3aKOHY NPUYUHHOCTU, OXBaTbiBalOLWlEeMy KakK MepTBYH, TakK U XUBYIO

MaTepuio, Kak (*)I/I3I/I‘~I€CKyIO, TaK N NMCUXUHECKYIO XXN3Hb. B aTtom MepTBOM, NULLEHHOM

BCAKOro TBOPYECKOro CMbiCla OBMXEHUN HET XUBOIro Ha4vana, a eCTb b N3BECTHOE

COCTOAHME MaTepun; HET UCTUHbI U 3a6ny>|<,quvm — W Ta U gpyraa CyTb paBHO

HeobxoaMMble CreacTBus paBHO HeobXoAMMbIX NMPUYNH, HET /J,o6pa n 3na, a ecCtb

TOJIbKO COOTBETCTBEHHbIE UM COCTOAHUA MaTepl/Il/I.233

As the above quotation indicates, modern faith in ‘mechanical causality’ presents to
Bulgakov a world in which there is no living source or principle guiding life and
history — historical movement thus conceived is nothing but the lifeless sequence of
causes and effects. There is no great reason existing behind human existence and
there is no goal directing human activity. History, according to this reckoning, would
be nothing more than a systematic, regular movement of events, and within this the

terms ‘good’ and ‘evil’ have no meaning.

23 Christopher Read, Religion, Revolution and the Russian Intelligentsia, 1900-1912 (London, 1979),

.41,
E33 Bulgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 497.
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Although Bulgakov was perhaps somewhat vulgarising Marxist and positivist
thinking here, it is of little importance at this moment: it is clearly evident that
whatever its relation to the ‘real’ Marxist philosophy, he clearly held his interpretation
of Marx to be accurate.?®® In attempting to refute this understanding of history,
Bulgakov would need to establish the existence of what he held to be greater, more
meaningful influences than the pure mechanical causality he interpreted in Marxism.

As Evtuhov comments:

...Bulgakov’s thought contains an implicit philosophy of history that refutes positivism’s

. . . . 2
linear conception of the historical process. =

Bulgakov will therefore later argue that metaphysical forces exist, free from regular
causal relations, and that their action is key to the broader movement of the historical
process. In this way, the imposition of the spiritual — or metaphysical — is a means of

refuting the rule of the purely material.

A further interesting aspect of this essay is the way in which Bulgakov’s
approach to the ‘theory of progress’ focuses upon its historical dimension. He

understands that the question of progress is bound to the broader question of history:

I'IepBaﬂ M OCHOBHasA 3ajava, KOTOpPYyK CTaBUT cebe Teopua nporpecca, CoOCTouT B TOM,
YTOObI NOKa3aTb, YTO NCTOpUA UMEET CMbICI1, N VICTOpI/NeCKI/IVI npouecc eCTb He TOJ1IbKO

aBoNoUnAa, HO MU nporpecc. OHa pokasbiBaeT, cnegoBaTernibHO, KOHEYHOE TOXAECTBO

23 | ooked at in a broader context, many European scholars were disgruntled by such sweeping

simplifications of Marxist doctrine. For example, Antonio Labriola (1843-1903), as Blackledge notes,
railed against such readings of Marx: ‘In his Essays on the Materialist Conception of History (1896),
Labriola explicitly challenged traditional historiography’s factoral approach to the explanation of
historical causality. This approach [...] lent itself to a misrepresentation of Marxism as a type of
economic determinism. Indeed, Labriola insisted, it was only because the critics of Marxism held a
reified conception of the economic that they could so misunderstand historical materialism.”?** Paul
Blackledge, ‘Leon Trotsky’s Contribution to the Marxist Theory of History’, Studies in East European
Thought, vol. 58 (March 2006), no. 1, pp. 1-31 (p. 8). Bulgakov’s above commentary on Marxism was,
at least in the wider European context, thus typical of a larger trend; however, in assimilating aspects
of Marxist thought into his arguments (as later analysis will show), Bulgakov perhaps also carries over
elements of Labriola’s thesis.

2% Evtuhov, The Cross and the Sickle, p. 182.
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I'IpVI‘~IVIHHOVI 3aKOHOMEPHOCTN " pasyMHoﬂ LleﬂeCOO6pa3HOCTVI, ABNAETCA B 3TOM

CMbICJIi€, KaK Mbl y>Ke CKasalu, TeO}J,I/ILI,GEI‘/‘I.236

Bulgakov thus continues to attack the conceptualisation of history offered by the
‘theory of progress’. In this way a critique of the Marxist understanding of history
constitutes a key element in the development of Bulgakov’'s understanding of history,

as lakovets similarly argues:

BospaxeHnunsa C.H. bBynrakoBa npotMB coumanbHOrO AeTepMuMHU3Ma, CTPoro
onpedenHHbIX  3aKOHOB  MCTOPMYECKOro  Mporpecca,  ABASAIOTCA  peakuven
pa3yBepuBLLErOCA MapKCUcTa Ha npeyBenMyeHne 3KOHOMWYECKUM MaTepuann3Mom
ponn O6bEeKTUBHbIX (DAKTOPOB, 3aKOHOB Pas3BUTUS MNPOU3BOAMTESbHBLIX CUIT U WX
onpegensowen ponu B AWHAMUKE SKOHOMMYECKUX W COUMarnbHbIX OTHOLLEHWHN,

AYXOBHOWM XM3HM OOLLEeCTBa, Ha WrHOpMpOBaHME POMU NIUYHOCTM U ee CBOOOAHOro

237
BblibGopa B nporpecce obLiecTea.

Bulgakov’s understanding of history is therefore being formed in opposition to the
positivist reading; where it suggests the rule of mechanical causality, Bulgakov wants

to find spiritual impetus.

Although arguing that it is not within the capacity of positivist thinking to reach
its goal, Bulgakov also notes that the straining of positivist thought towards
establishing the meaning of history demonstrates an inevitable disposition of the
‘philosophising mind’:

Ho camaga 3agaya nocraBneHa COBEpPLLUEeHHO NnpaBuIiibHO, N OHa HeunsbexHo ABnsieTcs

PUNOCOCTBYIOLLEMY YMY, ULLYLLEMY MOCTOSSHHOTO ObITUSI B MOTOKE MPEXOASLNX

. 2
COObITUIA N He cornacHomy BuaeTb B UCTOPUU NULLBb MePTBYHO NMPUYNHHYIO CBA3b. 38

Bulgakov himself — possessing a ‘philosophising mind’ — is also looking for this

2% Bulgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 519.

27 U. V. lakovets, ‘Paradoks S.N. Bulgakova: Otritsanie istoricheskikh zakonov i predskazanii — ili dar
redvideniia?’, in Osipova et al. (eds), Preodolenie vremeni, pp. 33-41 (p. 38).
% Bulgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 520.
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constant presence within the flow of transient events, and he will, clearly, not agree
to see only dead, causal connection in the passage of history. This testifies to an
innate historicism rooted deep within Bulgakov’'s consciousness which highlights
again how he arrives at the idea that time must be history in order for it to make
sense: there needs, he feels, to be some sort of constant being within the flow of
events. We will also see later how this idea, suggesting a certain need to understand

history, is built into an assertion of humanity’s universal religious or spiritual thirst.

Towards the end of ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’ Bulgakov, led on by
the above considerations, begins to discuss the metaphysics of history. The
identification of this problem is significant, as is the description of his present
configuration of the metaphysics of history:

MeTad)VISVIKa NCTOPpUN ABINAETCA pPacCKpbITUEM abcontoTHOro B OTHOCUTEJIbHOM; OHa

CTpeMuTca yBuaaTb, KakK BeYHOE CUdAHUE abcontoTta OoTpaxaeTcAa B orpaqueHHoPl

pamke NpoCTpaHCcTBa 1 BpemeHu. >

History, thus conceived, is a process in which the absolute or eternal imprints itself
upon and reveals itself through the relative. Indeed, Losskii notes that Bulgakov
believes in the ‘providential importance’ of the historical process,?*° and Bulgakov’s
assertion indeed implies that history, as a whole, is invested with absolute meaning,
meaning which is reflected and revealed within the limits of time and space (i.e. in
history). The presence of Hegelian teleology is thus obvious: the idea of an Absolute
revealing itself through the course of history is deeply Hegelian. Furthermore, it
constitutes a structure for thinking about history which suits Bulgakov’'s mind. He

reasserts this conceptualisation of history, arguing,

YTo Xe 3HauUT HaWTXU CMbICIT UCTOpUMN? ITO 3HAYUT, MpPEXAe BCEro, NpusHaTtb, YTO

239 bid., p. 520.
40| osskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, p. 217.
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NCTOPUA €CTb pacKpbliTUe U BbINMOJIHEHNE OOAHOIo0 TBOPYECKOro n pasyMHoOro nnaHa, 4to

B NCTOPNUYECKOM Mnpouecce BblpaXeHa M1UpoBad, npoBnaeHLUnanbHasa MI:cICJ'Ib.24l
Considered in these terms, then, the historical process is never fully divided from the
eternal and absolute, and is a process which possesses real, providential value, and
it is the development of a ‘creative’ — i.e. not immanent — plan which is leading
towards the final arrival of the metaphysical and eternal. We will see that this idea of
the ‘creative plan’ is developed at much greater length in later work, particularly in
Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912), but also that, specifically regarding the question of
creativity, it becomes increasingly deterministic. Here, however, is the kernel of
Bulgakov’s historically determinist and teleological thought: history is viewed as the
unfolding of some great metahistorical, metaphysical plan, which plays out across

the relative but is orientated towards a metaphysical end.

‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’ thus presents us with a number of
important developments in terms of Bulgakov’s understanding of history. It builds
upon ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ by continuing to assert the importance of
theodicy as an historical mode of thinking. This is achieved by arguing that positivism
and Marxism, in presenting a vision of historical progress and its conclusion, also
construct an implicit theodicy. Furthermore, this essay testifies to the significance of
the historical aspects within Bulgakov’s thinking. It introduces the theme of
mechanical causality — something he will later try to refute according to the principle
of ‘freedom’ — as a fallacious mode for understanding the historical process. By
asserting that history is the unfolding of the eternal and absolute — something which
bears strong resemblance to Hegelian thinking about history — Bulgakov also attests

to the possibility of the determined nature of the historical process: as Losskii (above)

41 Bylgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 521.
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notes, Bulgakov sees the ‘providential’ in every event, and therefore throughout

history.

There are the makings here of unitary, almost monist thinking, as Bulgakov is
beginning to tend toward a description of how the metaphysical or absolute ties
together both the physical and the metaphysical realms, giving history a determined
endpoint and process. This type of thinking will later become troublesome for the
broader goals of Bulgakov’s philosophical thinking, as it elaborates in greater detail a
pattern of determinist thinking in which the idea of freedom is challenged. Such
problems become more pronounced in Filosofila khoziaistva (1912) and Svet

nevechernii (1917).

‘Chto daet filosofiia Vladimira Solov'eva sovremennomu soznaniiu?’ (1903)

Bulgakov’'s essay ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofila Vladimira
Solov'eva?’, first published in Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii in 1903, but also given
as a public lecture in Kiev, Poltava and Kishinev, deserves mention. A meditation
upon the importance of Solov'ev’s thought, it sets the stage for the growing influence
of his thinking over Bulgakov more generally. There is extensive discussion of the
theme of all-unity and universalism, making clearer the attraction of these ideas to
Bulgakov. This essay offers, however, important engagement with the themes of euvil
and eschatology, which, as we have already noted, are both connected to
Bulgakov’s understanding of history. It therefore elucidates how Solov'ev offers

subtle direction to his historical thinking.

An important moment in this essay comes when Bulgakov offers his first
attempt at an explicit definition of evil. Evil, he attests, paraphrasing but also

concurring with Solov'ev, is ‘egoism’:
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NcTtouHukom ero [3na] sBnsietca 2320U3M, CTpEeMMEHME K  UCKMNIOYMTENbHOMY
242

CaMOyTBEPXKAEHNIO. ..
This assertion is significant, as it will become a definition of evil that understands any
turning away from man’s communion with the metaphysical as fundamentally evil.
Bulgakov also makes an interesting point regarding eschatology in this essay,
demonstrating the centrality it plays in his thinking regarding history:

...I'IOD,O6H0 TOMY, KakK Ka)KLI,bIVI CO3HAaTEeNbHbIA YEeNoBEK UMEET CBOK (*)VIJ'IOCO(*)VIIO

(kakoBa Obl OHa HK Bbina) 1 CBOKD Penurnio, Tak Xe TOYHO KaxObil Yesio8ek umeem u

CB0K0 3CXamosio2uio, XUBET HE HACTOALMM TOonbko, a bygywum n gna oygyuwero, oT

KOTOPOro OH XAOEeT OCylWecCTBNeHNA CBOUX INydWnX Hagexn. Camoe yxacHoe aOnsa
243
YyenoBeka — NOTePATb Bepy B byayulee.
By asserting that thinking about eschatology — an idea which often carries a
historical dimension — is rudimentary to every ‘conscious’ person, Bulgakov again

hints at the innate historicism in his thinking.

Eschatology, Bulgakov argues further, is also connected to the problem of evil
and of theodicy. He therefore becomes more explicit in describing what he believes
the historical process is destined to reveal, and therefore how exactly evil and history
are tied together:

Mbl ckasanu yXe, 4YTO B 3CXaToslormo roHnUT Hac np06nema Teoauueun, ﬂOTpe6HOCTb

HanTK B 9TOM fexaliemMm BO 3fe Mupe, a crnefoBaTeribHO, - YTO AN Hac 34eCb BCero

BaXkHee, - B Hallelh COOCTBEHHOW XW3HM pa3yMHbIA CMbICA, onpaedatb [06po,

244
KOTOPOMY Mbl CITy>XUM.

What becomes obvious more broadly, evident both in the above quotation and the

242 Bulgakov, ‘Chto daet sovremennomu soznaniiu filosofiia Vladimira Solov'eva?’, in Ot marksizma, p.

599.
%3 |bid., p. 606.
244 .

Ibid., p. 606.
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essays which have been discussed so far, is that Bulgakov is fundamentally
searching for some greater meaning (razumnyi smysl’), which justifies and possibly
even orders that which is taking place across history and the historical process itself.
Again, then, we see the operation of a mode of thinking also present in Marxism — by
looking for evidence of the ‘providential’ (broadly understood) in the relative,
Bulgakov continues to see evidence of a greater plan that is unfolding within history.
This demonstrates his continuing susceptibility towards historical determinism and

teleological thinking, a tendency which will be expressed more fully in his later work.

Other essays from 1903

In 1903 Bulgakov wrote two further essays also containing important elements
relating to the question of history — ‘Ob ekonomicheskom ideale’ and ‘O sotsial’nom
ideale’. The central thesis of ‘Ob ekonomicheskom ideale’, which was first given as a
lecture and then published in Nauchnoe slovo, is that as a discipline political
economy is not able to provide itself with meaning or direction. Bulgakov thereby
argues that scientific endeavour must look higher than itself in order to understand
itself. Meanwhile, this essay also continues to refer to some of Bulgakov's
historicised concerns. Most importantly we see the reassertion that human life, and
thereby history, has meaning and direction given to it not by itself, but from above
itself:

Yenoeeyeckas xn3Hb MMeeT abCONTHOM CMbICH U LlEHHOCTbL He B cebe camoin, a BHe

cebs 1 Bbille cebs, nony4aeTt ee He B Ka4eCTBe IMMNMUPUYECKOIro nUmnum Guonoruyeckoro

245
dhakTa, a Kak CrnyxeHue BbiCLUEMY, naeansHOMY Hadany, cyliemy go6py.

Thus, as was mentioned in ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’, the historical process

245 Bulgakov, 'Ob ekonomicheskom ideale’, in Ot marksizma, p. 649.
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does not possess meaning in and for itself, but rather is meaningful in terms of its

higher aspiration and metaphysical importance.

‘O sotsiallnom ideale’, published in Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii in 1903,
presents us with another important development in Bulgakov’s historical thinking. It
introduces the question of freedom, a problem which will develop increasing
importance within Bulgakov’s historical thought over his philosophical work, and
which will be discussed on a number of occasions throughout this chapter as it is
relevant to our claim that he demonstrates a deterministic pattern of thinking. Since
identifying the problem of ‘mechanical causality’ in ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii
progressa’ as a mode of historical development in which there was no freedom, it
has been anticipated that he would identify a contrasting mode of causality.
Bulgakov begins this essay by claiming:

YenoBek co3HaeT cebs CBO60D,HbIM. HaCTOFILLI,ee n 6y,u,yUJ,ee npeacraendeTca onsa

HEero He KakK pag npudamnH u crnencTeun, npu AaHHbIX YycnoBuaAx eauHCTBEHHO

BO3MOXHbIW, @ KaK Psf pasnuyHbiX BO3MOXHOCTEN, MPUYEM OCYLLECTBIeHNe TON UNu

o 246
OPYron BO3MOXHOCTU 3aBUCUT OT €ro BOJIU, OT €ero NnocCTyInKoOB.

Freedom is of special importance to Bulgakov with regards to the question of history,
as it allows him to refute the sort of iron-clad material determinism that is proposed
by Marxist and positivist systems. Otherwise, history would be fully predetermined:

Bce Oyayuiee, C TOYKM 3peHUs MocredoBaTeNlbHOro [AeTepMUHU3Ma, pPaBHO

HeobxogmMmo. Heobxoammebl, cnegoBaTenbHO, BCE ragocTu u MepP30CTU, KOTOpbIe eLle

247
UMELOT ObITb coBepLUeHbl B UCTOPUKU, HapAQy C noasuramMu nobsu n npasabl.

However, Bulgakov goes on in this essay to make a series of assertions

24 5 Bulgakov, ‘O sotsial’'nom ideale’, Voprosy Filosofii i Psikhologii, 1903. Published in Bulgakov, Ot
marksizma, pp. 662-90 (p. 662).
7 bid., p. 666.
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which appear limit man’s freedom of choice in a different way. He begins by

suggesting:

CnocobHOCTb OLEHKH, pasnunyne p,06pa N 3ra, B OOMblUEA WU MEHbLUEN CTEMNEHU

. ooy 248
CBOWCTBEHHa BCeM, MO KpanHen mepe B3pOoCribiM 1 300pPOBbLIM JTIOAAM.

He establishes the metaphysical root of this capacity of choice: man is given,
through his divine likeness, a set of values which constitute the criteria by which he
makes his choices. These principles are the ideal basis which serves to motivate
man’s strivings, as Bulgakov highlights with respect to the principle of equality:

ﬂlOﬂ,I/I HE paBHbl B NopAaaKke HaTtypalribHOM, Kak SMMnpuyeckme cyulectBa, HO paBHbl B

nopagke ngearnbHoOM, Kak yMmonocturaemMmble CYUHOCTU, KakK AyXOBHbIE Cy6CTaHLI,VII/|. Ho

npu 3TOM NOpPAOOK VI,EI,eaJ'IbeIVI naetT HopMy, eCTeCTBeHHOe npaBo, ANA nopaaka
HaTypaanoro.249
Freedom, therefore, is inherently circumscribed: metaphysical principles function to
inform man’s decision making and endeavour. These exist on the ideal, rather than
material, plane. Man is therefore ‘free’, as it were, to be influenced by these
metaphysical principles. The metaphysical nature of man’s various aspirations is
reasserted in this essay:
OTCPOLI,a cnenyet, 4TO y4deHMe O paBeHCTBe J'IPOLI,eVI 1 abcornoTHOM AOOCTOUHCTBE
YenoBeYeckon INUYHOCTU, COCTaBnsLlee HPABCTBEHHbIM (YHOAAMEHT HOBenLen

OEMOKpaTMyecKon LUMBUNuM3auun, Heobxogumo nogpasymeBaeT transcensus 3a

npegenbl onbITHO AaHHOW OEeNCTBUTENbHOCTU, B 06NacTb CBEPXOMbITHYI, OOCTYMHYIO

- 250
b MeTa(szmquKomy MbILLNEHNIO N PENTUTMO3HOU BEPE...

It thus becomes possible that history and the future no longer depend solely on

meaningless mechanical causality, but are rather driven by man’s need to pursue

8 |bid., p. 665.
249 .

Ibid., p. 675.
%9 bid., p. 675.
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certain metaphysical precepts. This suggestion of man’s innate metaphysical or
religious qualities, driving his action within history, is made much more obvious in
later work, and constitutes a central element of the determinist pattern evident in
Bulagkov’'s thought. In this essay, we see a groundwork laid down according to

which metaphysical impulses, rather than material impulses, inform human activity.

Conclusions

How might we describe the engagement, presented across the collection Ot
marksizma k idealizmu, with the question of history? Thus far we have encountered
a number of ‘historicised’ problems that all relate to it — theodicy, eschatology,
meaning, freedom, causality — although there is no single conceptualisation or
philosophy of history offered. At present there is therefore no obvious label to bring
these together, although we can see evidence of Christian, Hegelian, Marxist and
eschatological thought. This is all phrased in the context of Solov'evan and at times
Kantian considerations. Together, it demonstrates the importance of the historicising
proclivity within Bulgakov’'s mind, as he perceives in a range of different problems a
historical dimension. Time is not (yet) a concern, as he perceives the world in terms
of developmental patterns and historical forces, rather than in the more individual

concerns of time and experience.

Initially, we can suggest that Bulgakov’s thinking has, over 1901 to 1903,
taken on two basic aspects: the first concerned with the historical process — the
actual movement of history and events — and the second with the destination and
meaning, or sanction, of this process. The central elements of Bulgakov’s thought
about the historical process concern the fact that he is keen to demonstrate, in a

variety of ways, that mechanical causality — or material, immanent necessity — does
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not constitute the basis of historical movement. This is partly a product of his attack
on Marxism and positivism, and partly comes from the religious elements of his
thinking, which aspire to see the ‘providential’ in every event. The rule of mechanical
causality would extinguish the possibility of freedom, a profoundly important
Christian precept, and would make the historical development and movement of
humanity meaningless, as it would be encompassed by nothing more than lifeless,
purely immanent, material causality. By extension, Bulgakov’s second concern,
engaged with the problem of historical meaning and history’s destination, demands
that history is something that is guided by a higher, metaphysical and providential
force. Through this guidance, suffering and evil can be understood as part of a
broader and, moreover, morally good process. Theodicy is therefore deeply tied to

Bulgakov’s fuller thinking about history.

Notwithstanding his turn against Marxism, an intellectual heritage including
Marxism and Hegelianism may be considered to continue in the development of
Bulgakov’s thought about history in this period. We see this particularly in ‘Osnovnye
problemy teorii progressa’ (1902) where it is suggested that in the historical process
a providential, world meaning is expressed.?** This Hegelian idea, imbued with a
Christian ethical drive, will be central to Bulgakov’'s developing thought about history.
A Hegelian-Marxist legacy is also further evident in Bulgakov’'s continual concern
with the nature of historical process. Keen to assert that not just history as a whole
but also history as a process possesses meaning, Bulgakov is driven to refute the
positivist thesis which, in his mind, wishes to see in history only dead, causal
connection.?? Such Marxian-Hegelian continuity is also expressed in a susceptibility

to determinist thinking built upon man’s relation to certain metaphysical principles or

1 Bylgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 521.

%2 |bid., p. 520.
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forces. Over his following works, the scope of this deterministic bent of thought will

expand.
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Dva grada (1911)

Dva grada covers essays written by Bulgakov over a longer period, from 1904
to 1910. The focus of the collection is vaguer than that of Ot marksizma k idealizmu,
and we see him explore a variety of religious, intellectual and social themes. Broadly
speaking, the desire to refute Marxism and positivism is still obvious, but the nature
of Bulgakov’s attack has changed. Although implicitly suggested across a number of
the essays in Ot marksizma k idealizmu — including ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii
progressa’ (1902), ‘Ob ekonomicheskom ideale’ (1903) and ‘O sotsial’nom ideale’
(1903) — in Dva grada BulgakovV’s identification of the religious character of Marxism
and positivism, a key element in his critique, is much more direct. Through this
argument it will emerge how he aims to establish mankind’s metaphysical
characteristics or eternal strivings, the elements of man which are independent from
the material conditions of a particular society. This demonstrates a continued
development towards metaphysically determinist thinking, as he describes how
these strivings inform man’s activities. Dva grada also demonstrates the deepening
of Bulgakov’s specifically Christian consciousness and the first steps of a movement

towards theology.

In terms of engagement with the problem of history, we do not see quite as
much useful material across these years, although we do see a continuation and
some development of the historicised elements presented in Ot marksizma k
idealizmu. The essay ‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’ (1909-10) is particularly relevant for
our concerns. Christian eschatological thinking will play a greater role in this
collection, and we will continue to see an engagement with the question of historical
destination and meaning, as well with the question of causality within the historical

process. Rather than looking at this collection on an essay-by-essay basis, it will be
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more constructive to take a thematic approach and focus on those essays which

best demonstrate these themes.

Christian framework

A key aspect of the essays offered in Dva grada is that they are written in a
more decidedly Orthodox Christian key, which assimilates the other characteristics of
Bulgakov’s thinking which have been discussed up to this point. It is expressed
clearly in respect of his discussion of the theme of history, as demonstrated by the
first essay of the collection, ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u L. Feierbakha’, written in

1905.

‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u I. Feierbakha’ (1905)

‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u L. Feierbakha’ demonstrates both Bulgakov’'s
increased engagement with Christian themes and his prevailing interest in history.
The increased Christianisation of his worldview is evident in the way he chooses to
describe the historical process:

PocTt u4enoseyectBa OT TEeMHOW TBapHOVI CTuxmm OO0 CBeTIoro 60I’OO6LLI,eHI/IFI n

Oorono3HaHus, OT 3BepedenoBedecTBa K OOrovenoBevecTBy M HamnorHseT cobon

ncTopuveckmin npouecc. [ns aToro npouecca O4MHAKoOBO HeobxogvMma m cBobopHas

yenoBe4yeckad CTuUxXuA, aKTMBHO  yCBOALWlada  OTKpbiBawLleecA ©oXXecTBeHHoe

coaepxaHue, «”n HeobxogMmMo  3TO OTKpOBEHMe boxecTtBa, MHOro4yactHoe U

253
MHoroobpasHoe.

These Christian elements are presented with absolute, determinist language — the

word ‘necessary’ (neobxodimo) is notably repeated — but are accompanied by the

#3 3. Bulgakov, ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u I. Feierbakha’, Voprosy zhizni, 1905. Published in
Bulgakov, Dva grada, pp. 15-50 (p. 40).
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word ‘free’, perhaps indicating Bulgakov’s recognition of the growing tension existing
between freedom and necessity in his thought. Further, there is also a Hegelian twist:
Bulgakov discusses a ‘self-revealing divine content’ (otkryvaiushcheesia
bozhestvennoe soderzhanie) using a present active reflexive participle, putting
emphasis on the Hegelian idea of an active, presently self-revealing absolute. This is
though juxtaposed against the separate activity of man, which is ‘mastering’ this
content. Divine, absolute activity and free, human agency are thus placed together;
both, however, are still discussed in terms of ‘necessity’, and a flavour of

determinism remains.

In this essay Bulgakov continues to discuss other Christian elements which
also tend towards a pattern of metaphysically determinist thinking, built upon
ontology. He mentions how the revelation of the absolute ‘presupposes’ certain
characteristics which emancipate man from the rule of the material and demonstrate
his communion with the metaphysical:

OueBungHo, 4yTo BO3MOXHOCTb OTKpOBEHUA abcontoTHoro, BO3MOXHOCTb

©oroyenoBeyeckoro npouecca npeagnonaraet B 4elioBeke U3BECTHble CcnocobHoCTH,

254
M3BECTHOE yXOBHOE CPOACTBO, «0Bpa3 1 noaobue» aGconmoTHOrO.

Bulgakov also returns to the problem of freedom, which has both Christian and
historical dimensions. He argues that man’s potential for free choice explains why
history is at present divided, why there still exists evil in the world:
McTouHuk aToro gyanuama — cgobo0da, B KOTOPOW Halle BbiCLUEe JOCTOMHCTBO — 00Opa3
Boxwun. 'ge ectb cBoGoOAa, Tam ecTb U BbIOOP M pasgeneHue, Tam ecTb bopbba, n He

Ans neHnBoro npossbaHnus, HO Ans 60pbObl HENPUMUPMMON N ©e30CTaHOBOYHOM

nocrnaHbel Mbl B 3TOT MWp, AONS co3daHua uapcTeusa Boxua nytem cBoGoaHOM

4 bid., p. 40.



Freedom is again understood in a somewhat determined sense, and is cited in the
context of it being driven towards a specific goal — the creation of the Kingdom of
God. We are sent into the world, and our freedom is then placed in the context of a
struggle for something: it is not simply posited. With ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u L.
Feierbakha’, the stage is thus set in Dva grada for a similar engagement with the

various problems connected with history identified in Ot marksizma k idealizmu, but
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in the context of a clearer Christian framework.

‘Voskresenie Khrista i sovremennoe soznanie’ (1906)

A Christianised vision of history is evident in other essays from Dva grada, for

example ‘Voskresenie Khrista i sovremennoe soznanie’ of 1906:

This Christian framework to the problem of history continues to inform the other

historicised themes we have discussed. These specifically relate to the question of

B BockpeceHun Xpucta peluancst BONpoc O CMbICIE XU3HWU, UCTOPWUX, O NpaBae Mupa.
B Hem Bce 6bl ymMepno, u ¢ Hum Bce BOCKpecaeT, UCMOMHSAETCA pasyMoOM, CTaHOBUTCS

CBETOHOCHbIM, W [faxe Ta Teopus 3BOMIOLUM U MpOrpecca, KOTOPOK Tenepb

o 256
vyerioBe4yeCTBO OTropaxkmsaeTcd OT pennrnmny, nojiyyvaeT BbICLUUM CMbICIT N 3Ha4YeHue.

causality that operates within history:

W BOT Ha OCHOBaHUW TOTO X& CaMOro NOHATUSI ECTECTBEHHOW HEOOXOANMOCTH, C KaKUM
onepuvpyeT HayyHas MbIClb M B [ApPBMHUM3ME, M B Mapkcu3me, U BoobOlle B
9BOSOUMOHU3ME, Mbl  MOCTyNMpyeMm, YyTBepxaaem HeobxoAMMocTb uYyga —
BockpeceHusi XpuctoBa, a 3a HUM M BCeobLLEro BOCKPECEHUSI U NPEOBPaKeHUst Kak
BbICLLErO 1 3aKI0YUTENBHOrO 3BEHa KOCMMYECKo aBontouun. LieHTp Bonpoca coctont

MMEHHO B TOM, rge e UCKaTb MUPOBOro gemuypra, TBOpdLlero 31y «eCTeCTBEeHHYHO

%5 |pid., p. 50.

256

Bulgakov, ‘Voskresenie Khrista i sovremennoe soznanie’, in Dva grada, p. 274.



120

HeobxoaMMoCTb»? BuaeTb nn ero B MoslydpaHTacTUYecKoM, MonyMUGONOrMYECKOM,
COBEpPLIEHHO  YYKAOM  HalleMy BHYTPEHHEMY, HenocpedCTBEHHOMY  OMbITy
NpeacTaBrieHn O KOCHOWM MaTepun UMK e BUAETb ee B CBETIION cue YeroBevyeckoro

1 MUPOBOro ,u,yxa?257

In the context of Christian concepts such as miracle, resurrection and transfiguration,
this quotation demonstrates Bulgakov’s inclination to understand both his and others’
conception of the historical process by means of necessity. Identifying a
distinguishing feature of his contemporaries’ understanding of necessity to be its
‘natural’, and thereby material character, Bulgakov then reveals a temptation to
replace one deterministic system — the determinism of Marxist historical materialism
— with the trappings of a determinism of another sort, a kind of religious or
metaphysically styled determinism, expressed here in the notion of the ‘necessity of

the miracle’ that is ‘Christ’s resurrection’.

Ongoing patterns of determinist thinking

As we have already noted, a pattern of metaphysically determinist thinking
occasionally appeared in Ot marksizma k idealizmu. Although it should not be
overplayed at this point and should be understood alongside the other, non-
determinist elements in his thought, it can be noted that these determinist trends also
emerge in Dva grada and continue shape Bulgakov’'s thinking on history. In Ot
Marksizma k idealizmu, this pattern of thought was exposed in the assertion that the
possibility of the revelation of the absolute supposes certain special characteristics in
man’s ontological make-up, and that these characteristics, which inform his activity,

lead man to make history in a certain way. This idea is most obviously suggested in

*7 bid., p. 273.
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‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’ (1902):

NTak, 4yenoBek He MOXeT YAOBNETBOPUTLCA OOHOM TOYHOW HayKOW, Kakon pyman

OorpaHn4nTb €ro NO3NTUBU3M; I'IOTpe6HOCTVI MeTa(bVIEWIKVI n pennurnn HeycTtpaHmumMmbl U

258
HUKOrga He yCcTtpaHAaJIMCb U3 XU3HU YeroBekKa.

This means that man, in his historical activity, tries to satisfy these ‘needs’ or
‘demands’ (potrebnosti), allowing history to be directed by whatever source lies

behind these needs.

In Dva grada, the scope of the ontological dynamic existing between mankind
and the metaphysical or divine is defined to a greater extent. For example, in ‘Karl
Marks kak religioznyi tip’ (1906), we read:

Mo moemy ybexaeHuo, onpeaensiollert CUNon B yXOBHOMW XN3HM YerioBEKa sIBNSIETCH

ero pennurna — He ToJ1IbKO B Y3KOM, HO U B LLULMPOKOM CMbICIie CloBa, T.€. Te BbICLUME U

nocnegHne LUEeHHOCTU, KOTOpble NMPU3HaeT 4esioBeK Had coboto n ebiwe cebs, n To

2
npakTn4yeckoe OTHoLleHne, B KOTOpOoe OH CTaHOBUTCA K 3TUM LIEHHOCTAM. 59

This theme of innate metaphysical qualities, compelling men to reach beyond the
material, beyond the present, is a common theme, and particular attention needs to

be drawn to it.

In 'Religiia chelovekobozhiia u russkoi intelligentsii’, written in 1908, the theme

is phrased differently:

Yenosek poxXaeH Ana Be4YHOCTU U ChNbIWUT B cebe ronoc BeYHOCTU, OH CrbIWWT €ro
TOHKMM YXOM CBOUX BEMNMUYaNLIMX MbICIIUTENEN, Y4€eHbIX U NO3TOB, CBOMM YUCTbIM
cepguem npasegHMKOB, TBOPYECKUMM reHMem CBOUX XyOOXKHUKOB. Xutb BO BpeEMEHU
aona BE4YHOCTU, nepexumBatb B OTHOCUTEIIbHOM abcontoTHoe K CTpeMnUTbCA Aanblie

BCSKON OAHHOCTU... K 9TOMY nNpu3BaH 4erioBeK, U 3TO CTpeMIieHune [] €CTb XuBoe

28 Bylgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 497.

%9 3. Bulgakov, ‘Karl Marks kak religioznyi tip’, Moskovskii ezhenedel’nik, 1906. Published in
Bulgakov, Dva grada, pp. 51-70 (p. 51).
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60I'00TKPOBeH me B HaC.260

An interesting formulation of time and eternity — which since Plato has been central
to discussion of time and is prominent in Berdiaev — is thus also found here. In the
above arrangement — ‘to live in time, for eternity’ — it relates to the sort of formulation
that, after Plotinus, was taken on by Patristic fathers such as Augustine of Hippo,
who suggested that whilst we live in time the goal of history is the end of time and

the passage into eternity.

In the above quotation and other essays included in Dva Grada tensions may
be observed around the problem of man’s relationship to the metaphysical, and his
relation to freedom and necessity within this, which continue to suggest a pattern of
deterministic thinking that is slightly at odds with other aspects of Bulgakov’s thought.
Elements of Hegelian-Marxist (and also Christian) thought that have a determinist
colouring — evident in the discourse of necessity and of ‘calling’ — are juxtaposed with
Christian ideas about the metaphysics of freedom that Bulgakov also assimilates.
Bulgakov is at this point still cognisant of a conflict between metaphysical freedom
and the constraints the material world presents to this freedom, admitting in
‘Khristianstvo i sotsial’'nyi vopros’ (1906):

...4enoBek npu3saH ogHOBPEMEHHO XNTb B ABYX MMpax: B LapCcTBe HeoaAXoANMOCTU U

B LapcTtee cBoboapbl, HOCA B Aylle MOCTOSIHHYHK 3arafgky, NpoTUBOpeYne, aHTUHOMUIO,

00yCnoBnNuBalLyd MNOCTOSHHYO O0pbOy, MpPU3bIBAKOLWYK K MOCTOSHHOMY MOABUTY.

I'Ipe,u, 4YeryioBeKkoOM Bcerga Aea nytu, Xopowo unn AOypHO oOTnundvaemble, NyTb

ocBobOXaeHus1 OT Mupa cunon ero oTpuuaHna U nyTb nopa6ou.|,eH|/|ﬂ ero nyctbiMm U

261
MepPTBbIM CTUXUAM.

®0g Bulgakov, ‘Religiia chelovekobozhiia u russkoi intelligentsiii’, Russkaia mys/l’, 1908. Published in

Bulgakov, Dva grada, pp. 248-68 (p. 253).
%1 3. Bulgakov, ‘Khristianstvo i sotsial’nyi vopros’, Voprosy religii, 1906. Published in Bulgakov, Dva
grada, pp. 126-40 (p. 128).
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Nonetheless, despite describing these ‘two paths’, in actuality Bulgakov does not
provide conditions in which man could end upon the wrong path: as he describes it,
through his metaphysical freedom man is called to a divine path. He therefore does

not doubt the final, religious end to history:

...NCTOpUN, KOTOpas BCE XKe npeacrtaBndaeT cobon HeobXxoanMbIA, XOTS U TpaFMHECKMVI

. 262
nyTb K BbiCLLEN CTaann ObiTyYS...

History is frequently understood as the necessary path to a definite goal — whatever
this path may be, the endpoint is inevitable. Freedom exists along the way, however

a determined, ‘necessary’ framework structures the path of the journey.

The elements of Bulgakov’'s thought suggesting a type of metaphysically-
styled determinism in Dva grada do not, however, lead him to undermine the reality
of the material world or the material aspects of the historical process. Man is,
Bulgakov understands, compelled to live within the material realm, despite the fact
that he possesses metaphysical qualities. Therefore, he argues in ‘Khristianstvo i
sotsial’nyi vopros’:

BO3,D,eJ'IbIBaHVIe «3eMnn», T.e. cun npupoabl (KOTOpoe BKno4yaeT, KOHe4yHO, He OAHO

TONbKO semMmnepnenue, HO BCe BUObl NPOMBbILLUNIEHHOIO prp,a), cocTaBndeT

€CTECTBEHHYI0 3afayy uYernoBeyecTBa, U ObiMmo Obl CTpaHHO NPeanonoXWUTb —

OOMHaAKoOBO N C penmrwosHoﬁ, N C 4YEeNoBEYECKOWN TOYKM 3peHuna, — 4YTObbI 3Ty 3apjavy

263
paspetdan 4yenoBeK N30JIMPOBAHHO.

Bulgakov therefore asserts that, whilst living in the material world, man should not
become blinded by the material aspect of his life: he should remain aware of the fact

that he does not lead his material life in isolation — he remains in contact with the

%2 35 Bulgakov, ‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’, Russkaia mys/’, 1910. Published in Bulgakov, Dva grada,
pp. 207-47 (p. 236).
% Bulgakov, 'Khristianstvo i sotsial’nyi vopros’, in Dva grada, p. 129.
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divine.
At a number of points in Dva grada, then, we see the problem of determinist
traits in Bulgakov’s thinking. These are more fully expressed in Filosofiia khoziaistva

(1912), where he discusses the themes of creativity and history, and creativity and

freedom.

‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’ (1909-10)

For our purposes the essay ‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’, written across 1909-10,
is the most significant essay in Dva grada. In this piece Bulgakov extensively
explores the themes of history and eschatology, and it is the first instance in which
he offers some more explicit formulations on a philosophy of history. Coming as it
does at the end of the period in which the essays of Dva grada were written (1904-
1910), it demonstrates how he is, in 1910, finally beginning to arrive at a fuller
conceptualisation of history. In this essay, Bulgakov discusses in depth the problem
of apocalyptic thought — specifically Jewish apocalyptic thinking — and reveals how
notions of apocalypse and by extension crisis are prevalent elements in his own
conceptualisation of history. This substantiates the observation made earlier which
suggested that a sense of temporality as crisis orientates a broader conceptual

approach to history.

‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’ also continues to demonstrate Bulgakov's more
nuanced approach to his refutation and exploration of Marxism, and in this refutation
he continues to develop his own thought by offering an ontological commentary on
the universal religiosity of mankind which is coloured by determinism. This thinking
significantly depends on his treatment of history. Where in his 1909 contribution to

Vekhi (‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo’) Bulgakov had identified the underlying
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religiosity of the intelligentsia,?®* in ‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’ he similarly describes

the religious basis of the Marxist and socialist philosophy of history:

B ocHoBe couunanuama kak MUPOBO33PEHMSI NMEXUT CTapas XunuacTudeckas Bepa B
HacTynreHne 3eMHOro pass (kak 93TO Hepegko W  NPsSMO  Bblpaxaetcs B

couManncTMyeckon nutepatype) M B 3eMHOEe TMPEeoAorfieHWe  UCTOPUYECKO

265
Tpareguu.

‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’ begins with the statement that two interpretations
exist concerning how history unfolds. Both, significantly, relate to theology and the

religious world. The first is chiliasm:*°®

Bo3amoxxHa BOOOLWEe ABOsiKas OPUEHTUPOBKa B UCTOPUN. B oagHom cny4dyae uctopwusa
paccmaTpuBaeTCcAa Kak npouecc, Beﬂ,yu.l,VIVl K OOCTUXEHUIO HeKOTOpOIZ 3anpep,ean0|7|,
OQHaKo UCTopun eiue MMMaHEHTHOM N ee cunamu AOCTUraemMom uenn — YCIOBHO

Ha30BEM 3TO pacCCMOTpEeHune xusnuacmu4eckKkum [] XunuactmyHa B 3TOM CMbICe

267
BCAKaA Teopud nporpecca, Kak pesinrmo3Hasa, Tak u Hepesrimrmo3Has...

Chiliastic interpretations therefore consider history to be a process that unfolds
according to the influence of the forces that exist inside it — there is no room for
metahistorical forces (i.e. forces which exist outside the realm of history) to channel
the historical process. Socialism, based upon the above, understands history in a

purely chiliastic sense:

B couuanuame xunuasm, ecTeCTBEHHO, 3anoSiHUM cOGON BeCb UCTOPUYECKUI MnaH W

- o 268
OKOH4aTeJ1bHO 3aCJ1I0OHUIT BCAKUN 3CXaTOJ1I0MNM4YEeCKNN rOPU30OHT.

%% ‘PGOOM C @HTUXPUCTOBLIM HAYarmoM B HalIe WHTENMUIEHUMM YyBCTBYIOTCS U BbICLUNE
PENUrno3Hble MNOTEHLMM, HOBasi CTOpUYecKas NnoTb, XAayLlas cBOero ogyxoTsopeHus.’” S. Bulgakov,
‘Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo’, in Dva Grada, p. 298.

265 Bulgakov, ‘Apokaliptika i sotsializm’, in Dva grada, p. 241.

% Chiliasm, the Greek term for Millenarianism, derives from early Christian theology. It consists in the
belief in a coming paradise on earth.

7 bid., pp. 218-19.

%8 bid., p. 242.
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This vision of history, trapped within the immanent world, to Bulgakov seems
fundamentally limited. Such an understanding of history focuses only on ‘horizontal’

movement,?®® further demonstrating its limitation:

Ho oH [xnnnasm] ectb cpeacTBO OPUEHTMPOBAHMS MULLb B TOPU3OHTaNbHOM NNOCKOCTH,
nMwb B UCTOpUYECKOM paspese, B o0bnactm [JUCKYPCMBHOIO, WMMaHEHTHOro

coaepxaHua uctopumn, u 06 3TOM 3Ha4yeHun n ero OrpaHNM4eHHOCTN HUKorga He
cnegyet 3abbiaTh.”
This chiliastic understanding of history is thus fundamentally impoverished in

Bulgakov’s descriptions, as it offers no room for the metaphysical.

In Bulgakov’s reckoning a need for something higher than chiliasm will thus
always exist. This again determines mankind’s aspirations: in history, man demands
the metaphysical. He thereby introduces the second historical orientation, which is

eschatological:

YenoBek He MOXeT, daxe ecnm Obl XOTen, OocTaTbCs WCKMYUMTENbHO B 06nactu
MMMaHEHTHOIo 1 BpeMeHHOro N coBepLieHHO YCTPaHUTb BCAKYHO MbIC/lb O BO3MOXXHOM

nepepbiBe — He BPEMEHW, HO CaMOii BPEeMEHHOCTU — O Nepexoje 3a ee npegern, XoTs

271
6bl HeBelOMa Kyaa.

(The brief mention of vremia and vremennost’, not explored here, will become a
problem later for Bulgakov in Svet nevechernii). History, understood in this
eschatological sense, is thus a movement of transcending history, moving beyond
the boundaries of the time that operates within it, into the eternal. He therefore

argues:

%9 Berdiaev will later similarly attach pejorative value to ‘horizontal’ manifestations of temporal

movement.
219 1bid., p. 220.
271 .

Ibid., p. 220.
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Ecnn B xunuasme 4enosevyectBO BMAMUT Bnepeaun cebsi NCTOPUYECKYIO UeJlb, TO B

acxartosiormm OHO YycmaTtTpuBaeT Hafg coboo 1 3a npegenamm 3100 Mmpa C €ero
. 272
MUCTOPUEN CBEPXNPUPOLHYIO Liefb.
A proper historical orientation therefore inevitably takes on this metaphysical

perspective.

This is not to say, however, that Bulgakov wants to focus purely on the
metaphysical aspect of history. Indeed, he asserts that history is about the proper
simultaneous experience of both the immanent and the metaphysical dimensions of
history. A proper orientation in history requires that one works immanently in history
whilst at the same time feeling the presence of the divine and metaphysical within
and beyond it. This is a crucial distinction for Bulgakov’'s breed of eschatology: he
still maintains a degree of focus on the immanent, whereas as we will see for
Berdiaev eschatology is orientated towards total transcendence. Bulgakov elucidates
this argument when discussing the differing role of the prophet and the apocalyptic:

W npopok 1 anokanunTuk rmsgat B Oygyliee U WLLYT B HEM OTBETa Ha «MpPOKNATble

BOMPOCbI COBPEMEHHOCTM». HO MpOpOK >XMBET U OENCTBYEeT B HACTOSILLEM B ropasgo

o 273
OonbLUE CTENEHN, YEM anoKanunTuk.

We see then immediately that the prophet has a greater grounding in reality — he
works and acts in the present. The prophet, existing in this way, understands history
in the proper, eschatological sense:
UepTa nepBOro HacTpoOeHUs1 [HacTpoeHwe npopoka]l — MYXKeCTBEHHas aKTUBHOCTb,
yyBCcTBO bora B uctopum — nobyxgaet cnyxuTb Emy unctopuudeckumun gesHusmmu,

TBOPUTb UCTOPULIO; 3TO — CYOBHLEKTUBHOE, TBOpPYECKOEe, aHTUAETEPMUHUCTUYECKOE, UMK,

Bblpa)adACb MNO-COBPEMEHHOMY, «nparmMatnyeckoe» OTHOLUeHUE K UCTOPpUN. Heﬂ,apOM

22 pid., p. 221.
273 .
Ibid., p. 215.
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NPOPOKN ABIAKTCA BMECTE C TEM U prFIHeVILUVIMVI 06LLI,eCTBeHHbIMl/I, a nHorga u
rocyaapCTtBeHHbIMW  OeATeNndaMn n nartpunotamu; C Benuuanwmm nogbemMmom
pPenurmo3Horo 4yecTBa OHWU COEOUHAIOT TpGSBbII7I peann3mMm, A TrOTOB CKa3aTb —
NPaKTUYHOCTL [...] X B30Op OCTaeTCsl He 3aTyMaHEHHbIM OTKpbIBAOLLENCS Npea HUMU
BCEMUPHO-UCTOPUYECKON U 3CXaATOSNOMMUYECKON MNEepPCneKkTUBOW, OHW COXPaHSAT U
rapMoOHUMIO AyweBHbIX CUIl, 1 AyueBHOe 3,EI,OpOBbe.274
Both antideterministic, creative, subjective, possessing the feeling of God within
history — but at the same time practical, real, and working within history to create
history: the prophet thus seems to represent Bulgakov’s first explicit assertion of how
history works, and how one should relate to it. This understanding suggests that
history is driven from within and guided from without by the metaphysical and the
divine, which is consequently both within and outside history. All is providential to the
prophet: every immanent event possesses metaphysical value. However, the above
should also be treated cautiously: the assertion of the antideterministic element of
the prophet’s orientation within history is disingenuous, as there are still clearly
deterministic ideas at work. It is best to understand ‘antideterminism’ in the context of
his definition of positivism, which prescribes a material determinism. The prophet,
understanding history in the eschatological sense, looks to overcome and transcend
the material rather than work only within the material and be determined by it. So it is
that Bulgakov’s rather narrow description of determinism is linked only to the material
— he seems not to have understood, despite his reading of Hegel, how it could

operate at a metaphysical level.

Contrary to the antideterministic line, we see further suggestions of a
deterministic pattern, operating at a metaphysical level, emerge in ‘Apokaliptika i

sotsializm’. These are most evident in a description of ‘obligation’ before history:

2 bid., p. 215.
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Ob6si3aHHOCTL nNepen  aTol  obLleYenoBeveckoW U KOCMUYECKOW JKU3HbIO, a
cnepoBsartenbHoO, U nepen UCTOpuei, BMECTe C «TarnaHTaMuy, BBEPEHHbIMU B Halle
pacnopshkeHue, HamnaralTca Ha Hac OOHOBPEeMEHHO C poxaeHuem. Wctopus ans
PENUIMO3HOTO €CTb TaKkKe CBSALIlEeHHOe TaHOoOeWcTBMe, NPUTOM KMEIOLLEEe CMbICH,
LEHHOCTb 1 3Ha4YeHNe BO BCEX CBOMX YacTsIX, Kak 3TO rnyboko Obifio NoYyBCTBOBaHO B

repMaHCKOM Knaccn4eckom naearnmsme, 0cobeHHOo Yy I'erenﬂ.275

A clear reference to Hegel testifies to Bulgakov’'s constant awareness of Hegelian
thought. This sense of calling and responsibility towards history recalls our
interpretation, presented earlier, that in Bulgakov's mind man is called by his
metaphysical or divine nature to act a certain way and follow a certain path within

history.

Conclusions

We can see, then, that in Dva grada a number of the same elements continue
to be dealt with regarding the question of history, alongside the development of a
much stronger Christian focus. A concern with emancipating the process of history
from the inert rigidity of purely immanent processes is pronounced, and we see an
ongoing attraction to a metaphysically styled determinism. This latter pattern of
thought has been identified by other scholars, most notably Rodnianskaia, who

argues that it demonstrates the lasting influence of Marx’s thought over Bulgakov:

...06paTMcs K 6ynrakoBCKOW TeopUM NCTOPUYECKOrO Nporpecca, koTopasi cTpousnack B

CO3HaTeJyIbHOM MU BOWMHCTBEHHOM OTTallIkmBaHUM OT Mapkcu3iMa M BMeCTe C TeM, C

o 27
onpenerieHHou nope.l, B Oecco3HaTenbHOM NPUTAXXEHUN K HEMY. 6

An attraction towards determinist solutions is particularly significant in terms of

%5 |bid., pp. 243-44.
2% | B. Rodnianskaia, ‘Bulgakov v spore s marksistskoi filosofiei istorii: ottalkivaniia | pritiazheniia’, p.
894.
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the further development of Bulgakov’s thought. As will be seen, he continued to deal
with the material in its concrete form in later work, a preoccupation which led to
criticism from contemporaries. Berdiaev, in particular, damningly suggested that

Bulgakov was a materialist through and through:

OH [BynrakoB] ocTtanca 3KOHOMWYECKMM MaTepuanuctoM W MepeHec CBOW

9KOHOMMUYECKNI MaTepuannam Ha He6o...2”"

Whether or not the criticism is justified, the need to deal with the material world
demonstrates the influence Marxism continued to assert on Bulgakov’'s thought
regarding history. This desire to find the providential within the material, along the
lines of an idealism, also demonstrates the beginnings of a cosmology — i.e. the idea
that all that occurs within the physical world is infused with the energy and power of
the metaphysical or Logos. Indeed, Zen’kovskii goes as far as to assert:

...OCHOBBbI d)VIJ'IOCO(bCKI/IX I'IOCTpOGHVIVI EyI’aKOBa nexat B ero KOCMOIJIormu.

PenurnosHbii nepesyioMm He oTtopBast ero ot Munpa, a cam onpegenancd (BO BCAKOM

Clny4yae B 3HaYMTENBHOMN CTeﬂeHI/I) I'IOTpe6HOCTbIO rny6>|<e MNOHATb MUP N NMPOHUKHYTb B

o 278
€ro COKPOBEHHYH XU3Hb, COKPOBEHHbIN CMbICJ1.

In this sort of historical worldview the themes of eschatology and theodicy are also
both still very influential. Cosmological thinking will appear most clearly in Filosofiia
khoziaistva, where it is argued that history-as-economy is the process whereby man
vivifies the natural, material world: he imbues it with divine wisdom through

Sophiological economy — through his deliverance of Sophia to the natural realm.

2" N. A. Berdiaev, ‘Tipy religioznoi mysli v Rossii: Vozrozhdenie pravoslaviia’, Russkaia mysl’, 1916.

Published in S.N. Bulgakov: pro et contra, pp. 748-81 (p. 756).
2’8 Zen’kovskii, Isoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, part 2, p. 207.
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Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912)

Filosofila khoziaistva, published in 1912, is the product of Bulgakov's
movement through a number of philosophical and religious ideas, and is his first
attempt at expounding a comprehensive worldview. As is made clear in the preface,
a desire to deal with positivist and Marxist thought still figures prominently in
Bulgakov’s mind:

,D,J'Iﬂ aBTOpa HacTosdAllada pa60Ta MMEeeT elle N coeepLueHHO ocoboe 3Ha4vyeHue, noo B

HEeW NOoABOOUTCS  BHYTPEHHMWA WUTOr  LENOW  MOSMOCbl  XXWU3HW,  OKpaLleHHON

9KOHOMMYECKMM MaTepuanm3aMomMm, 1 OHa eCcTb Jonr mnocodckon coBecTn aBTopa no

279
OTHOLUEHUIO K CBOEMY CO6CTBeHHOMy npoLusiomy.

Presenting a fuller development of many of the ideas which had been prominent
across his earlier work, Filosofiia khoziaistva also introduces the religious-
philosophical concept of Sophia. This idea provides a greater unity to Bulgakov’s
thinking, which was perhaps lacking in his earlier work. As Garaeva asserts:

CosHaHve C.H. bynrakoBa ObIfl0 HAcTPOEHO Ha MOTPEOHOCTb CUHTETMYECKON

dunocodpun, dunococdmm BceegmHcTBa, a NoTomy OH 6e3 Tpyaa npuemneTr Coduio

280
KakK ngearibHyro OCHOBY TBAapHOro Mupa...

This text is thus deeply significant in a variety of respects — although introducing new
concepts, it is the result of long philosophical meditation. Indeed, Evtuhov suggests

that it was the fruit of the previous decade (if not more) of philosophical searching.?®*

The central problem of Filosofiia khoziaistva, the problem of economy, is
taken in a broad sense. In the tradition of Kant, Hegel, and other nineteenth-century

philosophers, and along with many of his European and Russian contemporaries,

279

250 Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 3.

Garaeva, Sofiinyi idealizm, p. 253.
L Catherine Evtuhov, ‘Introduction’, in Sergei Bulgakov, Philosophy of Economy: The World as
Household, trans. C. Evtuhov (New Haven, 2000), pp. 1-32 (p. 3).
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Bulgakov was interested in the broad dynamic of the relationship between man and
the material world, and thereby also the revived Neo-Kantian problem of the subject-
object relation. Indeed, as Kotakowski, cited here by Stycznski, notes, the general
renewed movement of Kantian thinking aimed at wresting the broader concerns of
philosophy away from dominant positivist consensuses:
Kantianism was more than a philosophical trend. Above all it was an effort to vindicate
philosophy as it was directed against the scientistic orientation of the positivists. [...]
They [the positivists] assumed that methods used in natural sciences were the only
means of achieving reliable knowledge [...] [yet] Kantianism delivered a method of

thinking according to which philosophy was not only a legitimate, but indispensable

form of intellectual existence...?*?

In view of this, economy for Bulgakov represented the way in which mankind
interacted with and shaped the material world — it was not just a prosaic concern with
the scientific study of economics. Drawing together his background of teaching
political economy and his active opposition to Marxist economic thought, Bulgakov
thus aimed to ascribe metaphysical and religious meaning to the notion of economic

activity.

Friedrich Schelling’s (1775-1854) Naturphilosophie was also particularly
influential in the formulation of the thesis presented in Filosofiia khoziaistva, which,
looking at the relationship between man and nature, identified a mutual identity
existing between the inert matter of the material world and the active, enlightening
matter of divine humanity. Pustarnakov has argued that the influence of Schelling in

Russian philosophy after Solovev tends to be overlooked, ?®® and Bulgakov's

*%2 Citation from Leszek Kotakowski, Gféwne nurty marksizmu. Powstanie — rozw0j — rozktad (Paris,

1977), in Marek Stycznski, ‘Sergei Hessen, Neo-Kantian: Dedicated to Professor Andrzej Walicki’,
Studies in East European Thought, vol. 56, no. 1 (2004), pp. 55-71 (pp. 57-58).

8. F. Pustarnakov, ‘O zamysle knigi, xode raboty nad nei i nekotorykh itogakh issledovaniia’, in V.
F. Pustarnakov (ed.), Filosofiia Shellinga v Rossii (St Petersburg, 1998), pp. 3-12.
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Filosofiia khoziaistva demonstrates how Schelling’s influence was still very much
present in early twentieth-century Russian thinking. Indeed, Vaganova in her
comprehensive overview of Bulgakov’'s Sophiology asserted a broad similarity in
Schelling’s and Bulgakov’s intellectual development:
Ecnu ana aHanornn (a aHanorunda, sepHee, muriosiocusi pa3BnuTnAa MblCrii, HECOMHEHHO,
npocrnexuBaeTcs) B3ATb TBOpYeckyto aponoumtio LennuHra, ot Hatypdunocodum K
Teocodum (cunocodmm OTKPOBEHMS), TO DynrakoBckad amMnnuTyga Kyaa Kpyye: oHa

Ha4YMHaeTCsl MOJNIMTIKOHOMMEN 3eMnedennsd, a 3akaHdMBaeTCcsl [OorMaTU4eCKUM

Gorocrosuem.>®*

The closeness between Schelling and Bulgakov is thus quite significant, and

perhaps extends beyond their mutual espousal of the notion of a man-nature identity.

Regarding the specific problem of history within Bulgakov’'s work, Filosofiia
khoziaistva offers some crucial advances in terms of the exposition and development
of his thinking. Most importantly, we see in this text a more sustained treatment of
the problem of history. Indeed it could be argued that history is amongst its most
significant elements. In Filosofia khoziaistva Bulgakov presents a full
conceptualisation of history, describing how it plays out at both a cosmic and an
anthropological level. The ideas behind it, being centred upon the question of the
meaning of economy, perhaps inevitably unfold across the framework of history. For
Bulgakov, as we will see, engagement with the question of economy unavoidably
results in thought about history; indeed, the two become almost coterminous:

XOTs1 SMNUPUYECKUN, HEMOCPEACTBEHHO OHA [AEATENbHOCTb XO3ANCTBA] U Bblpa)kaeTcs

B MuUpunagax pas3po3HEHHbIX aKkToB, HO AMHaMWU4YeCKM OHa eCTb eadunHad U CBA3HadA

0eATenbHOCTb, KOTOpas Cy6'beKTOM nveeT He nHameuna, HO poa, U pas3BepTbiBaeTCAd BO

%4 N. A. Vaganova, Sofiologiia protoiereia Sergiia Bulgakova (Moscow, 2010), p. 280.
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BPEMEHM, T.€. B UCTOPUM.

Economy and history thus exist in very close connection, the former ‘unfolding’ in the
latter. We will continue to see the historicised themes of theodicy, causality and
freedom in Filosofila khoziaistva, as well as the introduction of the question of
creativity. This is all done alongside an integration of Christian ideas into a
philosophical context. The specific problem of metaphysical determinism, evident at
both cosmic and anthropological levels, becomes yet more obvious in Filosofiia
khoziaistva, and a fuller discussion of this determinism will be an important element
in our understanding of the evolution of Bulgakov’s historical thought to this point. |
begin with an attempt at capturing the central tenets of his conceptualisation of

history presented in this work.

Cosmic philosophy of history

The first thing we notice about Filosofiia khoziaistva is the great expansion in
the scale of Bulgakov’s historical thinking. According to its wider scope and the
broader terms arising from his engagement with economy as a philosophical

problem, Bulgakov’s thought now aspires to a — literally — more universal level:

Bcskuin xnBoM opraHuM3M, Kak Teno, Kak opraHusoBaHHasi mMaTepusi, HaxoauTcs B
HepaspbIBHOW CBSI3M CO BCEW BCENEHHOM B Ka4yecTBe ee 4acTu, MO0 BceneHHasi ecTb
cuctema cun, B3aMMHO MPOHMKAKLWMX OofHa APYryl, U Hemnb3s CABUHYTb MECHUHKY,
YHUYTOXWUTb XOTS1 OOMH aToM 6e3 Toro, 4tobbl He NoABuUrnacb — B TON U MHOWN bopme

286
N CTeNneHn — BCA BCeJlEeHHan.

This cosmic scope is reflected in a similarly epic impression of history. Filosofiia

khoziaistva describes how the two great cosmic forces of ‘life’ and ‘death’ are locked

28 Bylgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, pp. 90-91.

2 bid., p. 64.
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in conflict. The resolution of this conflict, which occurs through economy, takes on

the shape of history. There is a distinct religious character to this process:

Mup MepTBOM M KOCHOW MaTepuMuM paspellaeTcs B MWUP 3HEPrui, 3a KOTOpbIMU

CKpbIBaAlOTCA XXUBbl€ CUJlbl. [NeneHbl MNOCTENEHHO cnagarwT C TpexgHeBHONo w"

cMepasiLLero yxe Jlasaps, KOTopbiii KAET NOBeNuUTenLHOro criosa: llasape, uan BoH!”®’
The cosmic principles of life and death are associated with multiple meanings. Life is
associated with good, creativity, the subject, the natura naturans (nature in its ideal
condition) and ultimately with Sophia and the divine, whereas death is characterised
in terms of mechanism, evil, inertness, lifelessness and is associated with the natura
naturata (nature in its present condition), the object and the terrestrial. This means
that through the expansion of this life-death opposition Bulgakov is able to explore
many of the problems with which he had dealt previously, and also to talk more

broadly about the basic subject-object divide.

In the cosmic antagonism between life and death, these principles are not
antinomiously opposed to one another, but are, rather, only opposing ‘conditions’ or

‘states’ of life:

B TenepeLuHOl0 MMPOBYIO 3MOXY YCTOMYMBOCTb HE AOCTUrHYTa HU B Ty, HU B OPYryro
dopMy — HM B cTOopoHy Xaoca, lNyctoTel U MexaHusma, HU B cTopoHy OpraHusma,
beccmepTHOM KuaHu, MonHoTtbl. Mexay XXusHbto u CmepTbio uaetT noeguHok |[...]
TouyHee cneayeT ckasaTb, YTO 3T0 6opbba He ABYX Hayar, HoO 08yX COCMOSIHUL OQHOW U
Ton xe BceneHHow, npuyem camasd 3ata 6opbba ecTb NMWb CUMNTOM BONe3HEeHHOro

COCTOSHUS BbITUS, XOTS U 6onesHu pocTa...”*

As they are not antimoniously opposed, Bulgakov, following Schelling’s lead in his

Naturphilosophie, suggests the inevitable resolution of the life-death contradiction by

7 bid., p.125.
%8 |bid., pp. 69-70.
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identifying their mutual identity:

Bo3moxxHOCTb 6opbObI MeXay oAyLLEBNEHHbIM 1 HEOAYLEBMNEHHbIM 00yCNOBNMBaeTCA

. 289
NX CyLLEeCTBEHHbBIM TOXECTBOM MpPU Pas3yindnm nx Kak COCToAHNN.

This identity makes possible the transformation of the inert, deathly world into a
divine, vivified organism — it makes possible the victory of the principle of life over the
principle of death. This is very close to Schelling’s thesis in Ideas for a Philosophy of

Nature (1803), where he writes:

Man is not born to waste his mental power in conflict against the fantasy of an
imaginary world, but to exert all his powers upon a world which has influence upon him,
lets him feel its forces, and upon which he can react. Between him and the world,
therefore, no rift must be established; contact and reciprocal action must be possible

between the two, for only so does man become man.**

Bulgakov understands that there is no such rift between man and the world, between

life and death, and therefore along with Schelling follows a thesis of identity.

The process whereby this conflict between the two principles or conditions of
life and death is resolved constitutes the basis of history. Problematically, due to the
emphasis that is placed not just on identity but also on the primacy of life, it will
emerge that, despite the new terminology, this historical process is, at a cosmic level,

deterministic. This primacy of life is formulated explicitly below:

OTOT MOHW3M >KM3HW, MaH30M3M, B MNPOTUBOMOMOXHOCTE MOHM3MY CMEPTWU, WK
naHTaHaTU3IMy, MaTtepuanucTtoB, BClea 3a ApPeBHUMU MbICITUTENAMU (nﬂaTOHOM n
ocobeHHo [MnotuHom), Béme n Bbaagepom, WennuHrom n Bn. ConoBbeBbIM, Mbl

cuMTaem MeTadum3MyecKor rMnoTe3ol, €AMHCTBEHHO CMOCOOHOM BLIBECTU U3

289 .

Ibid., p. 70.
2% Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling, Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature, Second Edition, 1803.
translated by Errol E. Harris and Peter Heath (Cambridge, 1988), pp. 10-11.
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3aTpyaHeHus...”*!

An opposition between life and death thus forms the basis of the world and history,
but in this opposition life is primary and death secondary. In his interpretation of
Plato and Plotinus, along with mystics such as Jacob Boehme (1575-1624) and
Franz von Baader (1765-1841), he clearly detects the sort of mystical predisposition
towards a negation of the ‘deathly’ or inert, material principle in the same way that,
as we shall see later, Berdiaev would. In Bulgakov’s thinking, then, the ultimate
imbalance between the two principles of life and death will drive the economic

process taking place across history and create a teleology to the historical process.

The historical narrative of Filosofiia khoziaistva

The historical narrative of Filosofiia khoziaistva is a description of the steady
vivification of the inert natural world by the divine force of life — the process of
economy. This narrative, therefore, accounts for the victory of life over death:

3apgaya KOCMMYEcKoro u NCTOpUYECKOro npouecca B TOM U COCTOUT, YTOObI 3TOT

o 292
[6oxxecTBEHHbIN] OTOHb MPOHMK, COrpes, 0CBETUN BCKO TBapb, BCIO MPUPOAY. °

History, then, is immediately given a much clearer structure and goal than it had
been previously, with teleology therefore much more evident. This historical process
is possible, Bulgakov argues, due to economy, as economy is the means by which

man interacts with the world:

X039MCTBO eCcTb AeATENbHOCTL YernoBeka Haf npupoaoit; obnagas cunamy nNpupos|,

OH TBOPUT U3 HUX, YTO XO‘-IeT.293

291 Bylgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 67.

29 |bid., p. 116.
3 bid., p. 110.
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In this economic-historical process, humanity takes its content, its life, and fills inert
nature — the object world — with it. This narrative states that nature, in its present
state (natura naturata) is in a death-like, mechanical condition, but that this is not a
permanent state. The subject (humanity) in the historical process overcomes the
object (nature), and fills it with life. The type of eschatological thinking evident in this
text thus recalls the ‘inaugurated’ eschatology discussed in the Introduction to this
thesis: the bringing about of the end is presented as in process and already in

motion.?%*

Returning to the Schellingian identity, Bulgakov argues that the economic-
historical process is possible because everything, both nature (the object) and

humanity (the subject), possesses the same metaphysical basis:

M Tam [xo3alcTBO] WM  34ecb  [NO3HaHWe] no-cBoeMy  npeojorneBaeTcs
NpoTUBOMNOCTaBNeHNe cybbekTa u obbekTa, B 0b6oux mnpoueccax OOHapyXuBaeTcs
ofHa u Ta xe meTadmsnyeckas OCHOBa, UMEHHO mMoxecmeo cybbekTa n obbekTa, u

XN3Hb pacKpbiBaeTCA KakK NOCTOAHHOE BblisABIIEHUE, yrny6neHV|e n 06Hapy>KeHv|e 3TOro

o 295
TOXeCTBa BMeCTe C npeogosieHnemM 3Toun NoJiIApHOCTU.

The economic aspect of history is thus the agency by which inert nature is vivified, or
by which history happens. The subject, or agent, in this process is humanity as a

whole which thus becomes responsible for the process of history:

NCTUHHBIM 1 npnTtoMm eauHCTBEHHbIM TpaHcueHAeHTallbHbIM Cy6'|:eKTOM XO351CTBa,

onnueTBopeHnemM 4ucmoeo xossticmea, wnu camomn d)yHKLI,MI/I X03ANCTBOBaHMS,

2
ABNAETCA He Yesiogek, HO Yesioee4decmeo. %

Since, in this conceptualisation of history, it is humanity that drives the process of

2% McGrath, Christian Theology, p. 540.
2% bid., p. 85.
2 |bid., p. 94.
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history, the various ontological limitations to which man is subject will be of great
significance. This ontological element in the conceptualisation of history will be

discussed below.

Thus far, then, Bulgakov’s conceptualisation of history in Filosofiia khoziaistva
offers both a cosmic scope and a clear narrative through which the historical process
will take place. History, in this text, is the process in which mankind transforms
deathly, object nature into a world full of life and divinity. However, this description
has revealed two moments where determinism may emerge: the first concerns the
fact that the metaphysical force of life is portrayed as primary, and the objective force
of death secondary; the second concerns the fact that man, who is invested with
responsibility for the passage of history, may be subject to limitations or conditions in

this historical activity. These problems arise from a number of older concerns.

Causality and theodicy

As has been suggested, the older ‘historicised’ problems in Bulgakov's
thinking come together in Filosofiia khoziaistva to help formulate a fuller philosophy
of history. Similarly, the question of causality is also still significant in the historical
narrative of Filosofiia khoziaistva, as it describes how history moves. Bulgakov's
thought on causality has developed further: whilst now admitting the existence of
mechanical causality as a process occurring within history, he asserts that this form
of causality represents only anticipation of another. This ties the theme of
mechanical causality to the broader terms of the life-death opposition. The
mechanical (objective) form of causality thus is described as only awaiting the

organic (subjective) form:
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|_|03TOMy npunpoaa n3BHe €Ctb MEXaHU3M CUJ, B Hepax e CBoux, noTeHunarnbHO, OHa
. 297

€CTb XBOW OpraHn3m.
The causal process at the roots of the world thus runs deeper than the principle of
mechanism, recalling the fact that earlier, in Dva grada (1911), Bulgakov had
suggested a metaphysical necessity in the place of immanent historical necessity.
He is, indeed, still driven to underline again exactly why such a ‘mechanistic’
interpretation of the world is mistaken, explaining that mechanical causality offers no

greater meaning to history:

OHO [4MCTO MaTepuanucTU4eckoe BO33pPEHUE] CTaBUT B KayecTBe OOBbSCHEHWs psag
HOBbIX 3aragok, 1 B OCHOBY BCero nonaraet abconoTHbI 1 Bcemorymn Cnyyan, T.e.
Hayano, KOTopoe HMYero He OBBACHAET, a TONbKO 3aKpbIBAeT OTCYTCTBME OOBACHEHMS.
Kakum ob6pasom mor cam cobol M3 MepTBOro MexaHmsMa npupoAbl BO3HUKHYTb
YyernoBeKk, Kakum obpa3om KocHas W cnernas maTepuss MOXET oTAaBaTbCA €ro
TBOPYECKMM 3ambiCliaM, BblgaBaTb €My CBOW TaliHbl M CEKpPeTbl U Kakum obpasom
Aanee oH MOXeT nepepacTtatb cebsi — BCce 3TO BOMNPOCHI, HA KOTOPbIE HET U HE MOXET

6biTb oTBETA.>%®

It is evident that the problem of historical causality still preoccupies Bulgakov in
Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912), as it did in Ot marksizma k idealizmu (1903) and Dva
grada (1911), and the primacy in history of metaphysical processes over

mechanically causal processes continues to be asserted.

Similarly, the historical narrative of Filosofiia khoziaistva is also built upon the
demand for a theodicy, an apprehension of evil. This is because it demonstrates how
the ‘evil’ forces of the world — those of death, inertness, mechanism and chaos — are

overcome by the divine force of life, thereby reducing evil to something transient and

27 1bid., p. 100.
2% |bid., p. 110.
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non-substantial. The historical dimension of theodicy is thus still prominent. However,
in the broader cosmic balance of the relationship between good and evil, the
guandary of the primacy of good over evil re-emerges. Above, it was revealed how
Bulgakov, when trying to overcome the problem of evil, was led to describe a
schema in which the divine and metaphysical offer the ultimate grounding and basis
for everything that takes place in the world. As both subject and object, good and evil
all share a metaphysical basis in good, the relationship between life and death is
fundamentally skewed: it can only be assumed that the historical process will result
in the revelation of this self-evident truth that life, good, is universal and primary.
Therefore, as Gavrilyuk contends, Bulgakov’s thought becomes a kind of ‘ontological
universalism’, in which everything is determined by this basic ontological quality of

goodness running through the universe:

For Bulgakov, in contrast, creaturely freedom, no matter how radical and far-reaching
its revolt against God, could not possibly become a permanent barrier to the power and
goodness of God. Because of its emphasis upon God as the source and power of being
and its methodological shift from juridical to ontological categories, Bulgakov's

eschatology may be termed ontological universalism.?*

The primacy of life (or the metaphysical-divine) over death (or the object-material)
thus expresses the cosmic dimensions of the type of metaphysically determinist
thinking that exists in Bulgakov’'s thought. This problem will re-emerge in Svet
nevechernii (1917). Meanwhile, the sense of theodicy offering a dialogue with the
contemporaneous world, with the crisis of modern times, is also still very apparent in
this text: it is clear how the problems of the present relate to an improper balance
between good and evil at a cosmic level, but that, due to the essential metaphysical

basis of all, these crises will be eventually resolved for the victory of good.

299 Gauvrilyuk, ‘Universal Salvation in the Eschatology of Sergius Bulgakov’, p. 128.
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Historical humanity

Having looked at the cosmic aspects of Bulgakov’s treatment of history, we
can now move on to the ontological aspects. A key development of Filosofiia
khoziaistva is Bulgakov’s identification of mankind as a universal, historical whole.
This whole, humanity, which is variously described as the transcendental subject of
economy (transtsendental’nyi sub’ekt khoziaistva), the Demiurge (Demiurg), and
also the World Soul (Mirovaia Dusha), carries out economic activity. Through this
unified activity mankind is thus responsible for the fate of economy and history:

EavHcTBO UxX [Nogen] BoipaxaeTcsl B OO beKTMBHOM €4MHCTBE UCTOPMU U XO3SNCTBa, B

o6LHOCTU nX ,qena.300

Humanity acquires an historical aspect, and its activity acquires transcendental
importance in the movement of economy and history forwards. The question,
however, arises — how free is this transcendental subject of economy in the direction
of its activity? Why does humanity engage in the spreading of the ‘flame of life’ and
not in creating a mechanism to bring death to the world and end history with the
victory of death? A return to the question concerning the capacities by which
mankind acts, and thereby creates history, is thus necessary. It is in this problem, as
has been contended above by Gavrilyuk, that we find the elements in Bulgakov’s

thought which exhibit an historical determinism.

As has been suggested throughout Bulgakov’s earlier works, a key aspect of
humanity is its possession of certain metaphysical and transcendental qualities that
allow man to exist free from mechanical causality, to be transcendent to the object

world. Bulgakov demonstrates this whilst discussing the theme of freedom:

3% 1bid., pp. 108-09.
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Ceobopaa ecTb He 6eCNPUYMHHOCTb, HO CaMOrNpPUYUHHOCMb, CNOCOOHOCTbL AENCTBOBATh

oT cebs [...] U3 ceba HauMHaTb MPUYUHHOCTbL, MO-CBOEMY MNPENOMIIATL NMPUYMHHYIO
CBA3b N TEM HapyLwlaTb NpuHUUN BCGO6UJ,€I’O MexaHmsma.301
Freedom is thus ability to be independent from the material world and to make one’s
own causality. This freedom constitutes a powerful force within the historical dynamic,
and its genesis — originating in the metaphysical, coming from God - again
demonstrates the primacy of the metaphysical over the material. In Filosofiia
khoziaistva, this ontological-historical problem of man’s freedom to create history is

advanced in Bulgakov’s formulation of the question of creativity.

The historical problem of creativity

The historical ramifications of the determined nature of man’s ontological
make-up are demonstrated when Bulgakov addresses the problem of creativity, a
question which possesses a significant historical dimension. It is a new ‘historicised’
problem arising in Filosofiia khoziaistva. Creativity will also be integral to Berdiaev's
philosophy of time — more important than it is for Bulgakov’s philosophy of history —
but his thought on this problem will differ from Bulgakov’'s. Reemphasising the almost
coterminous nature of history and economy, Bulgakov begins his exploration of

creativity by detailing his perception of the dynamic whereby history moves:

Yenoseyeckoe X035MCTBO pa3BmBaeTCAd He TOJIbKO 3KCTEHCMBHO, HO U UHTEHCUBHO, TakK
4YTO B KaxaomMm [JaHHOM 3BeHe MCTOpI/ILIeCKOIZ uenn HUHTerpupyeTtca ecrim He BeCb

npep,bl,qyu.l,w?l npouecc, TO HeKOTopaAd ero 4acTtb, HacTosLlee BbipacTaeT U3 npoLusioro,

302
ero B cebs nornowas, OpraHuU4ecku ero ycBodd...

In this discussion of the way in which history moves, Bulgakov evinces the Hegelian-

%9 1bid., p. 168.
%92 1bid., p. 93.
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Marxist idea that any historical progress contains within itself at least some elements

of the past. However, he continues then to make a very important assertion:

...HO BMeCTe C TeM HOBbI BWA, 3TOT WHTErpan npeablayLero NCTOPUYecKoro psiaa,
coaepXut B cebe N He4yTo KayeCTBEeHHO HOBOe B CpaBHEHWM CO BCEM

NpefLecTBYOWMM, U B 3TOM COCTOMT WUCTOpMYECKOE pasBUTUE B MpuUpode v B

o 303
4yenoBe4eckon NctTopumun.

This identification of newness as a key component of historical development allows
the way in for metaphysical, rather than immanent, processes to guide the
movement of history. This recalls the idea that where the ‘chiliastic’ reduces to
immanent processes, proper ‘eschatological’ interpretations focus on the

transcendental in history. Bulgakov concludes that:

BoamoXXHOCTb ncTopun, MUCTOpPUYECKUX npoueccos, a B TOM 4ucne X0351CTBa (VI

3HaHl/IFI), OCHOBaHa Ha 3TOW CMOCOOHOCTU K HOBOMY TBOpYeCTBY, maywemy ganblie

304
NPOCTOro Bocnpou3seneHna ninn NnoBTopeHna ctaporo...

Asserting that creativity, through the advent of newness, makes history possible is a
significant step in the development of Bulgakov’s thinking about history, as he is
offering a thesis on how history works.3% As well as discussing history and a
historical narrative at a cosmic level, he is also thus demonstrating how history

moves at a more particular level.

If the path of history (and economy) is based on creativity, then how, and

according to what impetus, does humanity create? The solutions Bulgakov arrives at

%93 |pid., p. 93.

%% bid., p. 93.

3% |t should also be noted that Bulgakov perceives the same creativity in economic activity as he does
in artistic creativity, meaning that ‘creativity’ is used in a broad sense. For example, in reference to the
Dostoevskian idea that ‘beauty will save the world’, Bulgakov writes: ‘[lemMnypr B X0351ACTBEHHOM
npouecce opraHm3yeTt npvpoay, NpeBpaLlas ee MexaHn3M CHOBa B OpraHusm [...] u Tem npespawiaet
MUP B XyOOXeCTBeHHOe npousseneHue [...] Noatomy nobena xo3sMcTBa BblpaxaeTcsl B KOCMUYECKON
nobene kpacoTbl. OTCl0Aa NPopoYeCcTBEHHOE 3HAaYeHUe UCKYCCTBa kKak npoobpasa: «KpacoTta cnacet
mup».’ lbid., pp. 101-12.
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offer the most comprehensive evidence available thus far of how a determinist
pattern of thinking in his philosophy establishes a teleology in the historical process.
Man’s capacity to create, Bulgakov argues, invests in him the responsibility for
directing history, but this creative ability is circumscribed and directed by certain

metaphysical criteria. He writes:

TBOpLIeCTBO Tpe6yeT, Ona cBoero cywecrtsoBaHUA, OBYX yCJ'IOBI/IIZZ Hann4HOCTH, BO-

nepBbiX, 3ambicna, cBoGOAbl W3BOMEHWUs, W, BO-BTOPbIX, MoOWW, cBOGOAbI

306
NCNOJTHEHUA.

Human creativity, therefore, requires a free ‘will’ (izvolenie) to create, and also the

freedom of ability to effect creation.

However, this brings into contention questions surrounding the source of this

ability — where does it come from? Bulgakov claims:

Ecnu oH [4enoBek] MOXeT TBOPUTb, TO HE U3 HUYErO, a U3 CO3aHHoro yxe [...] Mupa. B

HEM OH MOXET oTne4vaTtneBaTb CBOM uaeu, Bonnowate ceou obpassbl [...] [Ho] oTkyaa
307
Xe poXOarkTCA B YEJTOBEKE 3TU O6pa3bl, T I/ID,el/I-MO,EI,eﬂVI?
Human creativity is thus set a first limitation — it cannot create from nothing, which is
the very opposite, as we shall see, of what Berdiaev believes. This statement is
further qualified by the fact that the capacity of human creativity is also limited by the

determination of its source:

OHo [4enoBeuyeckoe TBOPYECTBO] €CTb BbISBIIEHME TOro, YTO MeTaduM3nMyecks AaHo,
OHO B 3TOM CMbICNle HEe ecmb TBOPYECTBO U3 HUYe20, HO f1Wb 80cco30aHue,
socrnpouseedeHue 0OaHHO20, cOenaswieeocsi 3adaHHbIM, W 3TO BOCCO3[aHue

CTaHOBUTCA TBOPYECTBOM [MOCTOJIbKY, MOCKOJIbKY OHO €CTb cBoboaHoe U TpyaoBoe

%% 1bid., p. 111.
7 1bid., pp. 111-12.
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308
BOCMpOM3BeaeHMeE.

Indeed, he goes further, asserting that,

YenoBeuyeckoe TBOPYECTBO HE COAEPXKMT No3ToMy B cebe Hudero memaghusuyecku
HO8020, OHO NULUb BOCMPOWU3BOAUT U BOCCO3LAET U3 UMEIOLLMXCS, CO34aHHbIX Yxke

ANnemMeHToB 1 Mo BHOBb HaxoguMbIM, BOCCO34aBaeMblM, HO TakKKe Hanepea AaHHbIM

309
obpasuam.

Creativity is therefore nothing but a capacity freely to re-create that which is already
given to mankind by God. Thus far, then, if history is possible due to creativity, and
creativity is only the recreation of ideas provided to man by God with material
already given to him, it is not difficult to see how a certain metaphysically determinist
pattern of thought is established inasmuch as man creates history according to plans

and impulses rendered unto him by God.

These considerations lead Bulgakov on to the question of man’s creative
freedom. Here he makes the most remarkable statement, revealing his deepest

intuition concerning life and history:

Yenoeek cBOOOAEH — a NOCTOJIbKY U OpUTMHANEH — NLb B HanpasieHUn CBOUX Cun, B

cnocobe UCnonb3oBaHUSA CBOEW npupodbl, HO CamMmyro 3Ty nNpupoay, OCHOBY CBOE€ro 4,

310
OH MMeeT KaK AaHHYI0, KaK COTBOPEHHYHO.

We see then that man appears not to be free to choose his nature, that it is rather
determined for him. Thus man is given a metaphysical nature and is endowed with a
set of spiritual capacities which allow him to re-create that which is given to him.
Furthermore, mankind is provided with a model of history that through his creativity

he is called to recreate:

%% 1bid., p. 114.
%99 1bid., p. 114.
0 bid., p. 114.
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Yenoseueckoe TBOpYEeCTBO CO3OaeT He «06pa3», KOTOprVI JaH, Ho «nopgobuey,

KOTOpO€ 3aaaHO BOCNpou3BOONTb B CBO6OD,HOM, TpyaooBOM, UCTOPUYECKOM rMpolecce

TO, YTO NpeaBeyHO eCTb, KakK VID,eaJ'IbeIVI nepBoo6pa3.311
In this way mechanical causality, even the object world itself has no real sway over
man, but he is instead forced to work through them in order to spread the flame of

life — the life he has been endowed with — throughout creation.

This conceptualisation of history affords mankind, in its creation of history
through economy, neither the choice nor the potential to envision its own form of
history. Indeed man, whether he wants to or not, whether consciously or
unconsciously, works to realise aspirations which aim to manifest the ‘likeness’
(podobie) of what is given, rather than to create something fundamentally original or
metaphysically new. The extent to which this thesis on creativity rests on a

deterministic teleology is demonstrated in a concluding statement:

3awmta M paclivMpeHne XU3HW, a MOCTOMbKY W 4YacTUYHOE €ee BOCKpeLIeHuE U
COCTaBIisieT COAepXXaHUe XO3ANCTBEHHOW AesTeNbHOCTU YeroBeka. OTO aKTMBHas
peakuus X13HEeTBOPHOTO MpWHUMMNA NPOTMB CMePTOHOCHoro. JTo pabota Codum Haa
BOCCTaHOBMEHMEM MMUPO3OaHUs, KOTOPYO BedeT OHa Ypes NocpeacTBO MCTOPUYECKOTO
yernose4yecTBa, W €10 Xe YCTaHaBMNMBAETCH CBEPXCYGbEKTUBHas Teneornorus

“cTopudeckoro npouecca.>?

A ‘meta-subjective’ or ‘supra-subjective’ teleology — carried out through the work of
Sophia — that reigns over the historical process is conspicuously identified. Leskov,
amongst others, also sees this conceptualisation of history as intrinsically

deterministic and even goes so far as to speak of a ‘mechanistic type of rationalism’

¥ bid., p. 114.
*2 |bid., p. 125.
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and a ‘harsh, one-dimensional and linear determinism’.?*®

The historical dimensions of Bulgakov’s Sophiology now demand exploration,
as Sophia is the basic device that allows this transmission of divine knowledge from

God to man and then from man to the world.

Bulgakov’s Sophiology

Up to now we have avoided engaging with the nature of the Sophiology and
theological thinking that is evident across Filosofiia khoziaistva. The intention was
first to demonstrate the historical structure and the various ‘historicised’ elements
that Bulgakov describes in this text, as without this it would be harder to determine
the more exact role of Sophia. Developing from his previous works, we have seen
how Bulgakov has been keen to detect within the process of history a greater
providential meaning as well as evidence of the fact that empirical reality does not in
its own inert, mechanical processes hold the key to history. Alongside this Bulgakov
has also demonstrated that he is still keen to find in a conceptualisation of history a
solution to the problem of evil, which he now also understands to exist in mechanism,
inertness and death. As we have also seen, in Bulgakov’'s reckoning man, in his
creation of history according to his metaphysical abilities and capacities, is able (only)
to re-create that which is given to him as an ideal model. Bulgakov has further
asserted that history is driven by a teleology rooted in Sophia. Sophia thus
completes the determined teleology of Bulgakov’s historical thought offered in

Filosofiia khoziaistva. What this actually means demands further elaboration.

3 See L.V. Leskov, ‘Sofiinost’ filosofii khoziaistva Bulgakova: sinergeticheskaia interpretatsiia’, in T.

G. Trubnitsyna, N. P. Nedzvetskaia (eds), Dva Bulgakova. Raznye sud’by. vol. 1 (Moscow, 2002), pp.
71-82 (p. 75).
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First a short description is needed. Sophia is Divine Wisdom. She issues from
God at the moment of creation but is present within all creation: she is the
intermediate force which functions to imbue creation — specifically humanity — with
divine capacity and aspiration, despite the fact she too exists in the immanent world.
As Garaeva asserts:

Codhua — 310 MocpedHUK, CBsA3biBalOLLee Hayano pasHbix cdep — TBapHOro mMupa u

314
Mupa BoxxecTBEHHOrO.

Indeed, as Louth summarises:

The fundamental intuition of Sophiology is relatively easy to enunciate; it is that the gulf
between the uncreated God and creation, brought into being out of nothing, does not
put creation in opposition to God, rather Wisdom [...] [sits] between God and

us/creation, for Wisdom is that through which God created the universe, and it is

equally through Wisdom that the human quest for God finds fulfilment.**®

This intermediary concept of Sophia thus offers a means of allowing the divine and
metaphysical to exist within the empirical realm as well as outside it. Sophiology
therefore facilitates, as discussed earlier, a degree of dialogue between the
metaphysical and the present (unpleasant) condition of the world.'® Sophiological
thinking helps find metaphysical value in calamity, and can be linked back to the idea
of temporality as crisis: it allows for an appraisal of current crises in the light of divine
value. Sophia therefore provides greater unity to Bulgakov’s philosophical project, as
she describes a religious or metaphysical force which is the same in the

metaphysical dimension as it is in the material dimension, bringing about a degree of

¥4 Garaeva, Sofiinii idealizm, p. 255.

315 outh, ‘Sergii Bulgakov and the Task of Theology’, p. 255.

316 “Pycckas codmonormyeckasi MbICIb Tak e Kak HEMELIKUIA MUCTUK ULLIET MeTadm3yeckne npuymnHbl
HepomkHoro coctosHua mupa.” E. A. Korol’kova, ‘la. Beme i russkaia sofiologicheskaia mysl!”, in E. M.
Anan'eva et al., Russkaia i evropeiskaia filosofiia: puti skhozhdeniia. Materialy nauchnoi konferentsii
(St Petersburg, 1999), pp. 9-11 (p. 10).
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harmony. The search for this unifying principle has been a continuous element of
Bulgakov’s thinking. Indeed, regarding the theme of all-unity issuing from

Sophiological thinking, Evtuhov comments:

TBopuyecTBO BynrakoBa aToi anoxu [anoxm @uriocoguu xosslicmea] ¢ YANBUTENbHOM

NNIerkoCTblo MpuUyncnaeT K «q)VIJ'IOCO(bI/II/I eanHCTBa» MU K KBa3n-MUCTUYECKUM MorneTtam
o 317
MbIcnn, npucywmm CepebpsHOMY BEKY PYCCKOWM KyIbTypbl.
Sophia, as the Divine Wisdom, is the divine basis behind the cosmic ‘vivifying
principle’ existent in man and the world, and thus is the energy which drives man in
his quest to realise the kingdom of God. It demonstrates the deep influence of

Solov'ev over Bulgakov’s developing thinking, as was discussed earlier.'®

Sophia acts as a channel or mechanism whereby man receives, and is then in
part defined by, the metaphysical aspects of his character. Man is driven to create
and strive in a certain way, because man partakes of Sophia, of the Divine Wisdom,
and is thereby unwittingly driven by it. Economy therefore becomes a Sophiological
process — it is the process whereby man delivers the Sophiological energy of his
subject to the object of the world. The Sophiological nature of economy is its most
important feature in the historical dynamic, as economy is, just as history is, a

Sophiological process:

|_|03TOMy OKOH4YaTeslbHada uenb X034McTea — 3a npegenamn ero, OHO eCTb TOJIbKO 1ymb

mupa K Codum OCYLLEeCTBMNEHHOW, Nepexod OT HEeWCTUHHOrO COCTOSIHUSE Mupa K

319
MWCTUHHOMY, TPyA4OBO€ BOCCTaHOBIIEHNE MUpa.

Sophia, lying at the base of everything, also completes the cosmic aspect of

317 Evtukhov, ‘O snoskakh Bulgakova’, p. 141.

318 Vaganova has described how Solov'ev was of growing importance for Bulgakov between 1900-11,
specifically evident in the latter's thought on Sophia. She also, however, points out that there is a
broader background to Bulgakov’'s Sophiology in this period, extending well beyond Solov'ev. See
Vaganova, Sofiologiia protoiereia Sergiia Bulgakova, pp. 281-85.

319 Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 125.
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Bulgakov’s assertion, a key element in the deterministic pattern in his thought, which
relates to the identity of subject and object in Filosofiia khoziaistva. This is because
Sophia is the energy, or potential which equally illuminates object (or nature) as it
does the subject, providing for their same metaphysical basis:

B codhminHocTv npmpoabl 060CHOBLIBAETCA N 0O BbEKTUBHO-NOMMYECKas CBA3b BELLEN, ee

320
3aKOHOMEPHOCTb, KOTOpad yCTaHOBIIAETCA B HayKax.

Sophia therefore allows for the ontological aspects of Bulgakov’s thought, because it
represents the channel through which divine capacity is transferred to mankind, and
similarly provides for the cosmic aspects of his vision for the transformation of the
material world, because it represents the metaphysical basis of nature. Therefore,

Bulgakov is able to assert:

Cocbua npasut nctopmen, kak NposuaeHne, kak OObLEKTMBHAA ee 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb, Kak
3aKoH nporpecca... TonbKO B CO(PUAHOCTU UCTOPUU NEXUT rapaHTus, YTO U3 Hee 4To-
HMOYOb BLINAET U OHA AacT Kakoh-HMbyab obLiMi pe3ynbTaT, YTO BO3MOXEH MHTerpan
3TMx BeckoHeyHO AnddepeHumpyowmnxca psaoB. To, YTO UCTOPUS He eCTb BEYHOEe
KpyroBpalleHve UnvM ogHoobpasHbli MeXaHW3M UMW, HakoHel, abCoMTHLIA Xaoc, He
noagaroLMACA HUKAKOW KOOpAMHAUUK, — TO, YTO MCTOpUS BOOOLLE €CTb Kak eOuHbI
npotiecc, npecrneaywLnin paspelleHe eanHon TBOpPYECKOM 3aaun, B 3TOM HaCc MOXeET
YTBEPAUTbL TONbKO MeTadmanyeckasa ngesa ob ee conmnHOCTH, CO BCEMU CBA3AHHBIMU C

HEelo MeTa(*)VISI/I‘-IeCKVIMM npennosyioXxeH MS’lMI/I.321

Bulgakov’'s use of words such as ‘zakonomernost”, ‘garantiia’ and so forth is
characteristic of a more Sophiological style of determinist thinking, which thereby
becomes a part of the broader metaphysical pattern of determinism which has

already been identified in Bulgakov’s thought.

320 1bid., p. 127.
%L |bid., pp. 126-27.
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In this Sophiological-metaphysical dimension of historical thinking we can still
see the lasting presence of Hegelian-Marxist thinking about history, in which human
activity becomes nothing but a necessary substratum of a greater historical process,
where everything corresponds to the grand providential movement of events.
Commenting on the passage just quoted, Zen’kovskii instructively makes a similar

assertion, arguing that:

Y bynrakoBa He ncye3 TOT UCTOPUYECKUI OeTEPMUHU3M, KOTopbi y Mapkca (oT Nerens)
rapaHTMpyeT, YTO B «KOHLE UCTOpMM» HACTYNUT «LApCTBO CBOOOAbI», — TONbKO TEMNEPb
Y bynrakoBa «Cocusa npaBuT UCTOPMEN, KaK OO bEKTUBHAA €€ 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb; TONbKO
B COPUAHOCTU UCTOPUM NIEXUT rapaHTus, YTo N3 Hee YTO-HUOYAb BbINAET». HO Kak xe
Torga, Npy 3ToM COMINHOM MNiaHe UCTOPWK, MPU 3TOM BHYTPEHHEM ee OeTEPMUHU3ME,

OCMbICITUTb Hayano cBoOoAbl B 4erioBeyectBe? JOTa Tema 3aHMmana Bcerga

|5yr|rar<013a...322

Sophia, then, for Bulgakov provides history with an ultimate plan and also
justification: it brings divine, historical meaning to the vicissitudes and crises of life.
This plan, constructed at a cosmic level, is carried out through mankind, who as the
bearer of the Sophiological light will bring about the end of the historical process,
transforming the object world, transcending mechanical necessity and causality,

infusing all with the divine and metaphysical.

Sophiologically determinist thought about history raises certain fundamental
problems. As we have mentioned, Bulgakov’s historical thinking in part answers to a
need to establish a proper theodicy. The thesis of Sophia responds to this, as it
argues for the good that is existent in everything — that the whole world is pregnant

with the divine, and that current evil and calamity is nothing but an improper

322 Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, part 2, p. 219.
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condition awaiting correction and revelation. However, regarding the Sophiological,
universal value of all, Copleston has raised doubts over the possibility of evil in a
world in which such all-unity is the dominant principle:

The difficulty is to see how, if God is the Absolute, the total-unity, disunity and disorder

can have arisen in the first place.323

This will become a very real problem for Bulgakov. He tries to explain that the root of
evil lies in the metaphysical events of the Fall, lying outside history. This does not,

however, really address the difficulty raised by Copleston:

Ons dwmnocodun xo3ancTBa «meTadusmyeckoe rpexonageHue» ecTb rmnoTesa,
NPUHATME KOTOPOW MpPONMBaeT CBET Ha OCHOBHble ee npobnemMbl, MNOCKOMbKY
06bsACHAET MUPOBOM M B HeM wuctopuyeckui npouecc. KoHeuHo, 310 «cobbiTe»
COBEpLUNIIOCh He BO BPEMEHW, 1 TLWETHO cTanu bbl Mbl UCKaTb €ro crefoB B aHHanax

ncropumn nnnm  nareoHTOJNIONrM4eCKnX packKornkax, roe  Tenepb vyt  cnenos

OONCTOPUYECKOIo l-leJ'IOB(EKa.324
This is all well and good, but it does not explain — in the terms of Bulgakov’s broader,
universal philosophy — why this evil occurred, nor why evil has proved to be so
tenacious. If ‘all is providential’, if everything — be it the impetus behind Marxism or a
political revolution — is urged on by a deep religiosity which is good and
Sophiological by nature, and if life and the Divine are absolute, then why has this
Sophiological impulse become perverted, or at least non-absolute — why has it not
already triumphed? Bulgakov does not give a convincing answer as to why this is so
— as to why the historical process itself must take place over such a protracted
period. This problem will be better dealt with in Svet nevechernii (1917) as it deals in

more depth with cosmogonic problems and the origin of evil.

323
324

Copleston, Russian Religious Philosophy, p. 84.
Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 121.
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Conclusions

Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) is thus the most significant text that has been
discussed yet regarding Bulgakov’s philosophy of history. First, it continues to
demonstrate his inclination to look at philosophical problems from a historical
perspective, as his discussion of economy as a historical problem plays out across a
clear narrative. Furthermore, this historicising bent of thought, as has been
suggested earlier, contains within itself a further proclivity towards determinist
thinking. The historicised problems in Bulgakov’s work clarify in turn this determinist
bent of thought: the need to deal with evil and an exploration of creativity made much

clearer how determinist patterns emerge and function in Bulgakov’s thinking.

This determinist thinking is built on a metaphysical rather than material
imperative. This operates at two levels: cosmic and ontological. In the cosmic
dimension, the determinist line of thinking is not as obvious in Filosofiia khoziaistva
as it will be in Svet nevechernii (1917). Depicting a cosmic battle between good and
evil, waged across history, Bulgakov offers the inevitability of the victory of good by
establishing the metaphysical, Sophiological basis of everything (both good and euvil,
object and subject, mechanism and organism). This means the basic cosmic
relationship between good and evil is imbalanced to such an extent that it is not
possible for good to fail. This idea is rendered with much more exactitude in Svet
nevechernii. At the ontological level, Bulgakov introduces the problem of creativity,
another widespread theme in Silver Age thought. He describes how the kernel of
economic activity, which creates history, consists in the emergence of newness,
which itself is the product of creativity. However, he then immediately goes on to

explain that this creativity is not genuine Divine creativity, but is rather only a re-
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creation of something already given to man by God, which exists within man by merit
of his participation in Sophia. Thus man creates, and then drives history according to
a metaphysical impetus and according to a plan that is delivered to him from the
metaphysical — he does not freely create these plans, nor is he able to disregard
them, as he is not free to choose his own nature, which is divine. A metaphysical
teleology is thereby established through these twin cosmic and ontological

dimensions.

Berdiaev, in the journal Russkaia mysl’ (1916), commented witheringly on the
way in which Bulgakov engaged with the question of creativity and with the

implications this had for his ontology. He commented:

BynrakoB — ©0orocrnoB B 3KOHOMMWKE W 3KOHOMUCT B Gorocnoeuu [...] [[Mo BynrakoBy]
YenoBek He WMeeT CBoel COOCTBEHHOCTU. W OH MOXeT nuwb YynpaenATb,
BO34€eNblBaTh, XO35IMHNYATL Ha FOCMOACKOW, XO3SIMHCKOW 3eMne, HO He MOXeT ObITb

TBOpPUOM, HE MOXeT ObITb opurnHarnbHbIM XyOOXHUKOM )KI/I3HI/I.325

It was clear to Berdiaev, as it is to us, how Bulgakov’s restricted understanding of
human creativity fundamentally restricts man’s broader relationship with the world.
The question of creativity therefore polarises Berdiaev in his relationship to
Bulgakov’'s thought, as he sees in Bulgakov’'s work the same determinism and
limitation that he finds in Marxist thought. Whilst this a is no doubt a simplification
and possible misrepresentation of Bulgakov’'s thought, Berdiaev’'s own presentation
of the creativity-history dynamic, by placing an emphasis on the primacy of the
subject’s internal life, will provide a contrasting interpretation of the relationship
between creativity and history (or, moreover, the relationship between creativity and

time).

%25 Berdiaev, ‘Tipy religioznoi mysli v Rossii: Vozrozhdenie pravoslaviia’, p. 756.



156
Svet Nevechernii (1917)

Svet nevechernii demonstrates a significant change in Bulgakov’s thinking. It
expands beyond the boundaries of Filosofiia khoziaistva and his earlier work, and
demonstrates his continuing movement towards theology. Written between 1911-16,
it is a complicated text, whose guiding focus is also not as clear as in Filosofiia

khoziaistva. Bulgakov notes in the introduction:

KHura ata nucanace meaneHHo n ¢ donbwunmn nepepbiBammn (B TeveHne 1911-1916

rogoB), a 3akaH4MBanacb OHa yxe nog rpoMbl MUPOBOW BOHbI 32°
The cataclysmic context in which he was writing therefore still figured overtly in his
consciousness whilst he was writing it. Opening in a Kantian style, he identifies ‘how
is religion possible?” as the central problem for investigation.3*’ Indeed, Svet
nevechernii might be best described as his philosophical exploration of religion,
along with an attempt to express a proper Orthodox weltanschauung. It is thus a
synthesis of the various phases of thinking Bulgakov has moved through. Notably,
both ancient Greek philosophy and early Christian apophatic theology take a more

prominent place in this work.3%®

The ideas presented in this text are complex, and they reflect a long and

difficult genesis:

JInyHo Oons aBTOpa 3Ta KHUra NpeAcTaBnsieT cobor pos AyxoBHOW aBTobuorpadum unm
ucnoesean. OHa aBnsieTcA 0606LLAOWMM NOCTUKEHNEM, Kak Obl UTOTOM 8CE20 MHOI

MPOMAEHHOr0, CTOMb NIOMaHOTO U CMIOXHOMO — CAIMLLKOM CMOXHOro! — AyXOBHOrMO MyTw, s

326 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 5.

%7 1bid., p. 8.

38 The second section of Svet nevechernii (‘ll. Otritsatel’'noe (apofaticheskoe) bogoslovie’) is
dedicated to an exhaustive survey of apophatic thinking, from the early Greeks right through to the
seventeenth century. This includes the Patristic fathers, medieval theologians, Jewish Kabala
mysticism, as well as an overview of German and English mysticism.
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B Hell GrarogapHo ero o3upato.*”

Inasmuch as it is a ‘confession’ for Bulgakov, this text, similarly to Filosofiia
khoziaistva, will still look to overcome ‘guilt’ relating to his Marxist past. The ideas
presented in Svet nevechernii are also no longer simply philosophical, they are also
in many ways theological: this book sits somewhere between theology and
philosophy. After it, as is widely accepted, Bulgakov moves into the field of pure
theology. As the last of his philosophical works it is therefore an immensely important

text:

Knura «CseT HeBeyepHuiny, BHe BCAKNX COMHEHUI, ABASETCH rMaBHbIM (OUNOCO(CKUM

Tpyaom Bynrakosa.*®

Perhaps, as he looked at this work as a kind of spiritual autobiography, after
completing it Bulgakov felt happier to leave philosophical concerns behind and move

fully into the Church.

The central philosophical-religious focus of Svet nevechernii is the concept of
antinomy:

...aHTUHOMUA PENTUTNO3HOIO0 CO3HAHUA OO0 KHA ObITb packpbiTa 1 0OCO3HaHa A0 KOHLUa B

331
CBOUX nocrnenctBudax.

Blank has contended that it was Florenskii who first developed the Russian interest
in antinomy, **? and, given the closeness between Florenskii and Bulgakov it is
certainly possible that this influenced Bulgakov’s interest in this theme in Svet

nevechernii. For Bulgakov, antinomy consists in the notion of simultaneous

%29 1bid., p. 6.

330 Evlampiev, ‘Religioznyi idealizm S. N. Bulgakova: “za” i “protiv”’, p. 36.

Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 89.

Ksana Blank, ‘The Rabbit and The Duck: Antinomic unity in Dostoevskij, the Russian religious
tradition, and Mikhail Bakhtin’, Studies in East European Thought, vol. 59, no. 1 (June 2007), pp. 21-

37 (p. 25).

331
332
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transcendence and immanence. This issues from the contradictions which arise

through religious experience:

OCHOBHOE copepXaHue  pPefiuauo3Ho20 NEPEeXMBaHUs, Kak KacaHus  Mupy
TpaHCcUeHAEHTHOMY, 3anpeaensHoMy, 60XeCTBEHHOMY, siBHbIM 06pa3oM coaepXuT B
cebe npoTuBOpeune Ansa paccyaouyHoro melwneHus. O6bekT penurum, bor, ectb HeuTo,
C OOHOW CTOPOHbI, COBEPLUEHHO MpaHcyeHOeHmMHoe, UHONPUPOAHOE, BHELLHEE MUPY U
YenoBeKy, HO, C OPYron, OH OMKPbIBAEMCS PEIIMMIMO3HOMY CO3HAHUIO, €ro KacaeTtcs,

BHYTPb €ro BXoAuT, CTaHOBUTCA €ro MMMaHeHTHbIM coaepXaHuem. Ob6a MomeHTa

PEenMrmo3HOro Co3HaHnA gaHbl O,l:l,HOBpeMeHHO...333

This concept of simultaneous transcendence and immanence is an important feature
of Bulgakov’s thinking. As discussion of his earlier thought has demonstrated,
specifically regarding the identity of subject and object, he had already been
entertaining the idea of a metaphysical or Sophiological force operating both
transcendentally and immanently within history. However, in Svet nevechernii identity
gives way to antinomy, and Bulgakov tries to apply this antinomic principle to a
number of philosophical concerns, including creation, time, space, Sophia, humanity
and history. This focus on antimony makes his thinking more complex and makes the
conclusions he draws in this text more difficult to apprehend. This is because
antinomy, which then often becomes ‘mystery’, tends to rely on faith more than

philosophical reason.

The nature of Bulgakov’'s engagement with history in this work is expansive
but requires some effort to be understood. Despite engaging with the problem of
history overtly, namely in the fifty-page section entitled ‘Human history’
(‘Chelovecheskaia istoriia’), Bulgakov’s thinking about history is at times a little

opaque. Whereas in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) history was a central organising

%3 |bid., p. 88.
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theme of the text, historical thinking in Svet nevechernii is more subsidiary, and other
concepts occupy centre stage. Nonetheless it is still a very important intellectual
concern; indeed, we see in this text the most consistent demonstration of historically
determinist thought, and continued engagement with ‘historicised’ themes, including
theodicy, freedom and necessity, and creativity. Svet nevechernii also develops
upon Filosofiia khoziaistva by providing fuller cosmic and anthropological accounts of

history.

Significantly, in Svet nevechernii Bulgakov also introduces the philosophical
problem of time. Time constitutes a frequent concern in this work, although this is not
to say that within the internal hierarchy of Bulgakov’s thought time has become more
important. He still understands time to be approximate to history, meaning that

history is for him still dominant. He therefore still writes:

...BO BNNaCcTn BpeMeHHOCTH, T.e. l/ICTOpI/II/I.334

Instead, it will become evident how Bulgakov’'s conceptualisation and understanding
of time is itself historicised, and that despite his attempts to differentiate between
time and history he nonetheless inexorably inclines towards a description of time

which is innately historical.

Finally, Svet nevechernii also offers the most extensive dealing with the
manifold ‘historicised’ problems that we have identified across Bulgakov’s work. This
means we can, in view of our analysis of Bulgakov’s thought up to this point, discuss

these various themes in full.

%4 Ibid., p. 305.
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Bulgakov’s Conceptualisation of History in Svet nevechernii

Overview

Up to this point we have described Bulgakov’s conceptualisation of history as
an account of how mankind goes about establishing the rule of the metaphysical and
divine through a number of processes, primarily economy. Man does this according
to the impetus of divine characteristics existing within his nature, characteristics
which demonstrate his transcendence to the world despite the fact that he is
immanent to it. Critical to this schema is the fact that man and the world participate in
Sophia, the Divine Wisdom. Sophia works as a nexus between man and God, and
through her a divine teleology is transferred to the world, informing and stimulating
human activity, and thereby shaping the historical process. History thus becomes the
process of the divine enlightenment of the world by man through Sophia. As has
been asserted, this discussion of history takes on a deterministic colouring in a

number of instances.

Most obviously, Bulgakov in Svet nevechernii has moved on from focusing on
history as economy, however broadly undersood. History is now described according

to the nature of its transcendental subject, historical humanity:

MCITIOPUFI ecmsb, npexae Bcero, po>K6eHue yesiogeyecmsa, OOBEKTMBHOE Bpem4,

HanosfiHeHHoe poXAaeHuaMu, a noTomMy U CMepTaMu, U BHYTPEHHO CBA3aHHOE WUX

335
nocnegoBsaHue.

Humanity is placed squarely at the centre of the historical drama. Bulgakov goes on

to suggest that through this cycle of human generations, which, as is asserted above,

3% Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 301.
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connect ‘objective’ time, history arises as ‘concrete time’:

...HO MMEeHHO B 4epeaoBaHUn NOKONEHWUIA BO3HMKaET NUCTOPUA KaK KOHKpeTHoe

336
BpeMS.

Such ‘concrete time’ allows him to establish an order (or zakonomernost)) in history,

according to which the flow of history proceeds in a regular way:

MogobHo ToMy kak B AMepuKy Hemnb3s npoexatb U3 EBponbl, MMHYS okeaH, Tak u B 19
BEK Aopora nexuT Tonbko Ype3 18-, 1 MMEHHO KOHKPeTHast HanoNTHEHHOCTb BPEMEHMU
N co30aeT «UCTOPUYECKYHD 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb» B TOM YCMOBHOM CMbICIiE, B KaKOM

MOXHO O Hen rOBOPUTDb. BpeMﬂ €CTb BlMnoJiHe COOTHOCUTEJ1IbHO I'IpOCTpaHCTBy...337

Bulgakov is thus increasingly interested by the role of time in history, whereas earlier
he had chiefly been engaged with the broader dynamic of history and of the forces
which governed its movement. The historical process is also ‘regular’: history is, in
this reckoning, some sort of inviolable, linear process. This is important as it
continues to testify to the sort of regular developmental patterns described in
Filosofiia khoziaistva. Berdiaev, however, will in contrast suggest a highly non-linear
conceptualisation of the historical process. History in Svet nevechernii is still
eschatological, as we shall see, but there is less focus on the process of what goes
on within history — i.e. economy — and instead Bulgakov considers the metaphysical

in greater detail.

Bulgakov also continues to describe the teleology he identified in Filosofiia

khoziaistva. He writes:

Ecnn uctopus BoobLle ecTb poxXaeHune 4enoBe4yecTBa, TO OHO OCyLleCTBNAeTCA C

BHYTPEHHO onpegeneHHbiM nraHoM U nocrnenoBaTesibHOCTbHO. MCTOpMFl CBA3aHa

% bid., p. 301.
337 .
Ibid., p. 302.
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«BPEMEHAMM W CpOKaMu», MMELWMMM OCHOBaHME B [OYXOBHOW oOpraHusaumu
yernoBeyecTBa. [10oTOMYy OHa He ecTb «AypHass OeCcKOHEeYHOCTb», eCTEeCTBEHHO
npucywas popmManbHOMy BpeEMEHM, HO UMEET rpaHu, a, B YacTHOCTM, Heobxoanmo
npeanonaraeT U Havyano, U KOHel, KOTOPbIX COBEpPLUEHHO He 3HaeT abcTpakTHoe

338
Bpems.

History is thus still discussed in terms of being a ‘plan’. Bulgakov also overtly
distinguishes between ‘formal’ or ‘abstract’ time and history or the time which he
perceives to have its root in the spiritual organisation of humanity. Time of the latter
type is much more closely related to history, whereas the former — at least for

Bulgakov — appears to possess much less meaning or content.

Bulgakov also still posits a meta-historical schema, transcending the beginning
and end of history. The importance of this sense of meta-history is implied by his

greater focus on the finite nature of history:

HanpoTus, KOHKpeTHOe BpeMsl, KOTOPbIM U SBMAETCA WUCTOPUSA, UMEeT M Hayano, u
KOHell; WHaye TroBops, OHO MpeAcTaBnsieT COGOM 30H, HEKyl 3aBepLUeHHOCTb,
nocrnegoBaTterlbHO  packpbiBalOLLYOCA BO  BpemeHu. [onHeiwwyio  aHanoruio
NCTOPUYECKOMY 30HY MMEEM U B CBOEW COGCTBEHHOM XU3HW, Takke NpeacTasnsioLleit

coBoii koHkpeTHoe Bpemst.>*®

In this way, then, history is conceptualised as a discrete process, with the implication
that forces are at work beyond these boundaries. A degree of antimony will be
introduced later when he asserts that these forces are also at work within history.
Furthermore, there is also a significant development regarding the connection that
exists between a historical eon and a single human life: whereas in Filosofiia

khoziaistva he had focused upon the collective body of humanity, here he opens up a

%3 bid., p. 302.
339 .
Ibid., p. 302.



163

connection between individual life and history.

What has become evident in Svet nevechernii, then, is that greater focus is
placed upon the nature of the connection between man’s life cycle and history. New
themes are discussed in the context of history, and older notions are either

assimilated into the newer interpretations or left behind.

The Beginning and the End

A focus on the end and the beginning of history is a prevalent characteristic of
Bulgakov’s historical thought in Svet nevechernii, and represents an extension of the
sort of cosmic historical thinking which appeared in Filosofiia khoziaistva. This bears
similarity to Berdiaev, who had much to say on these questions. As Zen’kovskii has
mentioned, the concept of antinomy is a philosophical focus for Bulgakov at this

point:
340
...NpMHUMN aHTMHOMMU3Ma UMes1 KopeHHoe 3Ha4YeHune anbl Eyﬂl'aKOBa...

We see this reflected specifically in his thinking regarding the end and beginning of
history, where immanence and transcendence coincide. First of all, it is evident in
Bulgakov’s concern with the goals or aims that he perceives to be governing the

historical process:

Llenb uctopum BegeT 3a UCTOPUIO, K «KM3HU Dyayllero Bekay, a Lenb Mupa BegeT 3a
MUP, K «HOBOM 3emiie U HOBOMY HebOy». Jlnwb B LapcTBEe CnaBbl, KOr4a OKOHYUTCH
BpemMA, OCyLleCTBUTCA UeNlb MUpo3haHuA, a BCe TenepelwHee eCTb TOJIbKO MYKU

poxaenus. >

340

it Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, part 2, p. 206.

Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 351.
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This consequently puts less emphasis on the ‘middle’ of history: all Bulgakov
appears interested in — at least from the above — is the end. It could be argued that
Filosofiia khoziaistva was conversely much more interested in the middle process of
history — economy — rather than just its beginning and end. There is the same
Christian substance to these assertions, but the focus is different. In this new
orientation eschatology is more evident, and has moved from the ‘inaugurated’ type
of Filsofila khoziaistva onto a more ‘futurist type.3¥? An increased reliance on
apophatic thought also becomes more manifest: the here and now appears of

diminished consequence, as the end, the transcendence is more significant.

The End

The antinomy of the end arises over the fact that whilst the meta-historical
aims of history lead beyond, they nonetheless must also exist within the historical-
temporal process, despite the fact that they do not belong to history. This problem is

highlighted through Bulgakov’s exploration below. He asserts:

U xoTs NCTOpU4eCKoe BpeMd, Kak KOHKpeTHOe, AOJTKHO MMeTb He TOJIbKO Ha4vasno, HO K

KOHeLl, 0QHaKO, eCni AepXXaTbCA UCTOPUYECKON NMOBEPXHOCTU, OHO Kak ByaTo He umeeT

343
CBOe€ero KoHua 1, He goCcTturasa ceepLleHund, 06pequo Ha OYPHYIO 0ECKOHEYHOCTb.

This negative concept of a ‘bad infinity’ — the infinity of directionless, meaningless,
non-teleological movement — is an idea lifted directly from Hegel. Bulgakov aims to
establish a sense of direction by moving from the historical ‘surface’ to its depths,

and looks to the ‘ontological’ aspect of history:

%2 These categories of eschatological thought were discussed in the introduction to this thesis. See

McGrath, Christian Theology, p. 540.
3 bid., p. 350.
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OgHako TaKk KaxeTcs, NMWb €ecnu  ocTaBaTbCs B 06GNact  UCTOPUYECKOi
heHOMeHarnbHOCTK, HO MO Hel NeXWT rrybokasi NoyYBa WCTOPUYECKOW OHTONOMMMW.
Ecnu Tam, Ha NOBEPXHOCTM, UCTOPUSA Kak ByaTO He yMeeT 3aKOHUYUTLCH, TO 34eCb OHa

naeT nyTem cBepLUeHun, 6rm3sch K CBOEN 3penocTu u |<0H|_|,y.344

‘Historical ontology’ most likely relates to Bulgakov’s intuition that history belongs to
man’s internal life rather than existing purely as a phenomenon imposed upon him.
He thus argues that the end of history can only be understood by looking at the
‘deeper’, and by implication metaphysical or divine process which is at work beneath

the tangible surface of historical developments.

This solution focuses upon the religious aspects of Bulgakov’s worldview and
therefore draws back to his understanding of the primary religious antinomy in which
God and the metaphysical are both immanent and transcendent to the world.
Bulgakov looks for an antinomic and determinist principle to guide history, and tries
to establish the metaphysical grounding of material, outward historical developments.
In this way he perceives that beneath material progress lies a developing spiritual,
metaphysical or divine process. He thus continues to investigate the aim, meaning or

destiny which guides history, leading him on to a revealing assertion:

Ho HacTynneHwe UCTOPUYECKOW 3PenocTV U3MepPSIETCS, KOHEYHO, He AOCTWKEHUAMU
nporpecca, 9TO €CTb NWWb CUMMTOM, TMPENOMIIEHHOe OTpaXeHue TOoro, u4TO
coBepliaeTcss Ha rnybuHe [...] Co3speBaeT xe oHa [uctopus] B GorovyenoBevecKmx
aktax 60rooTkpoBeHuss u BoroBonnoweHns: cyabbbl UCTOPUM MPSMO MM KOCBEHHO
onpegensatTca cyopbamu Llepksu. LlepkoBb ecTb Aywa mupa W Aywia WCTOpUM.
OHTONOMMSA UCTOopUM N ecTb uepkogHas uctopus [...] [cyabbbl LepKkBM] CAneTeHbl C
obWMM XOOOM MCTOpUKM, HO 3Ta CBSA3b NEXUT Tak rnyboko, 4YTO HepocTynHa

NpUPOZHOMY, HermpocBeTneHHoMy Brnarogatuio Boxuen YenoBeky; oHa packpbiBaeTcst

¥4 Ibid., p. 350.
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B OTKPOBEHUU, HO N OHa OCTaeTCA 3anevyaTneHHomn Tal‘/lIHOl\/‘I.345

History, then, as the reflection of the spirit of the world, is ecclesiastical, or of the
church (tserkovnaia), and therefore is subject to all the antinomies that exist within
religious experience.**® Revelation in this reckoning is as important as human activity
in the historical process, implying that God’s role in history is more direct. This
statement that the church is the spirit of history further establishes the sense that the

divine and metaphysical constitute the driving force in the historical process.

A final theme that arises regarding the end is Bulgakov’s repeated use of the
notion of ‘maturity’ and of ‘ripening’ with regard to the end. In the above quotation he
had discussed ‘historical maturity’ (istoricheskoi zrelosti), and below this is repeated
in the image of a ‘budding fig tree’ (raspuskaiushcheisia smokovnitse) and also in the

repetition of ‘maturation’ or ‘ripening’ (sozrevat):

Bnusok nu koHeu? Tonbko OTeu BegaeT BpemMeHa W cpoku, EmMy npuHagnexut
CBepLUeHME, HO MO pacnyCKatoLENCs CMOKOBHMLE CyaMM O OnM3ocTu neTa, U B Hac
caMmx [JOIbKHa Cco3peBaTb XXepTBEeHHasi roTOBHOCTb K KOHLY WM Xaxaa koHua. U3
YenoBeYecKoro cepfua AofMKHa MCTOPrHyTbCA MONWTBa KoHua: en, rpagu, [ocnoau

Wncyce!*’

This concept of maturation or ripening could be read as being a reflection of the
historical process, but it also adds to the deeper sense of eschatological expectation

in Svet nevechernii, providing an enhanced anticipation of divine revelation (‘come,

% bid., p. 350.

3% Compare this to Solov’ev, who tied the end of history to the reunification of the church. As Courten
notes: ‘[For Solov'ev] the goal of history consists in “the reunification of humanity and the world with
the absolute, integral principle”, or put in moral terms a complete reconciliation with God [Solov'ev,
Chteniia o Bogochelovechestve]. This implies overcoming inner division, the most radical of which
Solov'év saw in the great schism between the Christian churches since 1054. From this perspective, it
was crucial for Solov'év that the Orthodox and Catholic Churches reunite.” Courten, History, Sophia
and the Russian Nation, p. 81.

*7 Ibid., p. 351.
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Lord Jesus!). There is thus a stronger eschatological ‘mood’ in Svet nevechernii that
was not as prevalent in Filosofiia khoziaistva, which had been more focused on the
nature of the process whereby the eschatological horizon would be reached. This
may testify to a stronger sense of temporality as crisis: given the current upheavals in
Russia and the world whilst this book was being written, it is to be expected that this

catastrophic context would manifest itself in a heightened eschatological tone.

Beginnings

Bulgakov’s focus on beginnings in Svet nevechernii represents newer subject
matter for him. Centrally, it offers a number of answers regarding the problem of the
‘why’ of history: why, if the divine and metaphysical is universal, both immanent and
transcendent, must the historical process take place at all. It also completes the
determinist aspect of his understanding of the historical process by providing a
structure which embraces history from beginning to end. In his work on beginnings,
Bulgakov deals with two different problems — the first being the beginning of human
history, and the second concerning the cosmogonic problem of the beginning of the
world — specifically discussing God’s act of creation. This is similar to Berdiaev, who
also identified two such cosmogonic moments or events. Through discussion of these
problems Bulgakov concludes that there is a meaning and direction which pervades
both material creation and history right from its inception; that history and the world
are together processes which are fully pre-conceived and ultimately directed —
determined — from beginning to end. Bulgakov’'s work on cosmogony is much richer
than his writing about the beginning of human history. The latter relies heavily on

standard Christian tenets dealing with Adam and Eve and the Fall:
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MHaye ckasaTb, 4enoBeveckasd NCTopuAa, KakK poxaeHne wnu BMeCTe TBOpYecCKoe
caMopoXaeHune 4yernopeyecTBa, Kak HEKUn SaBepLueHHbIVI 90H, NpoTeKana Obl N B pato,

N B XM3HW NpapoguTenen OO rpexonafaHusi Mbl MMEEM YXe 3TO parckoe Havano

348
ncrTopun.

Consequently here only Bulgakov’'s cosmogonic thinking needs to be explored, as we
can make more extensive reference to his ideas surrounding the Fall when we look at

the problem of evil.

Bulgakov affirms the ultimate purpose and meaning of the world (and thereby
of history) by asserting first and foremost the religious principle that both the world

and man are created:

Mepeg nvuomM MUPOBBIX HeuccnegumocTen, B OGecnpegenbHOCTU  MUPOBbIX
NPOCTPaAHCTB 1M Be30PEXHOCTM MUPOBLIX BPEMEH, B HEM3MEPUMOCTU MUPOBLIX FNyOUH
N HEOOBATHOCTU MUPOBLIX FPOMad, — 3BYYWUT OH, 3TOT YyAECHbLIN ronoc, BAAcCTHO
LenyyLwnn: Mnpy, Bo BCen ero 6e3mepHOCTU, He NPUHAANEXNT ero bbiTue, — OHO emy
daHo. N B ceppue 4venoBeka ChbILMTCA TOT XK€ HEYMOSNYHbIN LWEenoT: Thl He B cebe

nmMeellb KopeHb CBOero ObITNSA, — Thl COTBOpeH.349

He then continues by asserting the miraculous nature of creation, arguing that this
process cannot be understood in a purely empirical manner or by using purely

immanent cognitive means:

Woes TBOpPEeHUA Mupa Borom NO3TOMY HE NpUTA3aeT 00BACHUTL BO3HMKHOBEHUE Mupa
B CMbICne SMHMpMHeCKOVI NPUYNHHOCTN, OHa OCTaBnAeT €ero B 3TOM CMbICle
HEOOBACHEHHLIM U HEMOHATHbLIM; BOT noyemy OHa COBepLUeHHO He BMellaeTcd B
Hay4YHOe MblllfieHne, OCHOBbIBaloLleecd Ha MMMaHEHTHOM HenpepbIBHOCTU OnbiTa U

YHUBEPCArbHOCTU NPUYMHHON CBSI3W, OHa OCTaeTcsi ANt Hero GecrnonesHa u emy Yyxaa,

8 bid., p. 303.
349 .
Ibid., p. 156.
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— €CTb B 3TOM CMbICJ1€ 3aBe4OMO HeHay4YHadA M,Eleﬂ.sso

This serves to establish the transcendental nature of the process through which the

creation of the world took place.

Bulgakov’s descriptions of process by which the relative is generated focus on
how the ‘Absolute’ (God) divides itself to give space to and create the relative, non-

Absolute:

A6contoTHoe, He TepsAss abConTHOCTM CBOEN, nonaraeT B cebe OTHOCUMTENbHOE Kak

camocTodATenbHoe ObITMe — peanbHOe, XMBOE Hadano. TeM cambiM BHOCUTCA

OBOWCTBEHHOCTb B €4MHCTBE H(i"pa3ﬂVI‘-IVIMOCTI/I...351

This explanation of how it is activity within the Absolute that leads to the creation of
the relative therefore establishes how everything is, at its most fundamental level,

dependent on the Absolute, God, for existence.®*?

Bulgakov also understands the process of cosmogony as being antinomic, as

is to be expected:

3710 camopasgBoeHne ABGCOMITHOrO kKak abCcomnTHO-OTHOCUTENBHOrO obpasyet

npegenbHy aHTUHOMUYECKYIO rpaHb A51s MbICIY (Grenzbegriff).353

The antinomic character that Bulgakov ascribes to God’s act of creation — i.e. its
simultaneous absoluteness and relativity — then imprints itself upon creation,

specifically upon mankind:

B Hegpax cBoero gyxa co3HaeT 4enoBek Mmetadusnyeckme nocrneacTsnsa 3Toro (ecnm

%% bid., p. 156.
351 H

Ibid., p. 158.
%2 This description of the emergence of the relative dimension bears a typological similarity to
Plotinus’ account, in which a spiritual activity in the One, the Absolute, led to the creation of the
relative world. See Gerson, Plotinus, p. 124.
3 bid., p. 158.
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MOXHO BbIpasuTbCsl) cobObiTUss B ABCOMIOTHOM, cOTBOpeHuss Mupa bBorom, B
[ABOINCTBEHHOCTM CBOEW npupodbl, B CBOell abConoTHO-OTHocuTenbHocTU. WBo

yenosek oullyuiaeT ceba oTHocuTenbHbIM ObiTMeM, [...] Ho B cebe xe HaxoguT OH

CTOrb YNpYroe Co3HaHue cBoeit aBCoMTHOCTU, BEYHOCTU, BoxecTBeHHocTH. ... %%

This statement is central to Bulgakov's mature philosophical thought, in that it
establishes how humanity, in the deepest roots of its createdness, is subject to the
same tension that has been identified to exist within the antinomy of creation. It is
possible to see why it is that human being is simultaneously transcendent and
immanent to the world, as this nature is established at the very beginning of the
cosmogonic process, at the genesis of the world. As has already been argued,
human nature is a key element through which Bulgakov is able to describe a
historical schema, coloured by determinism, in which humanity is called to carry out
the divine plan by merit of its own divine-metaphysical nature. We can see here, then,
in Bulgakov’'s cosmogony, that this human nature is created through the nature of the

creative act itself by means of which God called the world into existence.

We also see in Bulgakov’'s cosmogony a description of why the world process
must occur — why it is that history must take place. This aspect of his thinking
specifically recalls Hegel. Explaining that God, in creating the world from nothing,
created the relative alongside the absolute, Bulgakov further argues that this creates

something which is becoming alongside something which is already complete:

TBOpeHuem n3 Huyero AOCONIOTHOE YCTaHOBNSAET Kak Obl ABa LIEHTpa: BEYHbIA U
TBapHbIi, B Hedpax CaMOOOBMEWeEN BEeYHOCTU MOSABMSAETCS «CTaHOBSLLEeCs

y 355
abcontTHOE» - BTOPOW LIEHTP.

This depiction of the world as becoming absolute is of course both deeply

%4 bid., p. 159.
355 .
Ibid., p. 170.
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deterministic and deeply Hegelian, as was discussed earlier: it suggests that the
world is pre-determined, predestined for one purpose and for one goal — for
becoming absolute. Although describing this process in religious terms, the Hegelian

overtones to this understanding of the broad world-historical process are obvious:

Pagom co cBepxbbITUMHO cywimMm ABCOMOTHLIM nosBNSeTcss OblTue, B KOTOPOM

AbcontoTHoe obHapyxunsaeT cebsi kak TBopeL, OTKpbIBAaeTCsA B HEM, OCYLLLECTBNSAETCS B

o 356
HEeM, CaMO ano6u.|,aeT0ﬂ K ObITWIO, M B 3TOM CMbICIE MUpP eCTb CTaHOBALNNCA bor.

Bulgakov, in Svet nevechernii, therefore accounts more fully for some of the deeper
guestions surrounding his philosophy of history — namely why it is history began in
the first place, and why it must continue — that were until this point unanswered, or at

least not answered in sufficiently clear terms.

Conclusions

Thus far we can see, then, that the world, and by extension the history that will
occur on this world, begins in antimony and will exist in an antinomic condition until
the end. While it is only between these two antinomic poles of beginning and end that
we see a form of historical progress which is empirically cognisant for the human
mind (causal progress), man is instead called to look to the depths of his being, to his
soul, to understand the true, almost ineffable nature of the process which is at work in
‘the depths’. This excludes the possibility that any teleological force could arise within
the limits of the historical process, other than by human-divine creation, as anything
else would be limited by its necessary immanence. This human-divine work, we
understand from Bulgakov’s earlier works and Svet nevechernii, will be influenced by

humanity’s inherently divine character, and will therefore conform to the historical

%5 bid., p. 170.
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plan that is held by God or in the metaphysical. The teleological force acting on
history, which, as will be discussed, is variously described — God, Sophia, the
Absolute — must therefore stand above the historical process, embracing it at both its
beginning and end, whilst at the same time being antinomiously present within it,
allowing it to reach is eschatological conclusion through its simultaneously

transcendent and immanent capacity.

Having examined, then, the development of Bulgakov’'s conceptualisation of
history, we can move on to discuss the question of determinism in Bulgakov’s
historical thinking in more detail, specifically with regards to the ‘historicised’
problems identified across Bulgakov’s earlier works — those of theodicy, freedom, and

creativity.

Determinism in the historicised themes of Svet nevechernii

In Svet nevechernii Bulgakov formulates the determinist aspects of his thought
in simple terms:

3aKOHOMepHOCTb CyllecTByeT nullb OAnd TBapn 1 B KOHLE KOHLOB TOJIbKO OHa — BOJA

-
I50>+<|/|9|.35

Bulgakov expresses the by now familiar teleology of religious-historical experience as

theurgy:

XpI/ICTVIaHCKaFl Teyprua 358 €CTb He3pumad, HO OEenCcTBUTENbHasi OCHOBa BCSIKOro

[AYXOBHOMO OBWXEHUS B MUpPE Ha MyTW K ero coBeplueHuto. be3 ee ocesiwatoliero u

%7 bid., p. 182.

%8 Theurgy — the working or manifestation of God in the world. It was also an important element in the
thought of Plotinus. Majumdar notes: ‘The hypostasis soul does not commit a transgression when it
descends from the divine realm to continue the generation of the realm of process, for this efflux
occurs by necessity. In contradistinction with the Gnostics, Plotinus extols the beauty of the universe,
for it indicates the beauty of its underlying intelligible beings.” Majumdar, Plotinus on the Appearance
of Time, p. 7.
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XMBOTPOBALLETO BO3AENCTBMS YerioBe4eCTBO He MOrMo Obl 6nM3nTbes K paspeLieHunto
TE€X TBOPYECKUX 3adad, KOTOpble NpaBOMEPHO CTaBATCA nepen HAM Ha 3TOM NyTu, n B

3TOM CMbICTIe meypausi ecmb 60XecmeeHHasi 0cHo8a 8csikoli cogpuypaut.®™

Mankind’s unified activity determines the passage of history, which thereby becomes
the gradual revelation of God or the Absolute. However, in Svet Nevechernii
Bulgakov demonstrates that he is aware of the possible accusation of determinism,

and attempts to counter such a claim:

EavHcTBEeHHaa abcontoTHas 3akOHOMEPHOCTb Mupa ecTb boxusa Bons, T.e. yydo; mup

HE 3aKOHOMepeH B KaKoM Obl TO HW ObINO OETEPMUHNCTNHECKOM CMbICHE!

MexXaHU4eCKOM I, OKKYJIbTHOM U MeTaCt)I/ISI/I‘-IeCKOM, — HO l-Iy,l:l,eCGH.sso

He therefore asserts that idea the world should not be understood in any
deterministic sense: neither mechanical, ‘occult’ (i.e. defamatory to God), nor
metaphysical determinism operates in the world. Rather, the world order is
‘miraculous’ — it transcends the boundaries which determinism proscribes. However,
what is noticeable here, and what continues to suggest an underlying pattern of
deterministic thinking, is the language and the concepts Bulgakov uses to highlight
this. He still reaches towards the word zakonomernost’, which underlines a more
restricted, ordered and regulated understanding of the world. Although attempting to
transcend determinism as a category of thought, the broader pattern of his

expression still implies gravitation towards it.

Scholars have identified the deterministic aspects of Bulgakov's thought,

although some have treated it in a more even-handed way than others.3 The

%9 bid., p. 321.
%9 1bid., p. 182.
%! For example Rodnianskaia saw a strong connection with Marxism in Bulgakov's thought
(Rodnianskaia, ‘Bulgakov v spore s marksistkoi filosofiei istorii: ottalkivaniia i pritiazheniia’, pp. 887-
89), and likewise Zen’kovskii has argued that the historical determinism which “guaranteed” the end of
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argument we have sought to develop thus far is that whilst it would be going too far to
call Bulgakov an outright determinist — his thought is too subtle for such a simple
description — he nevertheless demonstrates a pattern of thinking which is frequently
coloured by deterministic language and concepts. Evtukhov is accurate when she

looks at this historicising tendency in Bulgakov in a broad fashion:

MoHumaHne cobnasHa abCcontoTHOW 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM WMENOo rnybokne KOpHU B
MHTEenneKkTyarnbHOM pa3BnUTUAN EyJ'IFaKOBa; B MOMNbITKE HANTU anbTepHaTnBHOE pelleHne

OH CTpeMUnca OoTBeTUTb He TOJIbKO «KeTneTtuctam» unn «Mapkcucrtam», HO U caMomy

2
ce6e.36

Caution should therefore be exercised when describing the deterministic elements in
Bulgakov’s thought. It perhaps demonstrates quite simply Bulgakov’'s continued
attraction towards absolute solutions to world problems: ‘determinism’ need not be

understood as a dominant or exclusively Marxist theme.

This type of thought reveals itself particularly clearly in Bulgakov’s discussion
of a number of different philosophical problems. These ‘historicised’ problems directly
or indirectly contribute to a conceptualisation of how the historical process unfolds,
and demonstrate how the intellectual problem of history is reflected or refracted in the

broader scope of Bulgakov’s philosophy.

Theodicy and evil

The question of evil in history, and its apprehension through theodicy, is
amongst the deepest historical problems that Bulgakov encounters: it directs much

of his thought and is the most significant of his ‘historicised’ problems. His

history for Marx and Hegel did not disappear in Bulgakov's thought (Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi
filosofii, vol. 2, part 2, p. 219).
362 Evtukhov, ‘O snoskakh Bulgakova’, p. 148.
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engagement with this problem has been marked since his first essay following
conversion from Marxism, ‘lvan Karamazov kak filosofskii tip’ (1901), and euvil
continues to be a significant theme in Bulgakov’s historical worldview whilst he was
writing Svet nevechernii (1911-16). The frequently historicised way in which he
writes about evil continues to demonstrate a deeply deterministic incline of thought,
as the resolution of the problem of evil is described in frameworks that speak of

necessity and inevitability:

363
Mle HE MOXET BOBCE HE yaaTbCA...

Bulgakov’'s earlier works demonstrate that he perceives the conflict between good
and evil to constitute a key element of the historical drama. There is the further
implication that the resolution of this conflict represents a, if not the, central aspect of
the historical process, by means of which the Absolute, God, reveals itself. This is
most evident in Filosofila khoziaistva (1912), in which history is presented as
enlightenment of the ‘evil’ condition of the world by the ‘good’ force of man’s
Sophiological-economic activity. This historical overcoming of evil is also apparent,
to a certain extent, in Svet nevechernii:

M Cnoeo Boxwue faeT Hagexay, nbo npoTueonocTaeneHve fobpa v 3na, past U aga, He

364
€CTb elle npepgenbHaa uenb Mnmpo3gaHua.

The deterministic tone of Bulgakov's choice of words — predel’naia tsel’— should be
noted, although this is juxtaposed to the word ‘hope’, which does not have the same
deterministic connotation. However, deterministic thinking arises over the way in
which he conceives of the balance between good and evil, as the greater

precedence he gives to good removes any sort of equilibrium between the two.

%3 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 180.

%4 Ibid., p. 357.
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Bulgakov’s meditations upon evil in Svet nevechernii focus on attempting to
prove the metaphysical impotence of evil whilst accepting the troubling
pervasiveness of evil in history and in the material condition of the world. This bears
similarities to the thesis propounded in Filosofiia khoziaistva, which described evil as
a condition rather than a reality or principle.*® However, in Svet nevechernii
Bulgakov advances the new idea that evil is a product of the freedom man is given
as a result of his being made in part from the cosmic ‘nothing’ (nichto), and in so
doing he marks the relevance of both ancient Greek philosophers (specifically Plato
and Aristotle, both of whom are discussed extensively in the opening chapters of the
work) and the seventeenth century German Christian mystic theologian, Jakob
Boehme (1575-1624), to his thinking.*®® Bulgakov’s central assertion regarding evil in
Svet nevechernii is that it is not metaphysically substantial and that it consequently
can triumph neither in history nor in the world. History is presented as a resolution of
evil — or the revelation of evil's groundlessness. A determinist pattern of thought is
evidenced in Bulgakov’'s description of the apparent inevitability of the process by
which evil is overcome, in his claims that ‘the world cannot fail’ (above), and it is
therefore instructive to examine more closely Bulgakov's thesis on evil in Svet

nevechernii.

The concept of evil in Svet nevechernii

First of all we need to look at Bulgakov’s understanding of evil, as it has taken
on new aspects in this text. Bulgakov first argues — in a conventionally Christian

manner — that evil and thereby sin did not exist before the Fall of man. This

%5 Tounee cnepyeTt ckasaTtb, UTO 3TO 6opbba He ABYX Hayarn, HO 08yX COCMOSHUL OOHOWN N TOW Xe
BceneHnHon...” Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, pp. 69-70.

%% Bulgakov had made some reference to Boehme in Filosofiia khoziaistva, but had not explored his
thought in the same way he does in Svet nevchernii.
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establishes the historical character of evil:

Mup 8o rpexonafeHus 1 npeacTaensn cobol Takylo Ges3rpellHylo NoTeHLManbHOCTb

y y 367
COUMHOCTU, MeTaPU3NYECKYIO «3EMTH0», Ha KOTOPOW MOT Npouspactt daem.

However, the original possibility of sin and evil exists due to the fact that God created
the world and man from nothing. The curious phenomenon of nothing in Svet
nevechernii requires some exploration, as it is a complex idea, bringing us back to

the problem of cosmogony.**® Bulgakov argues:

Mup cos3daH u3 HuU4e20, — y4UT XpUCTMaHCKOe OTKpoBeHue. — Mexay Borom u Tpapebto,
AGCOMIOTHBIM U OTHOCUTENbHBLIM, Nerno HuYmo. HuymoxecTBo — BOT OCHOBa TBapW,
Kpaii OblTus, Npeden, 3a KOTopbIM NEXMUT rnyxoe, 6e30oHHOoe HebbITME, «KPOMELLHSS

TbMa», YyXXgaa BCAKOro CBeTa.369

This appears to demonstrate a degree of equality between nothing and creation: it
seems that creation and nothingness sit side by side before God. As the above
suggests, nothing and nonbeing (nebytie) exist in close, albeit ambiguous connection.
We will take the two as approximately coterminous, as Bulgakov does not offer much
in the way of further distinction.’® Bulgakov suggests that nothingness exists (or just
‘is’) contingent upon the existence of being. Referring to Plato’s Parmenides

dialogue, he explains:

TBopeHuem bor nonaraet GbITNE, HO B HEGBLITUN, NHAYE TOBOPSI, TEM XXE CaMbiM aKTOM,
KOTopbIM nonaraet 6biTue, OH cononaraeTt HeObITME, Kak ero rpaHuLly, Cpeay Unu TeHb
[...] Toatomy, xoTa wun npaB ocTtaetca [lapmeHuna, 4TO B AOCOMIOTHOM, Kak

npebbiBaloweM Bbille ObITUS, He cyllecTByeT M HebblTusA, Ho bBor, nonaras

367

o Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 226.

Usachev has written about the role of nichto in Bulgakov’s thought, although disappointingly only
offers limited analysis based upon incomplete reference to the theme in Svet nevechernii. See A. V.
Usachev, ‘Funktsii poniatia Nichto v knige S. Bulgakova “Svet nevechernii”,;” in Dva Bulgakova, pp.
197-213.

%9 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 160.

370 For example: ‘...upe3 npuaMy HMYTO, HebbITHA.” Ibid., p. 177.



178

OTHOCUTeNbHOE, T.e. ObITUe, KOCBEHHO AaeT ObiTue U HebbiTun. o2 ecmb 8UHOBHUK

He moribKo bbimusi, HO U He6bimus... >t

Nonbeing was therefore posited itself, and is dependent on being for its existence:
God’s intention was to create being but by this act of creation he also posited
nonbeing. Being is thus above nonbeing in this formulation, as nonbeing is

contingent upon being for its existence.

Returning to the problem of evil, this positing of nothing creates the possibility

of evil:

Hu4ymo He owywanocbk B MUpe Kak akTyanbHbI NPUHLMN MUPO34aHusi, Ho npebbiBano
Kak ero TemHasi, Hemasi ocHoBa [...] Ho ata ocHoBa mwupo3gaHusi B cebe Tauna

BO3MOXHOCTb aKkTyanusauun n eMellaTernbCTtea B Cyﬂ,b6b| MUpa, T.e. rpexa u 3]13.372

The possibility of evil thus consists in the actualisation or interference of nothing in
the world. However, despite describing this possibility of evil actualising itself,
Bulgakov also fundamentally limits its scope for activity: he describes evil as
secondary to the primary foundation of being. This means it lies, in the cosmic
hierarchy, beneath good:

Yto xe Takoe 3rno? OueBMOHO, YTO OHO HE MOXET ObiTb MOHATO Kak 8mMopoe Hadano

GbITUA, CyllecTByloLlee psAAoOM ¢ 4oOpoM: Takoe MaHUXEWCTBO, MOMUMO PENUIMO3HON

abcypaHOCTM CBOEI, NpeacTaBnsn 6bl coBoM 1 MeTaduandeckuii non-sens.>”

Evil, as far as Bulgakov is concerned, is not substantial in the way that good is. We
can assume that this is due to evil's dependence on nothing and nothing’s inherent

non-substantiality, although Bulgakov does not make this connection directly:

Boobule OHTONMOrMYeckM He CyllecTByeT HU 3Ma, HM aja, OH eCTb CBOero popa

¥ bid., p. 163.
372 .

Ibid., p. 226.
%3 Ibid., p. 228.
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374
rannwounHayna, 3akoHOMepHO BO3HMKaLWaa B ©onbHbIX gyuax.

If we connect Bulgakov’s thesis on nonbeing and nothingness with his thought about
the connection between evil and nonbeing, this offers a cogent explanation for why
evil is not a second ‘source’ of being, why it is not ontologically substantial in the way
being and good are. In this reckoning good will therefore overcome evil due to the
fact that good and evil are unequal forces: by the logic of their metaphysical

imbalance good will necessarily triumph.

Such, then, is the formulation of a theodicy in Svet nevechernii. Evil,
fundamentally, issues from nothing or nonbeing, and thus does not possess the true
ontological being as good, as evil is not metaphysically grounded in creation — it
appears as only a necessary by-product of God’s creative act, a mere shadow of
being. History, as was discussed above, is still discussed in Svet nevechernii in
terms of its ‘aim’ and its ‘plan’, in which the divine and good will come to reign.*”> We
thus return to the determinist thesis made in this text which claims that the world
cannot but succeed.®’® History, then, as the propagation of the divine good, cannot
but succeed, because of the cosmic correlation of the metaphysical force of good
and the impotent force of evil. This is the opposite formulation to Berdiaev: he
posited the fundamental power of evil: man, in Berdiaev’s reckoning, was truly free to
evil, meaning evil was not fettered in the way it was for Bulgakov. This is another
fundamental point at which the two diverge, and it relates to their very different

conceptualisations of the historical process.

¥ Ibid., p. 353.
375 .
Ibid., p. 351.
37° Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 180.
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Freedom and freedom to evil

Freedom is a crucial question within any deterministic framework, as James
commented in The Dilemma of Determinism (1884):

In other words, our first act of freedom, if we are free, ought in all inward propriety to be

to affirm that we are free.377

Freedom, although probably comprising the most opaque of Bulgakov’s ‘historicised’
problems, nonetheless poses important questions for the construction of a
philosophy of history. Freedom can be either a chaotic or deterministic force in
history, depending on its intellectual apprehension: in Bulgakov’s philosophy it is
limited, in Berdiaev’s it is unbridled. The question of freedom in Svet nevechernii,
whilst being a contentious one, will thus be connected to his understanding of the

way in which history unfolds:

...Mbl OOJDKHbI eule cYUTaTbCA C pa3find4HbiIMM BO3MOXHOCTAMU TMpU HanoJIHEHUN
0OBbEKTUBHOIO BpemMeHun, CBA3aHHbIMU C CylleCTBOBaHUEM 4erioBeYyeckomn CBO60,D,bI.
HOCﬂeLI,HFIﬂ BrnneTaeTcd B TKaHb BpeMeHUN B Ka4ecTBe OD,HOI7I n3 06pa3y+ou.|,|/|x ee cun,
npuyem, ogHako, U npu HarmM4HOCTU BHOCUMbIX €0 BapuaHTOB COXpaHAEeT CBOK cuny
00NN 3aKOH UCTOPUYECKOTO p;|,c|,a.378
Bulgakov revealingly posits its influence within the historical process, but does not
permit it to affect the ‘general law’ of the historical order: he wants to assert the
importance of freedom, but not fully liberate it. Freedom as a religious concept also
necessarily possesses significant axiological value, as, in a Christian-Orthodox

worldview, it is crucial that man is free, not only in his choice to love or serve God,

but also in his capacity to profane against God, in his freedom to choose euvil.

3"\William James, ‘The Dilemma of Determinism’,1884. Published in William James, The Will to

Believe and other Essays in Popular Philosophy (New York, 2006), pp. 145-83 (p. 146).
378 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 302.
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Bulgakov’'s description of human freedom, however, is as the above implies deeply
problematic, and the problem arises in both his broad description of freedom and
more specifically in his discussion of man’s freedom to do evil. Both of these aspects

relate to history.

Regarding the question of freedom more broadly, it has already been
established that from Bulgakov’s historicised perspective, unified mankind’s (or
historical humanity’s) ‘divine-human’ activity is the central means through which
history reveals its absolute meaning. It follows that the suggestion of man’s relative
(non-absolute) freedom vis-a-vis the ‘general law’ of history is deeply significant, as,
in the above reckoning, how man chooses to direct his activity determines the path of
history. Therefore, any suggestion of the curtailment, limitation, or ‘directedness’ of
this freedom of activity will lead to the eventual determination of the historical process
according to these limitations or restrictions. A non-determinist historical worldview
would seek to demonstrate to the greatest possible extent genuine, unbounded
freedom — as, for instance, Berdiaev does — whereas a determinist viewpoint would
construct laws to which freedom must subject itself. For example, Marx constructed
his historical materialism on the principle that man’s freedom is, at its most
rudimentary level, subject to the demands of material existence and consequent
modes of economic production which ensure survival in the material world:

The nature of individuals [...] depends on the material conditions determining their

.37
productlon.3 °

Lenin suggested a simplistic vision of freedom in his 1908 Materializm i

empiriokrititsizm, directly quoting from Engels in his infamous Anti-Duhring. He

379 Karl Marx and Frederich Engels, The German Ideology (1844), in David McLellan (ed.), Karl Marx:

Selected Writings (Oxford, 2000), pp. 175-211 (p. 177).
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maintained that the greatest ‘freedom’ is achieved through understanding the nature

of natural ‘necessity’:

CBOﬁOﬂa BOJIM O3Ha4aeT, cneagoBaTesibHO, HE YTO MHOE, KakK CnocobHOCTb NPUHNMaTb
peweHna co 3HaHnem gena. Taknm o6pa30M, yeM c80b600Hee CyXaeHue 4yernoBeka no
OTHOLLIEHMIO K OnpegerieHHoMy Bomnpocy, ¢ TeM Gonblen Heobxodumocmbro OyaeT
onpenenAaTbCA coaepXxaHue 3Toro Cy)KD,eHVIFI.SSO

Whilst by no means being as crude as the examples above, Bulgakov’s descriptions

also place a number of limitations upon the scope of human freedom, which suggest

some of the trappings of a deterministic schema.

First, in Svet nevechernii Bulgakov describes freedom as a fundamentally

relative concept:

Camoe npoTmnBONnocTaBlieHne cBoboabl n HeobxoaumMocTu CBA3aHO C
OrpaHN4eHHOCTbO U OTHOCUTEJIbHOCTbIO, CBOWCTBEHHOW TBapwu. Csobopga ecTb BoobGLLE
NMOHSITUE OTHOCUTENbHOe, abcomnTHas cBoboda ecTb CTOfb ke npoTnBoBOpeEYMNBOE

noHsATMe, Kak u abcontoTHoe GbiTve. 8!

As was demonstrated by the discussion of the non-absoluteness of evil, freedom
(and similarly necessity), then, in its relativity, will be subject to the same limitations
that evil encounters. Furthermore, by relegating freedom to the level of relativity,
Bulgakov is implying that there is a greater framework — an absolute framework — in
which freedom fits in the manner of a lesser force. This consequently suggests the
subjection of freedom to absolute forces, and the possibility of an absolute teleology
working above it. This is reaffirmed by Bulgakov's suggestion that freedom is

encompassed and defined according to God’s original cosmogonic act of creation:

30V 1. Lenin, Materializm i empiriokrititsizm, in V. I. Lenin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 5™ edition, vol.

18 (Moscow, 1961), pp. 7-384 (p. 196).
%1 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 179.
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...9Ta ceoboaa [TBapu] OHTONOMMYECKM, B CBOEM WCTOYHWUKE, BOBCE He cBOGOAHA, He
eCTb causa sui, He cybcTtaHumaneHa, nbo Bceueno onpeaensdeTcsa U3 TBopyeckoro da

6ydem; KOCMOJI0Ir'M4€eCKM e, Kak ocHoBa MMpoBOIro ObITUS, OHA €CTb UMEHHO TO, B YEM

382
TBapb YyBCTBYET cebs coboto.

Freedom, therefore, in its deepest ontological basis is not free: it is entirely defined
by God’s initial creative act. Also, in view of this profound curtailment of freedom,
Bulgakov has gone even further to suggest that man feels himself to be himself
namely in this curtailed freedom, freedom which he has just described as not
properly free. And yet, in an antinomy, this freedom, which ontologically is a lack of
freedom, is simultaneously the basis of worldly being, cosmologically. It is, however,

the restriction of freedom that Bulgakov reiterates:

383
TBapHas cBo6oaa Heo6X0aAMMO orpaHuYeHa...

Freedom is therefore still formulated in such a way that a thinker of Berdiaev's
disposition, who placed ultimate emphasis upon true freedom, would have found

unsatisfactory: it is not free from limitation.

Whilst admitting the presence of human freedom, Bulgakov indicates that
freedom is itself subject to the greater laws of historical teleology and determinism —
whilst he admits that freedom is ‘interwoven into the fabric of time’, this is later

gualified by the assertion:

HOSTOMy-TO ana boxectBa octaetcs npo3pavyHa n 4yenoBeveckad cBoboaa, OTKPbITO

6yp,yu_Lee, HEeT B HEM pa3HbIX BO3MOXHOCTEW, @ €CTb TOJNIbKO AENCTBUTENIbHOCTb,

Vi
peanbHble cyabObl TBapm.38

Metaphysically freedom is transparent, it is guided or rather defined and possibly

2 bid., p. 180.
383 .

Ibid., p. 181.
%4 bid., p. 184.
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orientated by the original da budet, and is furthermore restricted by its relativity. Man
cannot wield this freedom in a way God would not expect, as to God it is open, see-
through. Freedom, in its metaphysical transparency and relativity will never be able to
rule over the historical process, as the historical process is the unfolding of the
absolute, through the relative but not of the relative. In this way, freedom is
encompassed by the greater meaning which is revealed through history, and

becomes only a human condition which is pre-directed to contribute to this process.

Moving on to the problem of mankind’s freedom to do evil, we are confronted
with a similar problem concerning man’s ability to decide affirmatively whether or not
he wants to pursue evil, and thereby direct the historical process towards an evil end.
If human freedom was beyond metaphysical coercion, mankind’s freedom to evil

would be as profound as his freedom to do good. However, we read:

CBoGofa ke B 3rie COBCEM He MMeeT Toil YCTOWYMBOCTM, Kak cBoGoda B Aobpe, oHa
NULLIEHa OHTOMNOMMYECKON CKpenbl, CBOMCTBEHHOW NocrneaHei: Henb3sa 3abpocuTb SKOpb
N yTBEpOWUTLCA Ha HEM B nycToTe HebGbITUA. MoaTomy cBoGoga B 3ne npeanonaraet
CYOOPOXHOE BOMEBOe YCUMWe HemnpepbIBHOTO BGyHTa, MOYeMy C Hee U  MOXKHO

copeatbes.*®

Furthermore, Bulgakov asserts that only good (dobro) resides above freedom and
above the freedom-necessity distinction, implying that good is the only force that can

ultimately triumph:

HecoMHEHHO OAHO: TONbLKO p,o6py N Hepa3pblIBHO C HUM 6J'|a)KeHCTBy npuHaanexuT

OHTOJOrM4yeckaa CyLHOCTb, TOJIbKO OHO npe6b|BaeT Bbllle pa3fnnyeHuna cBoboabl n

386
HeobxoauMOoCTH.

This therefore again serves to demonstrate a pattern of religiously-styled historical

% bid., p. 356.
386 .
Ibid., p. 357.
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determinism, worked out upon philosophical grounds: the freedom to evil is
fundamentally deprived of any real ontological potency, as both freedom and evil are
relative concepts lying below the absolute force of good, which presides above the
distinction of freedom and necessity. Only good can thus provide an absolute

teleology for history.

Creativity

Creativity (tvorchestvo), as was noted in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912),
becomes an increasingly important aspect of Bulgakov’s historical thinking. In Svet

nevechernii, he explicitly states the identity of history and creativity:

87
YKnsHb ectb TBOPYECTBO, a NO3ITOMY U UCMOopuUs ecmb ITIBO,O'-I(E‘CITISO.3

While the highlighting of creativity, as already noted, begs comparison with Berdiaev,
its interpretation in Bulgakov can be expected to reflect (albeit somewhat
problematically or even paradoxically) a much more deterministic style of thinking.
Although the history-creativity-determinism connection has been identified in
Filosofila khoziaistva, it has become more pronounced and explicit in Svet

nevechernii.

The pattern of creative-historical determinism evident in Bulgakov’s thinking
centres upon both the limitation of mankind’s creative ability and the directedness of
this creativity. By establishing that human creativity is not creativity from nothing but
creativity from a divine basis, Bulgakov limits human creativity. For him it cannot be

considered the same as the true, free creativity with which God created the world:

TBapHOEe TBOPYECTBO, KOTOPOE SIBMSIETCS akTyaslbHbIM BblpaXKeHnem TBapHoi ceobopbl,

%7 Ibid., p. 303.
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€CTb He meopyecmeo U3 HU4Ye20, HO Mmeop4yecmeo 8 HU4YMo u3 b60XecmeeHHO20

4mo.**

Although he allows creativity ‘into’ nothing (which, however, we already know is
secondary to being), creativity is still dependent on the divine ‘something’, and this
will provide for an ultimate direction towards God. This immediately presents a
different thesis to Berdiaev, who argues that human creativity is creativity from
nothing. In Bulgakov’s thought, however, creativity is only possible for mankind due
to its engagement with the divine, the metaphysically substantial (the bozhestvennoe

chto).

Human creativity, in its historical aspect, is however more deeply determined
by the fact that it is fundamentally directed. This recalls the thesis presented in
Filosofiia khoziaistva, where it was argued that creativity is indeed only recreation,
but in Svet nevechernii Bulgakov further develops this idea, suggesting that the ‘task’

of creativity is fundamentally predetermined and pre-directed:

To, 4té TBapb co3HaeT B cebe Kak 3afjadvy TBOpPYECTBa, BrOXeHO B Hee borom,
APpYyrMMK crioBamu, 3afjada 3Ta npedBeYHO paspelleHa, HO OHa [OormkHa OblTb

paspelleHa Bo BpemeHu.**
The divine is therefore presented as providing both the basis and goal of everything

that emerges in the process of becoming, and is further described as providing the

exact formula for the definition of worldly freedom:

B aTolt cBOGOAE TBapw, onuparoLleica Ha TBapHOE HWUYTO, GOXeCTBEeHHble Hadvana
ObITUS He B cune U crnaBe CBOEil, He B NuKe BEYHOCTM, B KOTOPOM OHWU He BedaioT
pPa3BUTUS 1 BOCMOMHEHUS, NGO He HYXOaKTCA B HUX, HO BO BPEMEHHOM CTaHOBMEHUU,

Kak TeMa 1 BMecCTe 3aja4ya MMpOBOro npouecca, ero daHHocmb-3adaHHOCMb, YTO AaeT

% bid., p. 180.
389 .
Ibid., p. 180.
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Hanbonee TO4YHYlO QOpMYNy ANA onpedeneHuss U TBapHOW cBobGoAbl, U TBapHOIo

TBOp4yecTBa .390

It is apparent, then, that the divine principles (nachala) of being serve to define not
only the application of human freedom, but also the conditions which make human
creativity possible, by requiring the use of the ‘divine something’ (bozhestvennoe
chto) in the creative process and by setting the ‘task’ and ‘providing a most accurate
formula for the definition of both human freedom and creativity’. The meaning of

creativity as history thus becomes clear.

In this formulation, then, Bulgakov does posit freedom — indeed, he also
emphasises its importance — but goes on to limit it through the structure of his
thought. Mankind appears to be directed and defined not only by God’s initial plan for
the world but also by the nature of the cosmogonic act whereby the balance between
the transcendent and immanent was established and creativity made possible. In this
way, the nature of the world and of the historical forces within it permits only one
historical path. Like the Hegelian and then Marxist systems before him, but also in
concurrence with the Christian thesis which sees the will of God as singularly potent
in history, and despite his efforts to describe freedom (both to evil and to creativity)
within history, we are left with the impression that the only tenable solution to history
as Bulgakov sees it is the triumph of God, of the divine and the Absolute. Anything
else it is not philosophically conceivable based on the ideas he is propounding in
Svet nevechernii. Berdiaev would, no doubt, also believe in the ultimate victory of

God, but the structure and emphasis are quite different in his thinking.

%9 bid., p. 180.
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Sophia and history

As was discussed in Filosofiia khoziaistva the idea of Sophia functions in
Bulgakov’s thought as a medium which allows for the active engagement of God or
mankind-directed-by-God in history. Humanity, through its participation in Sophia
(Divine Wisdom), is imbued with the divine light of God. Sophia, while leading
towards the simultaneous and antinomic expression of both immanent and

metaphysical categories, is also transcendent to them altogether:

Utak, metadmandeckas npupoga Codum COBEPLUEHHO HE MOKPbIBAETCA OObIYHLIMMU
dunocodckumn  Kateropusmu:  abCconiOTHOTO U OTHOCUTENBHOTO, BEYHOMO U

BpEMEHHOrOo, BGOXXeCTBEHHOIO 1 TBapHOI'O.391

Beyond a description of Sophia’s intermediary role in the passage of history, Svet
nevechernii does not offer anything significantly new to Filosofiia khoziaistva
regarding the problem of Sophia and history. This is not true, however, with regards

to the question of Sophia and time.

Conclusions

Svet nevechernii presents a rich and complex engagement with the question
of history. The multifaceted apprehension of this problem has taken on a number of
new features which all demonstrate Bulgakov’'s accelerating movement from
philosophy to theology. The determinist colour to his thinking continues to be clearly
expressed in this text, although he seems at times to be obdurately unaware of this
element of his philosophy. This has been demonstrated at a number of different

levels in Svet nevechernii: in the historical conflict between good and evil, where it is

*1 bid., p. 189.
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argued that good cannot fail; in relation to freedom where he admits that absolute
freedom is absurd; and in creativity when he argues that whilst ‘history is creativity’,
the task of creativity is established and directed by God. When considered alongside
the corpus of his work, Svet nevechernii thus helps complete the discussion of the
determinist patterns and tendencies that have been identified in Bulgakov’s thought.
Although back in 1901 he had vehemently rejected the immanent, material
determinism of Marxism he had, by 1917, returned to a style of thinking about history
— and about connected historical problems — that, whilst not necessarily Marxist, still

clearly demonstrated determinist features.
Bulgakov’s Philosophy of Time in Svet nevechernii

As this chapter on Bulgakov’'s philosophy approaches its conclusion, it is a
fortunate turn that the principal focus of the next chapter on Berdiaev, namely time,
comes to the fore in Bulgakov. Indeed, the introduction of the theme of time in Svet
nevechernii is noticeable. Although the word ‘time’ has been mentioned with some
frequency in earlier works, in this text it has become a substantial intellectual
concern. Time is taken up as a problem both related to other philosophical questions
— specifically history and Sophiology — and also as an independent problem in its
own right. Bulgakov’s wider thinking about time in Svet nevechernii is an attempt to
subject it to the broader logic of his philosophy: time, which is immanent, is
determined by eternity, which is metaphysical. This work on the time-eternity
relationship brings him close to Berdiaev, for whom the time-eternity divide was also
central. Previously Bulgakov seems to have satisfied himself with the time-history
correlation expressed in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912) — ‘in time, i.e. in history’,>**? and

as we have seen he makes a similar assertion in Svet nevechernii (1917) —

392« _BpemeHw, T.e. B uctopuu...’ Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, pp. 90-91.
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‘temporality, i.e. history’.*®®> However, in Svet nevechernii he devotes more space to
the question of time and appears to be aware of a distinction between time and
history, even if the exact terms of the distinction remain elusive. All of Bulgakov’s
discussion related to time demonstrates a degree of uncertainty or discomfort,

something that is quite revealing as to his deeper intuitions about the nature of time.

Indeed, the first thing that strikes the reader about the question of time is
Bulgakov’s remarkably confusing — or perhaps confused — approach. This is first and
foremost reflected in the number of different ways in which he refers, without any

explanation, to different categories or types of time. There are no less than ten

categories of time mentioned in Svet nevechernii; ‘o6bekTvBHOe Bpems’; 3%

395 396 397

‘KOHKpeTHoEe BpeMs’; '‘doopmanbHoe Bpems’; ‘abcTpakTHoe Bpems’;

1. 398 1. 399

‘OTBNEYEHHOe BpeMs; ncTopudeckoe BpeMS'; . 400

‘OHTONOrNM4yeckoe BpeMs'
‘codpuitHoe Bpems'; *! 'BeyHoe Bpems'; *°? and even ‘snoe Bpewms'; “® and only
‘concrete’ and ‘Sophiological’ time receive any further elaboration. This is very
different to Berdiaev’'s work, which pays considerable attention to the accurate
distinction between different categories of time (namely cosmic, historical and

existential time).*%*

This problem is compounded further by a number of other opaque comments

393« BpemeHHOCTH, T.€. ncTopun'...’ Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 305.

%4 bid., p. 301.

% bid., p. 301.

%% pid., p. 302.

7 bid., p. 302.

%8 bid., p. 302.

%9 bid., p. 350.

9 1bid., p. 351.

L |bid., p. 189.

92 |bid., p. 189.

%3 bid., p. 177.

“%* See in particular: N. Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka (Opyt personalisticheskoi filosofii)
(1939), in N.A. Berdiaev, Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo kesaria (Moscow, 1995), pp. 3-162 (pp. 154-61).
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Bulgakov makes about time. There is mention of the ‘density or saturation’ of time %%
but there is no further explanation offered as to what these somewhat cryptic terms
mean, despite the fact that these concepts could potentially have significant
repercussions for the broader formulation of thought about time. Similarly, and
possibly most problematically, when dealing with the philosophical problem of time
specifically, in a section subheaded ‘Time and eternity’ (Section 2.4 of Svet
nevechernii, ‘Vremia i vechnost”, pp. 175-79), ambiguity is compounded by
Bulgakov’s willingness to move between the terms vremia and vremennost’, two
words which clearly express different meanings, but for which he again does not
account. Compared to time, vremia, vremennost’ is akin to time-ness, or possibly
temporality or even temporariness. Vremennost’ perhaps relates to a broader
experience of time or to the general conditions engendered by time. Bulgakov does

not offer any guidance for what he means by these contrasting terms. For instance:

TanHa TBAPHOCTU NPOABIIAETCA B NpPOTUBOPE4YNBOM CaMOCO3HaHUM TBapu O ee4YHocmu
u epemMeHHocmu CcBOero ObITUSA. BpeMFI €CTb aKTyaﬂbeIVl CUHTE3 OblITua un

HeGbITUSA... %

He therefore seamlessly jumps between the two with nothing in the way of

qualification.

These noticeable ambiguities in Bulgakov's thought concerning time
complicate an attempt to explore his conception of the broader relation of time to
other problems, specifically to history. The ambiguity itself also inevitably leads to
speculation. Is Bulgakov’s lack of clarity in his temporal nomenclature representative

of a lacuna in his thinking — is he perhaps unsure as to how time fits into the broader

495« _rycToTa Unm HachbILLEHHOCTb BpeMeHu GbiBaeT pasnuuHa...” Bulgakov, Svet neverchernii, p. 351.

“% bid., p. 175.
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patterns of his philosophy? Does it demonstrate that Bulgakov has not really thought
beyond the rudimentary formula suggesting that time is roughly approximate to
history? Although we see him attempt to subject time to the broader antinomic
categories of his thinking in the ‘Vremia i vechnost” section, this does not remove
these broader questions. We can best explore these by exploring the relationships
Bulgakov establishes between time and other problems — namely history and Sophia

— and also by looking at his descriptions of time itself.

Time and History

The relationship between time and history presented in Svet nevechernii is
troublesome. This is particularly evident in Bulgakov’s discussion of the categories of
‘objective’ and ‘concrete’ time. The problem arises over the fact that although he
distinguishes between time and history at a lexical level, it appears that at a
philosophical or intellectual level there is little to distinguish them, in that time still
appears to be history. This means that the contemplation of time always takes on an

historical dimension. We can refer back to a quotation cited previously:

MCITIOPUFI ecmsb, npexae Bcero, po>KOeHue yesiogeyecmesa, OOBEKTUBHOE BpemMA,
HanosfiHeHHoe poXAaeHudaMu, a noTomMy U CMepTdaMu, U BHYTPEHHO CBA3aHHOE WUX

nocneposaxvem.*”’

In this statement, objective time appears to be the ‘temporal material’, as it were, of
history: history is the way in which objective time, history’s material, is connected
together by the cycle of human lives. Time, then, could be an ontological category,

as mankind’s cycle of life and death connects and fills it. However, history too is

7 Ibid., p. 301.
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depicted as arising through man, as history is also ‘the birth of humanity’. Therefore
neither time nor history appears to have any independence from humanity: time,

man, and history all appear to be inextricably linked.

A similar idea is reiterated on the following page:

O6GBbeKTVBHOE BpeMsi COAEPXUT AOCTAaTOMHOE OCHOBaHWE ANs nopsigka nokoneHun u
CMeHbl UCTOPUYECKMX HApOAOB, YeM WU onpegensieTca ckenet mctopuu [...] Uctopus

CBA3aHa «BpemMeHaMun 1 cpokamun», nmernmnmmn oCHoBaHue B ,D,yXOBHOVI opraHusaumum

yenoBe4yecTBa.. .408

Here we see the same assertion that objective time provides a sort of temporal
material for the passage of history, although the emphasis is slightly different: it is
suggested here that history is connected together by times, rather than time being
connected together by human life which then creates history. There is possibly a
degree of tautology at work here, but the same central idea is conveyed: namely,
time and history are both organised and connected by the cycle of human lives, and
by means of this a time-history identity is reinforced. However we look at the above
guotations, both history and time appear to be temporal matter that requires
humanity to link them together, and the cycle of human lives will provide an ultimate
teleology for both. In such a reckoning neither time nor history would arise without
humanity, as both are grounded in man,*®® meaning that the basis of both is identical.
Despite the formal distinction, then, the thesis of ‘time, that is, history’ still holds in

this text.

Time is therefore addressed as linked to the human life cycle, but is also not

disconnected from history:

“% bid., p. 302.
99 Furthermore, in an unrelated section we read: ‘...crbiwKUTCS HEeYMOMYHbIV LWenoT [...]: Tbl — BEYEH 1
TONbKO poaWncH AN BpeMeHu, - oHo B Tebe, a He Tbl B HeM...' |bid., p. 176.
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...HO MMEHHO B 4epeagoBaHUn NOKOSIEHWUIA BO3HUKaET NCTOPUA KaK KOHKpeTHOoe

Bpemsi,**°

This is important, as it testifies to the fact that Bulgakov still continues to look at time
in a historicised manner: that is, he looks at time and temporal problems through the

prism of historical thinking. However, there is more to the theme of time than just this.

Time and Eternity

Bulgakov’s main exploration of the theme of time is, as mentioned, carried out
in the ‘Vremia i vechnost” section of Svet nevechernii. This discussion is intriguing
not only in its continuities with Bulgakov’s broader thinking, according to which time
appears determined by eternity, but also in the fact that Bulgakov betrays his
uneasiness in relation to time. Although it could be deduced that if time is history,
and if history is ‘good’, time, by extension, must also be good, it appears that when
disengaged from historical discussion, time acquires an ambivalence to match its
ambiguity:

3aBnCTNMBLIN XpOHOC PEBHUBO XUpaeT JeTen cBoux, Bce yMepLBIdad, obecueHuBas,

HU3BEPrad; Xn3Hb €CTb Kakoe-TO TOpXeCTBO BceobLero yMI/IpaHl/IFL411

It becomes apparent, then, that as with the broader problem of evil in Bulgakov’'s
work, there is a similar demand for a ‘theodicy of time’, as it were, offering some sort
of reason for the ineluctable, deathly process of time. Indeed, time seems to be
portrayed as the root of evil; time becomes the means or process through which

nothingness (which can be ‘actualised’ as evil) rears its head:

3noe Bpemsi, «pacnaneHHbIn Kpyr ObITUS», €CTb OrHEHHOE KONeco, CXBaueHHOoe

19 bid., p. 301.
411 .
Ibid., p. 175.
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TUCKaMm XXagHoro HVILITO.M'2

Here then time is described as ‘evil’, a quality which, as this quotation implies, is
most likely the product of its connection with nothingness. This tension between
describing, on the one hand, time as almost terrifying and, on the other, as
something that can be neutralised according to a grander logic is a key aspect of

Bulgakov’s thinking about time.

Moving to an analysis of some of the specific aspects of Bulgakov’'s
descriptions of time, his opening statements in ‘Vremia i vechnost” demonstrate his
closeness to the contemporaneous European tradition and also Berdiaev. He begins
by arguing that:

Bpemsi ecTb akTyanbHbI CUHTE3 OblTUSA M HebbITUsA, BbiBaHne, Werden. HacTosiwee,

KOTOpO€e BCerga normnowaeTcda npowsibiMm U yCTpeMndaeTCd B 6y,qyu.|,ee, €CTb kak Obl He

nveruiaa nsmMepeHmna Touka, ABmXyladaca B OkeaHe MeoHalnlbHOro ObITYS: I'IOJ'Iy6bITVI9|

npoLLeALLEero v GyayLIEro, - yxe-He-GbiTus 1 ele-He-6biTus.

Bulgakov presents here a formulation of time in relation to being and non-being, and
the procession from past to present to future. The solution he offers, which focuses
on finding cognisable but also organic, human (rather than empirical) coherence in
seemingly constant change, demonstrates some similarity to a European
contemporary, Henri Bergson (1859-1941). Bergson looked at establishing ‘la durée’,
the meta-temporal duration existing despite the broken flow of time.*'* As Pearson

suggests:

*2 |pid., p. 177.
413 |p.:

Ibid., p. 175.
14 Bergson (1903) argued that despite the continuousness of change, there is nonetheless a manner
of unity in this: ‘Shall we say, then, that duration has unity? Doubtless, a continuity of elements which
prolong themselves into one another participates in unity as much as in multiplicity; but this is moving,
changing. Coloured, living unity has hardly anything in common with the abstract, motionless and
empty unity which the concept of pure unity circumscribes.” Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics,
pp. 19-20.
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Duration is experience (it is something lived if not adequately intuited), but equally it is
experience enlarged and gone beyond. To think this duration is to think “beyond the
human condition”, that is, beyond our dominant habits of representation in which time is

conceived in terms of space.**®

Similarly, Bulgakov’s intuition that the present is continuously being ‘swallowed up’
by the past and future demonstrates a similarity to Berdiaev, who held that the
problem of immanent, ‘objectified’ time consisted in the destruction of the present by
the past and the future. Although Bulgakov did not voice any deep awareness of
these philosophers, a similarity clearly exists: all evince a concern with the seeming

unrelenting process of change inherent in the movement of time.

Bulgakov places his initial formulation of time, of past, present and future, in a
religious framework. He claims that time is fundamentally related to the conditions of
the created world — and therefore is similarly subjected to the great antinomy which

pervades being:

B WHTyMUMM BpEMEHHOCTU OLlyLAaeTcs aHTUHOMWUS TBAPHOCTU, — OBOXECTBEHHOro
Hayamna, MOrpyXeHHOro B HWYTO U ero cobon onnogotsopuBllero. 6o Bpemsi ecTb

npexogdauwectb U HUYTOXEeCTBO BCero cyuwero, HoO BMeCcTe U BO3MOXHOCTb BCEro

Gbisatowero...**®

Time, then, by bringing (or at least demonstrating) the confluence or ‘synthesis’ of
being and nonbeing — life and death — therefore allows for the interaction of the
divine basis and nichto (nothing) to happen simultaneously. This, however, will not

take place on an even basis.

While showing concern about the nature of time and how it relates to being,

Bulgakov still subjects time to eternity, which is deeper and more substantial. He

415

e Pearson, Philosophy and the Adventure of the Virtual, pp. 9-10.

Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 175.
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argues that consciousness of the basic conditions of time or temporality is only
possible due to the fact that such consciousness sits in eternity and looks down at
time:

Camoe co3HaHue BPEMEHHOCTU, C ero Xry4ecTtbio " OCTpOTOl7I, nopoXageHo 4yBCTBOM

CBepXBpPeMEHHOCTN, He-BpeMEeHHOCTWU XWU3HW, OHO poAUTCA §nullb MNpuU B3rnmage BO

BpemMAa n3 Be‘-IHOCTI/I.417

This implies that an understanding of time can only be achieved if one is situated first
in eternity: time cannot be perceived without eternity. This establishes a similar
pattern in Bulgakov’s thinking: immanent reality (in this case time) is certainly real,
but is fundamentally dependent on the metaphysical or divine for its reality. This
paves the way, as we have already seen, for the immanent reality to be determined
by the metaphysical plane, as immanent reality is guided from the metaphysical.

Therefore Bulgakov argues:

Bpems u BEYHOCTb COOTHOCUTENbHbI: BPEMSI HE OLLYyLLANocb Obl B TEYEHWUN CBOEM, HE
CyMMMpoBanocb Obl M3 OTAENbHbIX Pa3opBaHHbIX MOMEHTOB, €cnu Obl 3TOrO He

coBepLLan CBepXBPeMMeHblii cyb6bekm Bpemenn.*'®

This thesis is very similar to his ideas concerning history, which suggest that history
is only possibly due to the existence of the transcendental subject of history,
mankind: in the same way that man unifies history, man as the supra-temporal
subject (sverkhvremmenyi sub’ekt) is similarly perceived to unify time, to allow it to
flow. This testifies to the continuing idea that time is in man, not man in time, which
suggests a Kantian dimension to Bulgakov’s thought which will be discussed below.

Berdiaev similarly wanted to suggest that time was in man;**° however, due to the

7 |bid., 175.
8 1bid., p. 176.
19 “Bpemsi B UenoBeke, a He YenoBek Bo BpeMeHW.” Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 322.
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conditions he ascribed to the material world in which time ruled, Berdiaev runs the

risk of setting time outside man and freeing it from human control.

With Bulgakov, however, there is a familiar pattern. Man, who is both temporal
(immanent) and eternal (transcendent), establishes the determined relation between
eternity and time: whilst being mutually related, eternity fundamentally projects into

and substantiates time. Time can therefore not overcome eternity by any means:

B no6om mure 6bITnA, B KaXKOOM €ro MOMEHTE NPOCBEYMBAET BEYHOCTb, LLeNOCTHas n
Hegenumasi, B KOTOPOM HET HaCTOsILLIEro, NpoLworo u 6yayllero, HO Bce, YTo ObiBaeT,
BHEBPEMEHHO eCTb. BepTukanbHble CeYeHWsi BPEMEHW TMPOHUKAOT B BEYHOCTb,
NMO3TOMY-TO HMYTO M3 TOrO, YTO TOJIbKO OAHaXAbl MENbKHYNO BO BPEMEHU, HE MOXET

yXKe WCc4e3HyTb, obpatutbca B HebbITMe, MO0 WMeeT Kakyl-TO NpPOEKUUIo B

BEYHOCT...**°

This eternal dimension, which exists throughout the temporal dimension,
encompasses and holds everything that occurs within time. As with Bulgakov’s ideas
about theodicy, then, the supposed ‘evil’ of time, which brings with it death and
perpetual change, is neutralised by the fact that nothing disappears in eternity —
everything is. Eternity is therefore primary and time and the temporal conditions
created by time (vremennost’, perhaps) are secondary to and dependent on eternity.
Time, then, must be proved to be surmountable and secondary, in the same way that

in Bulgakov’s theodicy evil is necessarily overcome:

BpemeHHOCTb [oMmkHa noracHyTb U obeccuneTb, NUHUSE BPEMEHU CNUTLCA B TOYKY,
Korga «BpemeHu Gonblue He ByaeT», Kak KMsiHeTCs aHren B Anokanurcuce, TONbKo Tak

MOXET paspeLLnTbCsl aHTUHOMUSI BpemeHn. !

A theodicy of time is therefore presented through the similar argument that, just as

29 bid., p. 177.
*2L bid., pp. 178-79.



199

economy is, according to the thesis in Filosofiia khoziaistva (1912), the anticipation
of the vivifying principle, so too is time just the anticipation of the eternal, meta-

temporal principle:

N opHako BpemeHHOCTb Kak obpas TBapHOCTM COOAepPXUT B cebe HeucTpebumbie

BpemeHeM noberu BeuHocTn.*?

The question of time, therefore, exhibits some significant continuities within
Bulgakov’s thought, but these bring with them new problems. What is broadly
evident is the similar pattern of metaphysical determinism, in this case being
demonstrated in the temporal realm. That which occurs in the realm of time is
substantiated and grounded within the metaphysical, divine realm of the eternal and
therefore receives its primary being from it. This, as well as allowing for determinist
patterns to arise, functions to create a type of theodicy for time: time as continual
change, as death, is neutralised by the fact that every moment of time is held and
kept within eternity. This fits closely with broader patterns of Bulgakov’s thinking. It is
interesting, however, to note Bulgakov’'s description of the ‘envious Khronos’
(zavistlivyi Khronos) and other fearful references to time. These occasional
comments about the threatening, all-consuming nature of time highlight the fact that
time, taken out of a historical context, presents something that is alien to Bulgakov’s
thinking. As a philosopher who thinks in such Solov'evan terms as ‘all-unity’, time in
a ‘formal’ or ‘abstract’ form presents something cold in which there is no
Sophiological light, there is no unity or teleology other than continual change and
inevitable death. Temporality or time is, in Bulgakov’'s mind, therefore only rendered
safe when it is returned to an ‘eternal basis’, when the changes and vicissitudes

which emerge within time are returned to the all-encompassing embrace of eternity:

*2 bid., p. 179.
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BeuHocTb nexuTt He 3a BpemMmeHeM unu riocrsie BpemMeHun, HO HapAany C HUM, Had
BpeMeHeM, KakK ana Hero wugean, wu nod BpeMeHeM, KaK ero OCHOBa, KOoTopad

OLLYLLAETCA BPEMEHEM MULLIb YPE3 NPU3MY HUYTO, HeBbITHs. *

Time is thus experienced due to the interaction of nothing or nonbeing with being,
but this is accompanied by the fact that time is from every angle embraced by
eternity. All temporal immanence is thus only real because time is held within eternity
which, whilst allowing the movement of time, ultimately substantiates it. In the same
way that Bulgakov’'s broader historical thesis about time removes any of the real
potency from time, so too does Bulgakov’s thinking about eternity, which relegates

time to a secondary position.

Discomfort with Kant and the reality of time

As has been mentioned earlier, Bulgakov has suggested that time is ‘within’
man. This idea, which recalls Kant, is also problematic for Bulgakov. The formative
influence Kant asserted upon Bulgakov’'s mind has been important throughout his
philosophical and religious development, and Kant continued to influence Bulgakov’s
thinking across 1911-16, when he was writing Svet nevechernii. However, as noted,
Kant's ideas about time sit awkwardly in Bulgakov’s mind, and the application of
these ideas to Bulgakov’'s thinking about time engenders some paradoxes for
exploration. Bulgakov himself highlighted his ambivalence and pre-empted this
passage of enquiry:

YTto xe ecTb Bpemsa? Tonbko nn Cy6beKTI/IBHaF| cbopma CO3HaHu4A, Kak nposoarnalieHo

Kantom? U pa, u Het.***

Bulgakov’s trouble with Kant fundamentally issues from a question regarding

% bid., p. 177.
24 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 177.
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the reality of time. Kant suggested that time is not something innate to objects; it is,
rather, an a priori mode of human cognition which the mind employs to organize and

order the world around it. Thus:

Time is not an empirical concept. For neither co-existence nor succession would be
perceived by us, if the representation of time did not exist as a foundation a priori [...]
Time is a necessary representation, lying at the foundation of all our intuitions [...] In it
[time] alone is all reality of appearances possible. These may be all annihilated in

thought, but time itself, as the universal condition of their possibility, cannot be so

annulled.**®

Therefore, according to Kant, time is not something exterior to human cognition but
rather exists and works within it, it is a mode of thinking which allows us to make
sense of our intuitions of the world. This idea clearly holds some sway over Bulgakov,

who similarly suggests that:

BpemeHHoCTb*?® BbipaxaeT coBoil cOCMOsIHUE TBApPHOCTU B Pa3HbIX €8 MOAANbHOCTSX
W NPUHAANEXWUT HALLEMY «TpaHCLEeHOEHTaNbHOMY CyGBbEKTY», BblpaXatoLLleMy TBapHOe

BOoCnpudaTune MI/Ipa.427
Time in the above is a condition of created things through which we perceive the
world. However, by reducing time to a purely cognitive level, Kant removes some of
the empirical reality of time, making it seem illusory. As Reichenbach notes:

It is true, Kant would have objected to putting his subjective time on a par with an

interpretation of time as an illusion. However, the only difference is in emotive

connotations.*?®

This is where we enter into problems for Bulgakov, for whom such ‘emotive

%5 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 54.

% Here we see the specific problem, in a particularly frustrating rendition, regarding the vremia and
vremennost’ distinction.

27 Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 177.

%% Hans Reichenbach, The Direction of Time (Berkeley,1956), p. 13.
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connotations’ extended into the religious dimension and were particularly significant.

Whilst Bulgakov would agree that time is not a primary ontological condition,
he would, however, argue that eternity, the metaphysical, divine time, is something
real and an aspect of the ontological absolute. After all, if God resides in eternity,
then eternity must possess true ontological reality. Furthermore, Bulgakov, in line
with his broader philosophical project, also suggests that time is built upon

429

eternity,” meaning that events of genuine metaphysical and divine value can take

place within time:

MN6o MOXxHO nn oTpuuaTb pearnibHOCTb BpeMeHU, Korga B UCMNONTHUBLLUMECA BpeMeHa U
CPOKKM BOMJ1I0TUNCA bor, npon3ouio poxanecrteo XpI/ICTOBO, npoTeKrna 3eMHasn Ero

XU3Hb, CBEPLUNIIOCb Ero BOCKpeceHune un BO3H€C€HV|e?430

If such immanent time was only an illusory, a priori concept, this would mean that
time would possess no ontological value. Then, if we take into account the fact that
time is supposed to be rooted in eternity, this would mean that the value of eternity
concurrently is not absolute and is reduced to a function of human cognition.
Bulgakov would of course reject this. Also, as the above indicates, the rejection of
the reality of time would mean that the significance of religiously important events
taking place in time — such as, for example, the coming of Christ — would also be

undermined. This would also be unacceptable to Bulgakov.

Nevertheless, Bulgakov also accepts the Kantian thesis when he presents
time as secondary, as the condition of immanent experience. This idea is qualified by
the fact that time is infused with genuine value, which comes from eternity. Time is

thus ‘within’ man, as Kant would suggest, but in distinction to Kant he argues that it

29« BpeMsi 0BOCHOBbIBAETCS BEYHOCTbI...” Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 179.

9 Ibid., p. 179.



203

is something that was created for man, or is rather his created condition:

Ho 13 rnybuHbI YHBIHUS, Cpeaun neyvyanbHOro MonYaHus, CrbIWNTCA HEYMOMYHbIN LWenoT,
POBKUIA N TUXUIA, HO BMECTE C TEM YBEPEHHbIN N He3arnyLwmnmbli: Tbl — BEYEH W TOMNbKO

poaounca ona BpemMeHu, — OHO B Tebe, a He Tbl B HEM, 3TO Thl pa3BepTbiBaellb U

CBMBaellb €ro CBUTOK B nNamAT CBOEro p,yxa...431

So whilst Bulgakov can both challenge and support Kant's ideas about time, this is
subject to a certain concession: he admits that time is within man, and in this regard
can somewhat question the reality of time, but this does not mean, however, that by
this ontological relation to time man only possesses time in the cognitive sense that
Kant is suggesting. This is because although time is real through man; through
man’s action of connecting time in history, man reaches transcendentally to the
eternal, the divine, to make time real. Furthermore the condition of time is only made

possible for man due to the created conditions of the world.

The question of the reality of time is further problematic for Bulgakov, as has
already been suggested, due to his understanding of the time-history relation. If
history is to be an ontological process, in the sense that it has real and not illusory
significance, then the time that occurs within this process must also be by extension
real or ontological. Furthermore, time, in accordance with this historical thesis, must

be part of a fundamentally teleological process:
Bor, cnnoto CBoeto Bbi3biBast MUp K 6bITI/HO, NPUCYTCTBYET U BO BPEMEHMN, 1Moo B HEM

npoTekaeT Mpouecc TeodaHWYeckuii, KOTOpbIA €ecTb B TO Xe Bpema W

TeoroHmyeckui. **?

Time is thus part of a historical process. However, Kant lacks such a historicised

notion of time:

L bid., p. 176.
432 .
Ibid., p. 179.
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The infinity of time signifies nothing more than that every determined quantity of time is

possible only through limitations of one time lying at the foundation. Consequently, the

original representation, time, must be given as unlimited.**®

This understanding violates Bulgakov’s most basic understanding of time and history,

and these ideas are duly refuted:

«TpaHcueHaeHTanbHoe» BpeMsi KaHTa, unyM oOTBneYeHHass opMa BpEeMeHH,
Hen3GeXxHO MbICITUTCS KaK NoTeHuManbHas 6ecKoHeYHOCTb, He 3HaloLasi HM Havana Hu
KOHL|@; NO3TOMY €ero uaes U nNpuBOAUT pa3yM K aHTMHOMWUK, OBHapPYXEHHON caMUM Xe

KaHtoMm. HanpoTtuB, KOHKpeTHOe BpeMsi, KOTOPbIM W SIBNAETCA WCTOpUS, UMeeT U

Hauarno, v koHed...***

Analysis of the relationship between Kant and Bulgakov regarding the
problem of time in Svet nevechernii has highlighted how Bulgakov perceives the
relationship between time and man, and also how the supposed reality of time is
challenged by some Kantian assumptions which clearly held some weight for

Bulgakov.

Sophia and Time

The final aspect of Bulgakov’'s thought dealing with time in Svet nevechernii
which merits discussion is the question of the relationship between time and Sophia.
Sophia, as became apparent in Filosofiia khoziaistva, plays an important role in the
construction of Bulgakov’s thinking about the universal: as Khoruzhii argues, it is the
central concept through which the immanent condition of the world is infused with

metaphysical value. He writes:

OHa [coduinHasga cBa3b Mmpa ¢ borom] gomkHa obecneymBaTb LEHHOCTb M CMbICI MUpa,

%33 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 55.

** bid., p. 302.
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a 3TO BO3MOXHO TOJIbKO OOHUM NMyTEM — NyTEeM yTBepXaeHusa peaanon npn4acTtHOCTHN
Mupa Bory KaK WUCTOYHUKY BCAKOro CMmbIClia Wu BCAKOW UEHHOCTU. MMeHHOo 3aTo

YTBEPXKOAEHNE OCYLLECTBRsSieT coduonornsi bynrakoBa: ee MOXHO onpefenutb Kak

MeTadn3nNIECKOE YYEHME O NpuYacTHocT mupa Bory....*%°

Bulgakov accordingly identifies, in Svet nevechernii, ‘Sophiological time’ (Sofiinoe

vremia) as a special, unitary or synthesising category of time.

As we have seen, Sophia is the central unitary point of Bulgakov’s overall
philosophy. In Svet nevechernii, Sophia similarly functions as a unifying principle for
time: Sophiological time is perceived to occupy an intermediary position between the
immanent temporal condition (time) and the metaphysical temporal condition

(eternity). Bulgakov therefore states:

OTUM CPEdHUM MOMOXEHUEM MEXAY BPEMEHEM W BEYHOCTbIO, «UETALU», **° 1

onpegensietca ee [Codun] ceoeobpasHas MmeTadmsnyeckass NnpupoLa B OTHOLLIEHMM K

BPEMEHHOCTU N TBAPHOCTU .437

As the Divine Wisdom Sophia pervades the world from the moment of creation,
presiding in everything both immanently and transcendentally — antinomiously being
both one and the other. In this intermediary position, Sophia allows for the
establishment of a metaphysically or divinely driven teleology unfolding across the
expanse of time. Sophia thus completes a historicised, determinist understanding of
time, which dictates that time is neither empty nor directionless. Indeed time, being a

part of the grand unity of things, is instead teleological:

Tak kak en [Codun] npvHaAONEXUT MNOMOXMTENBHOE BCEEAMHCTBO, TO €10

00OCHOBbIBAETCA BCH CBSIBHOCTb  ObITUSA, yCTaHoBNAwWaA He MexaHun4deckoe

435

s Khoruzhii, ‘Sofiia — Kosmos — materiia: ustoi filosofskoi mysli ottsa Sergiia’, p. 832.

Bulgakov explains this Platonic term, meaning ‘between’ or ‘located in the interval’, in a note.
Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 388.
7 Ibid., p. 189.
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YyepeOoBaHMe, HO BHYTPEHHee nocrnenoBaHne CobbITUI, MHaYe roBops, 06bEeKMUBHOE
BpeMsi, M6O BpeMsl He eCTb rofioe YepedoBaHne, BbITECHEHNE MPOLLSIOr0 HACTOSLLMM,

KrnouykooGpasHasi pa3opBaHHOCTb BbiTust.

We thus see the emergence of the concept of Sophiological time: Sophia establishes
the connection of all life, and therefore the internal connection of all events and time
beyond mechanical cycle. Time does not remain just objective: it has deeper
connections. Sophiological time is thus the temporal space which Sophia, and
mankind insofar as it participates in Sophia, occupies. It is conceived of as a
synthesis of time, which describes the unifying position Sophia occupies in the

temporal domain:

Codmsa cogepxunT B cebe XMBOW WM peanbHbIl CUHME3 8PeMeHU, B KOTOPOM YXe
NepexoasaTcs rpaHn BpeMeHWU (XOTH U He BpeMeHHOCTM Boobuie). Ecnm mMoxHO Tak
BbIpa3nTbCsl, COMUIHOE BpPEMS €CTb €eAWHbIA, CITOXHbIA W CINUTHBIA, XOTS He

CBerBpeMeHHbIVI, OQHaKo He HaD,BpeMeHHbII;I aKT: 3TO €CTb 8e4Hoe 6p6MFI...439

Sophia therefore transgresses time, although perhaps not the conditions of time
(vremennost’). Sophiological time is, as a synthesis, unified time: it is also becomes
‘eternal’ time in which everything holds together above time. Objective time in such a

way is overcome through Sophiological time.

Finally, in the same way that Sophia is omnipresent throughout creation in its
immanent, becoming form, it follows that Sophiological time similarly pervades the

immanent form of time:

He obnagas BeyHOCTbO Mo cBoen npupoge, Cous MOXET HAaXOAUTbLCS B MITOCKOCTU

BpemMeHHoCTH, Gyayun k Helt obpatueHa.

8 bid., p. 189.
439 .

Ibid., p. 189.
*9 bid., p. 189.
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Sophia, then, and Sophiological time, operates as the intellectual mechanism which
Bulgakov uses to justify his antinomic description of time. Sophia allows for the
simultaneous binding of eternity and time to take place: through this it allows
Sophiological light, divine knowledge — however it may be characterised — to filter

into time and to fill time with eternal, metaphysical significance.

What emerges then is that Sophia is the philosophical-theological apparatus
Bulgakov uses to establish a determined, universal understanding of time. Time is
founded upon eternity, upon the metaphysical or divine temporal basis, and this
foundation is achieved through the mediation of Sophia. Sophia provides the means
by which man is able to occupy both immanent and transcendental temporal spaces,
as Sophia is the embodiment, as it were, of the divine antinomy in which
transcendence and immanence occur simultaneously. Sophiological time is the
expression of this in the temporal sphere. Furthermore, this description of Sophia
and Sophiological time further establishes Bulgakov's innately historicised
conception of time, in that it allows the teleological process of the spread of divine,
metaphysical value throughout time to take place. It allows him to repeat, as above,
that time ‘is not a bare rotation’, it is, rather, a teleological, and thus historical,

process.

Conclusions

Bulgakov attempts to treat or identify time as an independent philosophical
concern and he thereby ostensibly separates it from the question of history. This
seeming distinction has been brought into question, however, as analysis of what

Bulgakov writes about time in Svet nevechernii (1917) reveals a conceptualisation of
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time which is fundamentally historicised, not extending beyond the basic thesis
which states: ‘time, that is, history’. Indeed, patterns of determinist thinking,
characteristic of Bulgakov’s thought about history, are repeated, as is a need to
provide some sort of theological-philosophical justification or resolution to the
condition of time — that is, a form of theodicy of time. Bulgakov’s thinking suggests
more specifically that immanent time is determined, directed, and dependent upon
metaphysical time (eternity), and in this way Bulgakov constructs a familiar
conceptual relation. This continuity further allows for the establishment of a
historical-teleological trajectory to exist within time as it does in history. In this
reckoning, Sophia is described as the nexus through which the infusion of

metaphysical direction and value can take place in the temporal dimension.

A broader feature of Bulgakov’s thinking has also been restated, namely that
in the grander scheme of things history is primary and time is secondary. We see,
from the various angles Bulgakov takes, time being apprehended and transformed
into something regular and cognisable according to the broader historical categories
and continuities of his thinking. This primacy of historical over temporal experience —
expressed in the notion that time is not empty or directionless, but rather is
potentially Sophiological and historical — establishes a pattern of thinking that places
Bulgakov at fundamental odds with his contemporary, Berdiaev, who propounds an
almost opposite thesis. Berdiaev suggests that time is primary and ‘historical time’ is
nothing but a redundant form of restricted time. It appears that the pressures of
Bulgakov’s universalist project, deeply influenced by Solov'ev but no doubt in its
absolutism also influenced by a Marxist and by extension Hegelian legacy, lead him
inevitably to describe time in restricted terms, as otherwise his broader thesis for the

world would unravel. The potential chaos of time is regulated by historical structures.
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This profound difference between Berdiaev and Bulgakov regarding the history-time
relation will be further explored across Berdiaev’s writings, and we will see how in
the realm of time and history an existentialist project unavoidably comes into conflict

with a universalist one.
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4. Conclusion

This exploration of Bulgakov’s thinking has revealed how deep historicising
tendencies penetrate into his philosophical and religious worldview. He does not
readily see human experience outside a historical framework. Bulgakov’s cursory
treatment of time demonstrates his inability to conceive of temporal experience in
any other way than historical, and further that his attention is held by absolute,
universal problems. This is very different to Berdiaev, who engaged with the
individual and looked at time from an existential perspective. Indeed, a broader
concern with history rather than time itself demonstrates — at least in Bulgakov’s
case — an intellectual inclination to look at philosophical problems in terms of

structures and overarching schema rather than in terms of singular experience.

This historicising proclivity is accompanied by a determinist inclination.
Whenever Bulgakov describes the historical dimensions of a problem he also subtly
imposes limitations which serve to restrict and direct the historical development of
the given problem. Therefore evil, theodicy, freedom, creativity and the other
guestions which concern Bulgakov are discussed in such a way that their solution is
framed in terms of necessity and inevitability. Evil is therefore viewed as impotent
and non-substantial; freedom is real only in its divine aspect; creativity is possible
only in accordance with God’s plan laid at the beginning of history, and causality

demonstrates metaphysical rather than immanent patterns.

The reasons for this absolutist, determinist historical edifice are open to
interpretation. Commentary on Bulgakov's experience of the present, his sense of
temporality as crisis demonstrates that he perceives in the world around him a

growing level of crisis and calamity, the genesis of which is multifaceted. His need to
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enter into dialogue with this sense of crisis possibly led him to find structures in
which he could neutralise his concerns, structures which provided a greater logic and
also a lent a comforting sense of providence to the disasters erupting in Russia and
the world. Beyond this, Bulgakov’s personal intellectual history, in which contrasting
or opposing worldviews ideas were adopted and then moved on from — most
obviously Marxism, but also, in varying degrees, Kantianism and Hegelianism — laid
certain intellectual roots which proved tenacious. Therefore, the determining,
historicising tendencies of Marx and Hegel, although presented in a reformulation,

nonetheless continued to influence Bulgakov’s thought.

In final summary, Bulgakov as a historical thinker is a complex entity. What
emerges most clearly, however, is his need for structure and order in history — or,
moreover, of a completed sense of history itself. In this sense of history as an

organised, sensible, cognisable whole, Bulgakov certainly found comfort.
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Chapter 2: Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdiaev

Time and History

1. Introduction

Berdiaev’s life

Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdiaev's (1874-1948) life bears similarity to the
tumult of his thought. Born in 1874 into an aristocratic family in Kiev, he refused the
military service judged appropriate for someone of his birth and embarked on an
intellectual career.**! His outspoken style led him to be internally exiled by the tsarist
regime at the end of the nineteenth century, and then to be expelled from Russia by
the Bolsheviks in 1922 along with his likeminded compatriots. Like his lifelong
acquaintance Sergei Bulgakov, he lived through the Russian Revolution and Civil
War, and, after settling in Paris following a spell in Germany, he too would then also

live through the horrors of the Second World War and Nazi occupation.

In a similar way to Bulgakov, Berdiaev was — at least at first — a classic thinker
of the Russian Silver Age. Indeed, as one biographer has recently observed,
Berdiaev’'s movement through various intellectual commonplaces was perhaps more
a reflection of developments in motion within Russian intellectual society than being

of his own initiative:

...bepases, kak n nbon Apyron MbicrnTenb, He OblnT CBOGOAEH OT CUIbHBIX BIIUAHUN
CO CTOPOHbI APYrUX: Korga MHOrMe yBrnekanucb MapKkcusmom — bepasieB Toxe BrosHe

MCKPEHHO UM YyBIieKkarncsa,; ecnu Jlee WecTtoB 3auntbiBanca Huuwe — EGp,D,FleB TOXe

*41 Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 11.
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BbinucbiBan cebe u3 MepmaHum cobpaHne COYMHEHWUA HeMeLKoro GyHTapsi; pycckast
WHTENNUreHuns oTKpbiBana Aans cebs WM6ceHa — u Hukona AnekcaHgpoBuy

nybnuvkosan ctaten 06 NGceHe; koraa Cepren bynrakos u gpyrve ctanm nepexoanTb K

ngeanuamy u penurum — BepasieB Toxe Nepexun AyXOBHbIi nepeBoporT...**

In time, however, Berdiaev would distinguish himself as unique from Bulgakov and
his contemporaries, on account not only of the content of his thought but also of his

international acclaim.

Berdiaev’s thought: Methodological considerations

Before introducing the substance of Berdiaev’s thinking, there needs to be a
note made about the methodology that will be used to approach his philosophy as it
is quite different to the method applied to Bulgakov. Approaching Berdiaev in a
systematic, analytic fashion is difficult due both to the nature and quantity of his work.
Quantitatively, where with Bulgakov we were able to analyse only the first half of his
work — that which was engaged specifically with philosophy — with Berdiaev we need
to take into account the entire, very large, corpus, as he never strayed from a
philosophical-religious medium. Qualitatively, Berdiaev wrote profusely and
frequently without, by his own admission, much in the way of structure or

methodology:

Bo MHe HeT TOro, 4YTo HasbiBalT 00AYMbIBAHWMEM, OWUCKYPCUBHbLIM, BbIBOOHBIM
MULLMIEHNEM, HET CUCTEMATMYECKOW, INOormdeckon c¢BsasM mbicnn [...] AHanua -—

CpaBHUTENIbHO cnabas CTOpOHa Moen MbICJ'II/I.443

This means that many of his texts substantially repeat the same ideas in different

442
443

Volkogonova, Berdiaev, pp. 6-7.
Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 256.
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ways. Furthermore, there is also the issue that there is not the clear chronology of
philosophical development that we see in Bulgakov. A strict diachronic investigation
of Berdiaev’'s thought — especially given the quantity of his work — would therefore
not be fruitful in the way that it was for Bulgakov. This is particularly true when
looking at a single theme including, for instance, time. Berdiaev, sometimes
seemingly arbitrarily, simply elects to discuss time in some texts and not others.
Sometimes there is a development from an earlier text, sometimes not. In order to
piece together the whole, a synchronic approach involving citation from a variety of
texts is favourable. Although chronological developments can be noted, the most

important aspect of analysis is construction of the whole.

There is also the matter of Berdiaev's exposition. As Rozanov commented in

1916 regarding Berdiaev’'s Smysl tvorchestva:

Mpexpe Bcero — rnybokni ynpek ¢busiocoghckoll KHUre: aBTOP BbICKa3bigaem, a He

dokasbigaem.***

This statement is true for Berdiaev at both the specific, sentence-based level and at
the broader level of whole texts — his books rarely work in a way whereby they prove
anything in particular to the reader. Indeed, they just present a viewpoint in its totality,
without any logical exposition. We, therefore, will decide the important steps in
Berdiaev’s intellectual journey through an approach which, whilst remaining true to
his philosophy, will involve some inference and construction. This will mean that
although trying to stick to a certain selection of texts when dealing with a specific

problem, texts from quite different chronological periods will be cited in order to draw

*4 V. V. Rozanov, ‘Novaia religiozno-filosofskaia kontseptsiia. Nikolai Berdiaev “Smysl| tvorchestva.

Opyt opravdaniia cheloveka”, in A. A. Ermichev [ed.], N.A. Berdiaev: pro et contra. Antologiia, vol. 1
(St Petersburg, 1994), pp. 261-69 (p. 262).
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a complete picture of Berdiaev’s philosophy.

Having said all this, there is a reasonably coherent philosophical basis evident
across Berdiaev’'s work, and a consistent body of thinking quite coherently informs all
his writing. However, he appears to be in a constant process of remoulding and
restating — possibly even reinterpreting — this basic set, even system of ideas that he
believes to be true and intends to demonstrate. In view of this, despite having a
comprehensive understanding and knowledge of Berdiaev’'s works in their totality,
there are further reasons why it will not be appropriate to cite from every text, as we
would see a continued and confusing reiteration of the same ideas. Although an
effort will be made to classify Berdiaev’'s various phases of thinking, these will not

differ greatly from the authoritative categories delineated by Zen’kovskii*** and later

expanded upon by Poltoratskii.**®

Broadly speaking, we will be working with the material Berdiaev published in
the latter half of his life, when he was living in Paris. Texts written in the 1930s and
1940s will be of special relevance, as his philosophy by this point was perhaps
slightly better formulated than previously. Central texts include, but are not limited to,
O naznachenii cheloveka (1931), la i mir ob"ektov (1934), Opyt eskhatologicheskoi
metafiziki (written 1941, published 1947) and Samopoznanie (1947). There are some
central ideas that emerge from earlier works, however, and these works include

Filosofiia svobody (1911), Smysl istorii (1922) and Novoe srednevekov'e (1924).

5 Zen’kovskii identifies Berdiaev’s ‘Sociological’ or ‘Psychological’ stage (up to 1905), engaged with
Marxism; then his ‘Historiosophic’ or ‘Cosmic’ stage (1905-1917); then his ‘Ethical’ or ‘Personalistic’
stage (from the mid-1920s to the mid-1930s); and finally his ‘Eschatological’ stage from there
onwards. Zen’kovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofii, vol. 2, pp. 64-65.

6 poltoratskii instructively points out that many of these periods overlap and interweave, meaning
chronological distinctions should not be overplayed. To his credit, Zen’kovskii also makes his
awareness of this fact clear. Poltoratskii, Berdiaev i Rossiia, pp. 7-8.
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Berdiaev’s thought: an overview

Due to the synchronic rather than diachronic approach we will be taking to
Berdiaev’s thought, a detailed introduction to his philosophy is necessary before we
engage with the principal concern of this thesis. The basic themes of Berdiaev's
thinking mark him out as distinctively Russian — he engages with the sometimes
nebulous questions of creativity, freedom, eschatology, time, history, subject-object,
and the Divine-human relationship. Burt has pointed out that the philosophical depth

of some of these questions has — at least in the West — been subject to some doubt:

Problems that vex the “Russian mind,” such as the concepts of truth, freedom, the
absolute and the ineffable, the nature of experience, the person, are relegated in
Western philosophy to the subdisciplines of aesthetics and ethics or turned over to the

tender mercies of “literary theory.”447

It is not, perhaps, completely without justification to wonder whether or not Berdiaev,
given his fame, has been at least in part responsible for the creation of a negative
impression of Russian philosophy. In the exposition of his thought he is aphoristic,
repetitive, and internally inconsistent. He also suffers from an unfortunate
egocentricity and an at times hubristic self-confidence.**® However, in spite of this,
there is still much in Berdiaev’s thinking that is of profound importance and he deals
with questions, albeit in his own way, with great insight. It is this insight that has

created interest amongst philosophers and theologians. As Lowrie comments:

*7 Penelope V. Burt, ‘Russian Philosophy without Apology’, in B. P. Vysheslavtsev, The Eternal in

Russian Philosophy, translated by Penelope V. Burt (Grand Rapids, 2002), pp. Vii-xi (p. Vii).

*® This egocentrism frequently appears in Berdiaev's work, but is most unbridled in his 1947
autobiography. Here we read of a Schopenhauerian genius, misunderstood and unrecognised: ‘A c
ropeyblo 3amedan, YTo MEHS MNIIOXO MOHUMAIOT, MIOXO MOHWMAKT CaMoe [MaBHOE Yy MEHS U1, B
CYLLHOCTW, MMIOXO 3HaT, YTO MOSA MbICIb OYEHb LIeHTpanvM3oBaHa W LernocTHa. A MHOro nucan o
COObITUAX BpeMeHW, MOCTOSHHO MPOWM3BOAUN OLIEHKY MNPOMUCXOAsLLEro, HO BCe 3TO, ynoTpebnss
BblpaxeHne Huuwe, 6bino “HecBoeBpeMEHHbIMU pasmbiwrieHuamn”...' Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p.
253.
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Perhaps a secret of Berdyaev’s ever-widening contribution to the world’s thought was

his striking of new fire from human minds.**°

The themes he writes about should not, therefore, be in any way ‘relegated’. There
should instead be an effort to re-engage with some of the more challenging and
problematic areas of his thinking. The following will be an attempt to capture the

central features of his philosophy.

Existential Focus

The centre of Berdiaev’s philosophy deals with the problem of the person,*®°
and he seeks to deal with philosophical questions through the lens of human

existence and experience. As he writes in an early work, Smysl tvorchestva (1916):

AHTpOI'IOJ'IOI'l/IFI nnn, TodHee, aHTponosiorn4eckoe co3HaHne npealecTtByeT He TOJIbKO
OHTONOMMN N KOCMOSMOIMMK, HO W THOCEONOrnMW, U camoWn (bI/IJ'IOCO(*)I/II/I NO3HaHUA,

NpeALIEcTBYeT BCSIKON (hUnocodum, BCSKOMY NosHaHmio. >t

Given this focus, Berdiaev’s philosophy has been described as both ‘existentialist'*>2

»453

and ‘personalist*>® and some commentators call it both.*** Berdiaev similarly used

both terms. Although the term ‘personalism’ captures the fact that his philosophy sits

*49 Donald A. Lowrie, Rebellious Prophet: A Life of Nicolai Berdyaev (London, 1960), p. 287.

450 Although inconsistent with terminology, Berdiaev uses the word ‘chelovek’ most regularly when
dealing with the person. He also uses the word ‘lichnost”, but this is less frequent.

**1 Nikolai Berdiaev, Smysl tvorchestva. Opyt opravdaniia cheloveka (1916), in N. A. Berdiaev,
Filosofiia svobody. Smysl tvorchestva (Moscow, 1989), pp. 251-580, (p. 293). (Hereafter Berdiaev,
Smysl tvorchestva.)

452 Amongst others, see: Wernham, Two Russian Thinkers, p. 30; Calian, Berdyaev’s Philosophy of
Hope, p. 121; Davy, Nicolas Berdyaev, p. 110.

453 See, for example: Clarke, Introduction to Berdyaev, p. 79; E. V. Dvoretskaia, ‘Stanovlenie “my” v
zapadnoi i russkoi personalisticheskoi filosofii: Levinas i Berdiaev’, in E. M. Anan’eva et al., Russkaia i
evropeiskaia filosofiia: puti skhozhdeniia. Materialy nauchnoi konferentsii (St Petersburg, 1999), pp.
93-98.

5% A. L. Dobrokhotov, ‘Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdiaev’, in A. L. Dobrokhotov et al., Russkie filosofy.
Konets XIX — seredina XX veka (Moscow, 1993), pp. 48-55.
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in a Christian tradition,**> and also that it should not be connected too closely with
his more distinguished existentialist contemporaries such as Heidegger, Karl Jaspers
(1883-1969), or even Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-1980), his thinking demonstrates
closer similarity to this more modern existentialist tradition which interprets the world
through a person’s immediate experience. Personalism should thus in this context be
read as a rebranding of existentialism, although evidently their definitions are quite

similar.

There is ample material to support this. Tillich, a distinguished contemporary

of Berdiaev, remarked broadly on the existentialist tradition:

They [existentialists] consequently take their place with all those who have regarded
man's "immediate experience" as revealing more completely the nature and traits of
Reality than man's cognitive experience. The philosophy of "Existence" is hence one

version of that widespread appeal to immediate experience which has been so marked

a feature of recent thought.**®

Berdiaev fits such a definition of existentialism. Indeed, as an old man looking back

on his life, he proclaimed himself such:

A Bceraa 6bin SK3nUCTEHUMAMNBHBIM MMOCOdOM, a 3a 3TO Ha MeHs Hanaganu. >’

Wernham also concluded that Berdiaev had most in common with the existentialist

tradition, despite his unorthodox approach:

There is nevertheless, between the thought of Berdyaev and the existentialists, in

%> personalism, the placing of the person in the centre of analysis and rejection of abstraction, is a

broad category of thought with a long history, both secular and religious. Berkeley, Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274), Anicius Boethius (480-524), Augustine, and Gregory of Nyssa all offered Christian
interpretations of personalism. See L. E. Loemker, ‘Personalism as a Philosophy of Religion’, The
Personalist Forum, vol. 9, no. 1 (1993), pp. 19-33.

% paul Tillich, ‘Existential Philosophy’, Journal of the History of Ideas, vol. 5, no. 1 (1944), pp. 44-70
p; 49)-

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 116.
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addition to a common anthropocentrism, a similarity of categorical framework which
deserves to be noticed, even although, [...] the content which he gives to the common

terms derives from his own peculiar source.**®

Berdiaev can therefore be referred to as an ‘existentialist — albeit of a highly

individual type.

Interior-exterior

Taking the starting point of the person, Berdiaev investigates his nature,
foundations and experience, looking variously at human relationships with God, with
other people, with the world and with oneself. In this investigation he makes a key

division between ‘interior’ (vnutrennii) and ‘exterior’ (vneshnii):

Mol BHYTPEHHWA OYyXOBHbIA OMbIT HE eCTb O0BbekT. [lyX HuKoraa He ecTb 0ObekT,

CyLLEECTBOBAHME CYLLECTBYIOLLETO He eCTb HUKOraa 06bekT. ™

Internal qualities thus relate to the subject, and also to the intuitive, transcendent and
metaphysical or noumenal, whilst external qualities concern the object, and therefore
the immanent and the material. As the above suggests, the two are somewhat set
against one another: the internal spirit is never an external object. In this connection
mystical thinking — specifically reminiscent of Meister Ekhart and Jakob Boehme, but
also influenced by Plotinus and early Christian thinking — guided some of Berdiaev’s

existentialism.

Across his work Berdiaev searches for ways to demonstrate the primacy of

the metaphysical or noumenal interior over the phenomenological or material exterior.

458

s Wernham, Two Russian Thinkers, p. 30.

Nikolai Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki. (Tvorchestvo i ob"ektivatsiia) (Paris, 1947), p.
60. (Hereafter Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki).
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As Calian comments, Kant probably informed at least part of this connection

between the noumenal and mystical:

Thus the intuitive insights of mysticism provided Berdyaev with the contents of the

spiritual or real world he desired, supported as he already was by the Kantian

demarcation of the noumenal world philosophically.**°

The interior is thus broadly the domain of truth — one is tempted to use the term

461

‘authenticity’ to put Berdiaev in line with other existentialists,™" although he does not

term it this way — whereas the exterior is that of falsehood.

Freedom and Creativity

As well as separating internal from external, Berdiaev also identifies the
deepest foundation of human ontology in uncreated freedom. This freedom exists
alongside a second ontological foundation of divine nature, although uncreated
freedom plays a more important role in Berdiaev’s ontology. Indeed, it is amongst his
central ontological assumptions that man is fundamentally free — free from all

influence, from all pressure, from all determination:

HyxHO BbIOMpaTbh: unu npumaT ObITUs Hag cBobogon, wunv npumart ceBoboabl Hag

462
BbiTnem.*®

Freedom is a key aspect of the ‘internal’, and the binary nature of the above

statement suggests how freedom follows a similar opposition: internal-free is set

%0 Calian, Berdyaev’s Philosophy of Hope, p. 14.

1 Styczynski, for example, is clearly inclined to use this nomenclature. See Marek Styczynski,
‘Berdjaev: authentic existence or a negative sociology’, Studies in East European Thought, vol. 62, no.
1(2010), pp. 81-91.

%2 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 98.
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against the external-determined.*®® As it is uncreated, freedom is conceptualised as
absolute, and it is therefore controversially located outside God — it is outside all
determination, be that divine or human. The power of freedom in Berdiaev’s thought
has previously been interpreted as quite Nietzschean, as it invests remarkable
potential in man as freedom’s bearer.*®* In Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (1927-28),

he explains:

CBobopa He coTBOpeHa, MOTOMY YTO OHa He ecTb npupoga, ceoboga npellecTsyeT
MUPY, OHa BKOpPEHEeHa B M3HavanbHoe HWYTO. bor BcecuneH Hag ObITMEM, HO He Hag

HWYTO, HO He Haz ceoBogoit. %

Freedom is thus tied to the original nothing, that which came before being. God
participates in this freedom, and, in the act of creation, passes it on to man.

Man’s freedom allows him to create, and in this creative capacity we also see
the second aspect of man’s ontology, his divine nature:

TeopuecTBO ecTb Aeno 6oronogo6Hol ceBoboabl YeroBeka, packpbiTue B HeM obpasa

TBole,a.466

Man’s creativity therefore shows that he possesses freedom, but also that he is
made by and in the image of God. God wants man through free creativity to
complete the creation that He began, and man’s ability to do this is testament to
God’s image within him. However, the word free still remains — man does not have to
do any of this. Conflict is thus possible between man’s freedom and the divine will,

as he is free not to do what God wants:

463

sor Berdiaev usually takes the absence of freedom to mean determinism.

See N. K. Bonetskaia, ‘Apofeoz tvorchestva (N. Berdiaev i F. Nitsshe), Voprosy filosofii, no. 4
52009), pp. 85-106.

% N. Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha. Problematika i apologia khristianstva (1927-1928), in
N.A. Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (Moscow, 1994), pp. 13-228 (p. 112). (Hereafter
Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha).

% Berdiaev, Smysl tvorchestva, p. 329.
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Ho u pgna dwunocodcTByOWwEero pasymMa $CHO, YTO HacunbCTBEeHHoe [o6po,
HacuNbCTBEHHAs MPUKOBAHHOCTb K Bory He umMena Obl HWKaAKOM LEHHOCTWU, 4YTO
CyLeCcTBO, nuueHHoe cBoboabl u3bpaHus, csoboabl oOTnageHwusl, He 6bino  Gbl

J'II/I‘-IHOCTbIO.467

Man is not coerced into good and is free to fall from God. Therefore although God is
present in interior freedom, so too is something outside God over which He has no
control. This freedom to fall allows Berdiaev to arrive at one of his most significant

concepts, the idea of objectification.

Obijectification

As well as dealing with the nature of the person, Berdiaev attempts to
apprehend the ‘exterior’, the world that surrounds the person. He addresses this

chiefly through the concept of objectification:

any6neHMe mMoero q)l/IJ'IOCO(bCKOFO NO3HaAHUA NpuBeryio MeHA K naee obbekmuesayuu,

KOTOPYIO 4 cHuUTaro and cebst OCHOBHOWM n KOTOPYHO O0ObLIKHOBEHHO MJ1I0X0 I'IOHI/IMa}OT.468

Although Melikh has recently suggested that this concept is an idea borrowed from

Schopenhauer,*®°

objectification is Berdiaev’s description of the process whereby the
originally metaphysical, existential world becomes object or material. The crux of his
argument is that objectified, exterior reality is not real in the way that existential,
interior life is real. It is secondary, not primary. He argues that objectification is the

creation of the subject, that it is a particular condition achieved through human

agency:

OO0bekTMBauus e coBepllaeTcsl CyObeKTOM U 0603HaYaeT ero HanpaBfeHHOCTb U ero

" Ibid., pp. 138-39.
%8 Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 331.
*%9 |u. Melikh, ‘Sushchee lichnosti i lichnostnost’ edinosushchego’, p. 150.
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cocTosiHMe. HeT Huyero owmnboyvHee cMelleHns 06 bEKTUBHOCTM C peaJ'II:HOCTbI-O.470

In such a way he seeks to undermine the basis of empirical epistemology, ontology
and also the general conclusions of positivism which, he finds, are guilty of mistaking

the objectified world for reality.

Berdiaev’'s conception of the objectified world is negative. He addresses it
under pejorative epithets such as external, determined or material. He attaches to it
gualities which he holds to be inimical to freedom. Berdiaev almost suggests an
antipathy towards the external world, as is recalled in an oft quoted remark from

Samopoznanie:

A He MOry noMHUTb NepBOro MOEero Kpuka, Bbl3BaHHOIO BCTpe‘-IeIZ C 4YyXOblM MHEe
MUpPOM. Ho s TBEepao 3Hato, 4YTO A M3Ha4vanbHO 4YyBCTBOBal cebs nonaBwnm B ‘-Iy)KJJ,bIIZ
MHEe MUp, OAMHAKOBO 4YyBCTBOBaAsl 3TO 1 B I'IepBbIVI OEeHb MOEWN XXN3HU N B HbIHELUHUI ee

neHb. "

A significant element of Berdiaev’s notion of the objectified world relates to how he
understands it to be the result of Original Sin, man’s misuse of his freedom. The

objectified world is directly connected to man’s fall and his current fallen nature:

Mup obbekTMBauMm ecTb MUP MafWwui, MUP 3aKONAOBaHHbIA, MWD SBMEHWWA, a He

CYLLECTBYIOLMX CYLLECTB. OBBLEKTUBALWS €CTb OTUYXAEHUE U pa3obilenue.*’

Objectification therefore relates to a number of concerns in Berdiaev’s thinking — it

plays a role in the mystical, existential and Christian aspects of his philosophy.

470
471
472

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 56.

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 11.

N.A. Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov. Opyt filosofii odinochestva i obshcheniia (1934), in N.A. Berdiaev,
Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (Moscow, 1994), pp. 230-316 (p. 253). (Hereafter Berdiaev, la i mir
ob"ektov).
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In keeping with the importance of freedom in his thought, Berdiaev's
conclusions about objectification are intended to be anti-deterministic: he suggests
that the interior, the existential ‘spirit’ is not in any way determined by the natural,

objectified world:

...lyX HE AETEPMUHVNPOBAH NPUPOAHBLIM MUPOM U €CTb MPOpbIB B Hem. "

However, with the notion of the objectified, fallen nature of the material world and the
suggestion of the interior’s independence from it, Berdiaev begins to posit a dualism
in which the external world, although being a product of metaphysical, internal
activity, is separate from and set against the original internal world. This tension is a
source of significant interest for further examination. By placing emphasis on the
superiority of the existential over the external world, Berdiaev also shows an affinity
with the idealist philosophical systems of Fichte, Hegel and Schopenhauer. They all
in their own way suggested the primacy of the metaphysical over the material or, in

Berdiaev’s lexicon, the existential and internal over the objectified and external.

Paradox

The emergent issue of the more exact relationship between interior and
exterior, existential and objectified, highlights a key question of paradox. Berdiaev
was keen to describe his thought as ‘contradictory’ or ‘paradoxical’, and sometimes

used this notion to cover up methodological or philosophical shortcomings:

B wmoeit dunocodmm ecTb NpPoOTMBOPEYUs,, KOTOpble BbI3bIBAKOTCA CaMbiM ee

"3 N. Berdiaev, Dukh i real'nost. Osnovy bogochelovecheskoi dukhovnosti (1937), in N.A. Berdiaev,

Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (Moscow, 1994), pp. 363-461 (p. 379). (Hereafter Berdiaev, Dukh i
real’nost’).
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CyLeCTBOM N KOTOPbIE HE MOTYyT N HE OOJTXHbI ObITb yCTpaHeHbI.474

However, an overreliance on the notion of contradiction and paradox does not
preclude the possibility that Berdiaev also succeeded in describing some genuine
paradoxes. As initial exploration has suggested, in his thought man occupies two
worlds which are quite opposed to one another: one is external, the other internal. A
key issue concerns how far the external and internal can be occupied simultaneously
and thereby be connected. Examination of this question frequently tends towards
paradox: the strength with which Berdiaev describes the conditions of both the
existential and the objectified domains makes any resolution — or even relationship —
between them seem impossible. This will be particularly evident with the issue of
time: Berdiaev posits an internal time and an external time, which, despite their
conflicting properties, are still presented as connected. The consequences of this
paradoxical relation, detectable in varying intensities, between interior and exterior

will play out across Berdiaev’s work, and will help guide our analysis.

Jakob Boehme
Boehme (1575-1624) deserves special mention when introducing Berdiaev's
thought. As he comments:

Bbinu rogpl, koraa Ansa mMeHs npuobpen ocoboe 3HadeHne A. Beme, KOTOPOro A OYeHb

nonodun, MHOro YniTan u o KOTOPOM MNOTOM Hanmcasn HeCKOJIbKO 3TIO,E],OB.475

Boehme’s name appears in the majority of Berdiaev’'s books, and he frequently cites
him at length. Indeed, if Berdiaev is normally quite opaque about which thinkers
influenced him, with Boehme he is uncharacteristically direct. Boehme’s influence

over Berdiaev was broad and informed many aspects of his Christian mysticism and

" Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 331.

5 Ibid., p. 113.
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his ontology. Boehme’s idea that found particular resonance with Berdiaev was that
of the Ungrund, which, similarly to Eckhart’s Gottheit, was conceived of as a great
abyss of nothingness and freedom that existed before being and from which
everything issues. Of this Ungrund, and its importance to his personal philosophy,
Berdiaev writes:

lMpoTnBOpEeYMBLIN, CTpaganb4yeCKnini, OrHEHHO-TParMyecknin xapakrep MMUPOBOM XU3HU

onpegensieTca Tem, 4to Ao bbiTus, rnydxe 6biTusa nexmt Ungurnd’ [sic.], 6€340HHOCTb,

uppaunoHarnbHas TarHa, nepeuyHasi ceobopa, 13 obITus HeBblBOAUMas. "

This Ungrund is the key potential which lies at the root of all things, and it is from this
that objects are generated, as Berdiaev explains:
Takum obpasom, Ungurnd [sic.] ecTb HUYTO, BE30CHOBHOE OKO BEYHOCTU U, BMECTE C
Tem, Bong, 6e3OCHOBHa$|, 663,CI,OHHaFI, HegeTepMnHmpoBaHHasa BOJIA. Ho 310 — HnuToO,
KoTopoe ecTb «ein Hunger zum Etwas». BmecTe ¢ Tem, Ungurnd [sic.] ecTb cBo6oaa. B
TbMe Ungurnd’a [sic.] Bo3ropaeTcsi OroHb, W 3TO ecTb cBoboga, — cBoboga
MeoHu4eckasi, noteHumanoHas. Mo beme, cBoboga MPOTMBOMOMOXHA Mpupode, HO
npvpoge, HO npupoda npomsowuna oT ceoboasl. CBoboga nogobHa HUYTO, HO OT Hee
npoucxoguT 4Tto-To. [onopg ceoboabl, 6€30CHOBHOW BOMWM K 4eMy-TO AOMKeH ObITb
HaCbIIJ.I,eH.477
Boehme’s notion of the Ungrund, then, propagated the dualist tendency in
Berdiaev’s thought, as it clearly tended towards the internal and away from the
external. For Berdiaev everything that is grounded in this freedom is of the upper
order, and everything that it divorced from it — whether or not existing as a result of it

— is of the lower order. As Korol’kova explains, Boehme’s thinking promoted a

negative conception of the material, created world:

*7° Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 99. [The misspelling of Ungrund as ‘Ungurnd’ is

E%nsistent in this publication; however, in all other texts it is spelt correctly as Ungrund]
Ibid., p. 99.
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Beme obbsicHaeT cyulectBoBaHue 3ra C nomMmoubio naen o nageHun gyxa B MaTtepuio,

camoro npekpacHoro ayxa — Jioundepa. Nioundep — Ayx npupoabl 1 TenecHoct... "

This sense of alienation and freedom from the material world helps to explain
Berdiaev’s proclivity towards dualism: from the pure potential of uncreated freedom
or the Ungrund things have to fall into the external and material. Boehme therefore
informed some of the deepest distinctions in Berdiaev’'s thought, particularly those

surrounding internal and external, free and unfree, created and uncreated.

Time and History in Berdiaev’s thinking

The theme of time is much more pronounced and explicit in Berdiaev's
thought than it had been in Bulgakov’s. He asserts its synchronic pervasiveness in

his autobiography:

Mobepa Hapg CMEepTOHOCHbIM BpeMeHeM Bcerga Oblfla OCHOBHbIM MOTUBOM MOEWN

)KI/I3HI/I.479

His engagement with history is also substantial, and it too plays an important role in
his philosophy. The titles of many of his books reflect this, suggesting organising
themes more concerned with temporal and historical problems — including Smysl
istorii (1922); Novoe srednevekov'e (1924); Sud'ba cheloveka v sovremennom mire
(1934); and Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (1947). A broader body of literature

thus exists to draw on than was available with Bulgakov.

As is suggested by the inverted order of time and history in the title of this

chapter, a key idea we will be advancing is that while Bulgakov argues that history is

478

470 E. A. Korol’kova, ‘la. Beme i russkaia sofiologicheskaia mysl|”, p.10.

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 6.
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primary and time secondary, or rather that he conceived of time historically, Berdiaev
argues the direct opposite — namely that time is primary and history secondary, that

history is just a form (amongst other forms) of time:

Ho dmnocodckas npobnema nctopum ectb npexae scero npobnema spemenn.**

Because it is his primary concern, investigation will therefore begin with an account
of BerdiaeVv’s philosophy of time, and move on afterwards to his philosophy of history.
A further point of interest is how, despite their different philosophical orientation,
Bulgakov and Berdiaev brought many of the same questions into contention
regarding time and history. Where Bulgakov ‘historicised’ certain problems, these
same problems — most notably those of freedom and creativity, but, to a lesser
extent, also evil — were similarly taken on by Berdiaev and ‘temporalised’. The
different weight they attached to these problems — Bulgakov tended towards a
greater concern with evil, Berdiaev with freedom and creativity — adds an extra
dimension to comparison, and further elucidates the contrasting nature of their

philosophies.

The Structure of Investigation

Due to our synchronic approach to Berdiaev, the question of structure is more
pertinent: there is not the same sense of natural chronology to guide investigation.
As with Bulgakov, first an initial exploration of Berdiaev's sense of temporality will
provide a context in which to situate his conceptual thought about time and history.
Due to the greater significance of time in his philosophy, analysis of his

conceptualisation of time will then follow, which constitutes the main section of this

%0 N. Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 55.
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chapter. Within this, examination will begin at Berdiaev’'s most basic separation of
time and eternity, where the relationship between external, objectified time — ‘time’ —
and internal, existential time — ‘eternity’, will be explored. At this stage of
investigation the relationship between the two will be characterised as more
simplistically dualistic: although the question of paradox exists, it is not as
pronounced. The chief chronological development in Berdiaev’'s thought on time-
eternity, the positing of three ‘types’ of time in 1939, will then be discussed.
Discussion here will continue to bear upon the question of dualism, but the third form
of time posited, ‘existential time’, brings the potential for paradox into greater clarity.
Following this, analysis will move onto the ‘temporalised’ problems, specifically
creativity and freedom. These describe in greater detail the more practical interaction
between internal and external time, and highlight the paradoxical nature of their
relationship more fully. As with Bulgakov, then, where the ‘historicised’ problems
demonstrated most clearly his pattern of deterministic thinking, so with Berdiaev
examination of these ‘temporalised’ problems will demonstrate the dualistic paradox
that underlies his conceptualisation of time. Following the question of time, there will
be a smaller investigation of Berdiaev’s conceptualisation of history, the final section
of this chapter, which will reveal certain elements of this aspect of his thought which

complement his work on time.
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2. Temporality

Ctano 6aHanbHbIM rOBOPUTb, YTO Mbl XXMBEM B 3MN0OXY NCTOPUNYECKOIo
KPpn3nca, 4To KOH4YaeTCd uenaa anoxa h Ha4nHaeTcAa HoBad,

elule He nMmerLiaa NMeHN.

Sud'ba cheloveka v sovremennom mire, 1934.%*

Temporality as crisis

The sense of temporality as crisis was a prevalent theme in Berdiaev’'s work
as it was in Bulgakov’s. This similarity is to be expected: they lived through the same
period of history and lived in many of the same places at the same times. Much of
what was said about Bulgakov’s experience of temporality as crisis can therefore be
applied to Berdiaev, who maintained:

MHe NPULLIIOCb XXUTb B 3MOXY KaTaCTPO(bI/I‘-IeCKyIO n ons Moemn poauHbl N AnA BCero

mupa.*®

A sense of crisis thus informed Berdiaev’s perspective on the world. It will be noted
later that, specifically in his formulations on the problem of history, crisis perhaps
took a more formative conceptual role in Berdiaev's thought than in Bulgakov’s. In
terms of our exploration of Berdiaev’s experience of time, we do not, however, want
to repeat what was said about Bulgakov. It is suffice to say that the same historical,
social, intellectual and religious issues figured significantly in Berdiaev's perception
of temporality as crisis. The idea of a Kairos-like moment similarly persists. Two new
aspects BerdiaeVv’s perception of temporality as crisis should instead be explored, as
they demonstrate a diversification on the theme. These are the innovation of an

epochal appreciation of crisis, and work on the relationship between the machine

8L N. Berdiaev, Sud'ba cheloveka v sovremennom mire. K ponimaniiu nashei epokhi (1934), in N.A.
Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (Moscow, 1994), pp. 317-62 (p. 318). (Hereafter Berdiaev,
Sud’ba cheloveka).

%2 Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 7.
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and time. A series of three texts, Novoe srednevekov'e (1924), Sud'ba cheloveka v
sovremennom mire (1934), and Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo kesaria (1949), constitute
a trio of commentaries on the nature and condition of the present, and these will be
of particular use here. A passage in O naznachenii cheloveka (1931) also offers a

notably vivid account of Berdiaev's experience of time.

Intensification of crisis: the ‘epoch’ of crises
A prevalent feature of Berdiaev’s thinking in general is his intensity. He was
predisposed towards hyperbole and this resonates throughout his work. For a man of
heightened sensitivity, as Berdiaev appeared to have been,*®® living through an
epoch of cataclysmic upheavals was traumatic, and consequently a sense of crisis
penetrated deeply into his thinking and his experience of time. Augustyn notes:
It is hardly surprising that in the face of the catastrophe that affected Russia and
Europe as a whole [...] Berdjaev is prone to use the emphatic style, which was
generally characteristic of his writing. [...] The philosopher uses a very simple image:

the order, the Cosmos, is endangered by a destructive force, the approaching

Chaos.*®*

This meant that whilst Bulgakov sought to rationalise or normalise crisis in a
deterministic system, Berdiaev sought greater meaning in crisis itself, he allowed it to
define his experience of the present in a more substantive way. In Sud’'ba cheloveka
v sovremennom mire, discussing the aftermath of the First World War, he writes:

3axnecTHyTbIl XaoCOM WCTOPMM, OKPYXEHHBIA ByLLylOWUMUMU  MppaLnoHanbHbIMU

cunamMmm, nopakeHHbI NCTopUYeckuMm aTymMOM — YerioBeK corfnawlaeTcs nepentu B

83 He writes: ‘[Moe acxaTormorMyeckoe 4yBCTBO] CBSI3aHO, BEpOSITHO, [...] C Moeii KpaiiHeil

HEPBHOCTbIO, CO CKITOHHOCTbKO K OeCcnokoncTy [...] C MOUM HeTeprneHnem, KOTOpOoe €eCcTb Mos
cnabocTtb.’ Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, pp. 336-37.

8 Leszek Augustyn, ‘Utopia and history. Some remarks about Nikolai Berdjaev’s struggle with
history’, Studies in East European Thought, vol. 62, no. 1 (2010), pp. 71-79 (p. 72).
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chepy HeYenoBeYecKoro CyLLEeCTBOBaHMSl, OH BblTankMBaeTCs W3 YEeroBEYECKOro
CylLlecTBOBaHusA. BoliHa Gbina katacTpoduyeckum MOMEHTOM B OGHapyXeHWu Toro

Xaoca, KOTOpbI LWeBENUICSA Nog MMKNBOW KanuTanucTu4ecKkom uwsmnmsaumeﬁ.485

The visceral character of this description is striking. Capitalism, it seems from the
above, has come to create a world in which all is not well, in which chaos overflows
and destroys mankind. There is a sense that history has long been pregnant with the
bedlam that has now erupted, that now is the era of the revelation of crisis. This
sense of an epoch of crisis was hit upon ten years previously, in Novoe
srednevekov'e, where Berdiaev had claimed, in a slightly more narrative mode, that
the current epoch of ‘new history’ is coming to an end, that the ‘day’ is changing into
‘night’. His reflection on the present in this narrative was developed according to the
idea that any such epochal shift is by its very nature catastrophic:

[eHb ncTopun nepen CMEHOM HOYblD BCerga KoH4YaeTCcsl BENUKMMMU noTpACeHUAMU "

KaTaCTpOCbaMVI, OH He yxoauT Ml/IpHO.486

Berdiaev therefore perceives his era to have been appointed to be one of crisis. It is
the end of one period and the beginning of another, and, he believes, in such
transitory periods crisis will always pervade:

MOJ‘IOD,e)Kb BCEro mmpa uiiet HOBOro nopagka, nponcxognuTt MmmpoBasa peBosiiounA. Ho

He YyBCTBYETCA pagoCTU pOXOeHUA HOBOW XWU3HWU. TeHb nerna Ha MUp. Havancsa uukn

NCTOPUYECKUX U KOCMUYECKUX KaTacTpod u obeanos.*’

Crisis therefore defines Berdiaev’'s experience of the present even more so than it
does for Bulgakov. Bulgakov certainly posited a sense of temporality as crisis, but,
through the determinism of his historical thinking was able to find perhaps greater

comfort in a durable, robust Orthodox faith and a given end to history. Berdiaev,

% Berdiaev, Sud'ba cheloveka, p. 322.
% N. Berdiaev, Novoe srednevekov'e, p. 225.
8" Berdiaev, Sud'ba cheloveka, p. 323.
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however, found no such happiness, and continued to be disturbed by the chaos and
collapse that he saw around himself. Crisis thus becomes the defining feature of the

present for Berdiaev in a more menacing way than it did for Bulgakov.

The advent of the machine and temporality

A distinctive aspect of Berdiaev’'s sense of temporality as crisis relates to his
description of a feature of modernity, the advent of the machine. He was very aware
of how industrial development was reshaping the modern world, and this puts him
amongst the scores of other Russian thinkers, writers and artists who also engaged
with this theme.*® As has already been outlined, Berdiaev was sensitive to the
division between internal and external and their attached epithets. Within this
framework technological development was perceived as the epitome of
externalisation and therefore was the source of significant concern. The machine, as
well as being a great creative triumph of mankind, was seen to be mechanising life,
and was thus a particularly stark reflection of mankind’s ability to produce exterior,
inhuman things. Although there is a degree of ambivalence here reminiscent of
Berman’s claim concerning man’s paradoxical relationship with modernity, “5°
Berdiaev, like Bulgakov, tends to place greater impetus on the negative aspects of
this development:

TexHuka He TOonbKO cBugeTenbCcTByetT O cune u nobene 4enoBeka, He TONbKO

0CBODOXOAET ero, HO Takke ocrnabnsieT u nopabollaeT YyenoBeka, OHa MexXaHu3npyeT

% For an overview of the various developments in art in early twentieth century Russia and how they

related to modernity and modern urban life, see: Camilla Gray, The Russian Experiment in Art, 1863-
1922, Revised edition (London, 1986), pp. 65-276. For a discussion of how industrial experience and
modern life manifested itself in writing and poetry, see Mark Steinberg, Proletarian Imagination: Self,
Modernity, and the Sacred in Russia, 1910-1925 (Ithaca, 2002).

89 Al forms of modernist art and thought have a dual character: they are at once expressions of and
protests against the process of modernisation.” Berman, All That is Solid Melts into Air, p. 235.
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4YenoBEe4eCKYIo XXN3Hb N HaKnagbiBaeT Ha 4YeJioBEK o6pa3 n nogobne ME\LUI/IHI:I.490

Berdiaev understands that the mechanisation of human life, its subjection to the form
of the machine, implies the loss of freedom. More than this, the advent of the
machine was also full of symbolism: it was the harbinger of a new reality, a new
world epoch in which previously unknown powers were rising:
Ho BOT TexHuMka Ha BepLinHe CBOEN CTaBWUT YenoBeka nepen coscem NHON
KOCMMWYECKOW [LENCTBUTENBHOCTBIO, COBCEM YXE He CBA3aHHOW C 3eMren, OHa

NepeHoCUT ero B MeXaynnaHeTHble NPOCTPaHCTBa, OHa OKpYXXaeT YerioBeka HOBbIMY,

paHee HeBe4OMbIMU 3HEPrnamMm, nencTeme KOTOpPbIX elle He l/I3y‘-IeHO.491

Temporality comes into play due to the fact that in the head-spinning new
reality of the machine, Berdiaev felt that the movement of life, the tempo of life itself
had changed:

"onoBoOKpyXUTEmNbHbIE yCcnexn TexHukn B XIX un XX Bekax 0003Ha4alT camyto

60]'IbLUYIO peBonwoUnio B UCTOpUN YeJioBeyecTBa, bonee rny60Kyro, 4yemMm Bce

pesonwuun nonutudeckme, pagukanbHoe W3MeHeHuWe BcCero putmMa yenoBeveckomn

XN3HW, OTPbIB OT NpUpoAHOro, KOCMWUYEeCKOoro putmMa W BO3HUKHOBEHWME HOBOIO,

onpeensiemMoro MalnHamm putma. *%
The use of ‘rhythm’ emphasises the temporal aspect of the change Berdiaev
detected in the modern world. Time, he felt, was beginning to move according to
some new metre. A defining feature of this changed time, this new relationship

between man and time, was the fact that time was beginning to move faster:

MalunHa nameHseT oTHOLWEHWE YenoBeka K BpeEMEHMN. BpeMﬂ yCKOpFIGTCSTL493

Time is thus speeding up. This adds to the cataclysmic feel of the current epoch: it

99 N. Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka. p. 197.

*1bid., p. 198.
492 .

Ibid., p. 197.
3 bid., p. 197.
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creates the impression that as time is accelerating, control is being lost and humanity
is heading faster and faster towards some unknown horizon. His perception of
technology thus became eschatological:

TexHnka MMeeT CBOK 3CXaTorormio, 06paTHy+o XpVICTVIaHCKOVI, — 3aBoeBaHne Mumpa u

opraHmnsauuto Xn3Hu 0e3 bora un 6e3 AOYyXOBHOIO nepepoxgeHund qenoaeKa.494

Machine-time, the time of technology in this way becomes a distinct threat to
mankind. It threatens to lever apart man from God, to put things out of kilter and
upset the human-divine balance. It also offers a ‘reverse’ eschatology and sets up
the possibility for a ‘bad’ end to the world process. This idea will be discussed in
greater detail later.

This experience of accelerating, crisis time persists throughout the rest of
Berdiaev’s life. Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo kesaria (published posthumously in 1949)
continues along the same theme:

MpoucxoanT cTpallHOoe YCKOPeHWe BpeMeHMu, ObICTpoTa, 3a KOTOPOW 4YenoBek He

MOXeT YyrHaTbC4. Hn ogHO MrHoBeHMe He caMOLEHO, OHO €CTb NULUb cpeacTeo Ond

nocnegywwero MrHoeeHusa .495

The idea of a ‘terrible’ quickening of time is marked, and adds significantly to his
broader sense of temporality as crisis. It also suggests another important theme —
the destruction of the present for the sake of the future — which will figure in his

broader conceptualisation of time.

Conclusions
Berdiaev's perception of temporality as crisis consists in a heightened and

epochal sense of crisis, paired with a pronounced sense of temporal acceleration.

494 .

Ibid., p. 199.
9 N. Berdiaev, Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo kesaria (1949), in N. A. Berdiaev, Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo
kesaria (Moscow, 1995), pp. 287-356 (p. 303). (Hereafter Berdiaev, Tsarstvo dukha i tsarstvo kesaria).
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This perception of temporality as crisis will be manifested across his philosophy, as
will be seen later when the dual possibilities of the end of history are discussed. For
Berdiaev, then, time is experienced in a critical mode just as it was for Bulgakov:
both saw historical, epochal crisis and both found fault in the direction of the modern
world. Their experience of time was imbued with apocalyptic tension and expectation.
It remains to be seen how, in accord with the ideas brought up earlier by Koselleck
and McKeon, this sense of temporality as crisis will be differently employed in

conceptual thought about time and history.
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3. Berdiaev’s Philosophy of Time

[Mpobnemy BpemMeHu s1 c4MTar OCHOBHOM npobnemon dunocodun, ocobeHHo
dmnocodum aK3NCTEHLMaNbHON.
Samopoznanie, 1947.%°

Overview

Berdiaev, as an existentialist, had a more overt interest in the problem of time
than Bulgakov. While Bulgakov’'s philosophy was influenced more by structural
concepts, Berdiaev's was motivated by reflection on the direct experience of the
person and this inevitably drew him towards the question of time. Indeed, time has
assumed pride of place in other existential philosophies. Heidegger, for example,
states in his ground-breaking Sein und Zeit (1927):

Time must be brought to light — and genuinely conceived — as the horizon for all

understanding of Being and for any way of interpreting it. In order for us to discern this,

time needs to be explicated primordially as the horizon for the understanding of

Being...*’
BerdiaeVv’s focus on time demonstrates both his continuities with and deviations from
the existentialist tradition. As well as positing a similarity to Heidegger, through his
work on time he was also able to bring his thinking into line with a diverse range of
other, non-existentialist thinkers, the most significant among them belonging to
Neoplatonic, Mystic and Christian traditions.

BerdiaeVv’s thinking about time is very broad. Reference to this philosophical
problem can be found amongst his first and his last works. In Filosofiia svobody

(1911), his first full book, he notes:

pexonajeHne COBEpLUMIIOCH NMPEABEYHO U NMPEeAMUPHO, Y U3 HEFO POAMIIOCH Bpems —

496

sor Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 42.

Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 39.
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ONTA rpexa n ,EI,aHHbIl7I MUp — pe3ynbTtaTt I'peXOBHOCTVI.498
Likewise, in Ekzistentsial’naia dialektika bozhestvennogo i chelovecheskogo,
published on the eve of his death in 1947, he writes:

Yenosek HacneagyeTt Be4HOCTb B CBOEW 4YenoBEeYHOCTH, OH npn3BaH K >XU3HU B bore, oH

naeT ot Be4HOCTU, Yepes BpemMA, K BeLIHOCTI/I.499

Berdiaev discusses time over a period of almost half a century. Although it would be
naive to expect his philosophy of time to fit into a simple schema, it will nonetheless
be characterised by its wholeness. This work on time will suffer from all the
shortcomings of his philosophy more broadly. Before moving on to the main analysis,

some introductory points should to be made.

The comparative element: time and history; history and time

Comparison between Berdiaev and Bulgakov relies on their contrasting
engagement with similar problems: both understand that a relationship exists
between time and history, but organise the relationship differently. Within this
discussion, similar problems — creativity, freedom, evil — come into contention but
have different weight attached to them. As was expounded above, in terms of the
first of these comparisons, opposed to the history-time primacy suggested by
Bulgakov, Berdiaev suggests the primacy of time over history. The philosophical
groundwork that makes this possible needs to be clarified so that the reader can
understand more clearly the nature of what is a sometimes confusing problem.

Primarily, Berdiaev understands history as one of the layers of objectification:

498

400 Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobody, p. 129.

N. Berdiaev, Ekzistentsial’naia dialektika bozhestvennogo i chelovecheskogo, (1947), in N. A.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka. Opyt paradoksal’noi etiki (Moscow, 1993) pp. 253-357 (p. 320).
First published in French under N. Berdiaeff, Dialectique existentielle du divin et de I'humain (Paris,
1947). (Hereafter Berdiaev, Ekzistentsial’naia dialektika bozhestvennogo i chelovecheskogo).
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it is a condition of the present fallen state of the world and the process whereby we
move within (and eventually out of) our current condition:
B wuctopun oObekTMBUpPYET u4enoBek CBOe TBopyecTBO. [yx B wWCTOpUM €ecTb
00bekTMBHbIM AyX [...] icTopua B cBoen 00bekTMBaLMM COBEPLUEHHO PaABHOAYLUHO K
YenoBeYeCKOW NMYHOCTH, OH eLle Bonee xxecToka K Helr, YeM Npupoaa, U OHa HuKorga

He MPU3HaAEeT YeroBe4YECKON NMUYHOCTU BEPXOBHOW LIEHHOCTbLIO, MO0 Takoe npusHaHue

o3Havano 6bl CpbIB N KOHEeL, I/ICTOpl/Il/I.500

History is therefore essentially an intermediary stage in the grander dynamic of the
movement from time to eternity (discussed below); it is a part of objectification and
does not have greater existential meaning than this allows.

Within the assertion, then, that the question of history is first the question of
time is the assumption that time is something deeper than history. However, this is
not to say that history is completely disregarded: in its secondary capacity it is still of
interest. History’s significance is accepted, as long as this acceptance is qualified by
the assertion that eternity — the existential, metaphysical aspect of time — stands
higher:

Hy)KHO NPUHATb UCTOPUID, MPUHATL KYINbTYypy, NPUHATb U 3TOT y)KaCHbIVI, MyHI/ITeJ'IbeIVI,

nagwmin mup. Ho He oObeKkTMBaUUM NpUHAONEXWT MocnegHee CIoBO, MNocreaHee

CNOBO 3BYYUT U3 MHOro nopsigka ObiTvs. N MUp OBGBEKTMHBLIN yracHeT, yracHeT B

BEYHOCTM, B BEYHOCTM, 0BOraLLeHHOI NepexuToit Tparegueir.”®*

Analysis will therefore reflect this assumption that history is of less consequence

than time by devoting much more attention to the latter.

°% Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 315.

1 bid., p. 316.
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Chronological developments

Although chronological development in Berdiaev's thought is rarely
pronounced, a shift is evident. Around 1931-34, with texts such as la i mir ob"ektov
(1934), Berdiaev began to engage with the problem of time more regularly. Earlier
work had been more concerned with the problem of history, and although the text
Smysl istorii (1922) deals with the problem of time, conclusions were in part
complicated by their entanglement with historical concerns. This is not to say that at
any point the time-history primacy had been questioned: indeed, in this work he still
writes:

OCHOBHbIM BOMPOCOM, OCHOBHOW MOCLINTKOM BCSAKON (PUITOCOUN UCTOPUM SIBNSIETCA,

HECOMHEHHO, BOMPOC O 3HaYEHUN BPEMEHU, O NPMPOAE BPEMEHU, NOTOMY YTO UCTOPUS

€CTb NPOLIECC BO BPEMEHU, BPEMEHHOE COBEpLUEHNE, ABWKEHIE BO BpeMenu.” "

However, in line with the sort of distinctions made by Zen’kovskii and Poltoratskii
referred to above, we can still see how a ‘historiosophic’ phase in Berdiaev’s thought
wanes after Novoe srednevekov'e (1924), and how the questions of time and

eschatology assume greater importance.

Text selection

As has already been mentioned, there is a number of key passages on time
that will be drawn on most heavily. These sometimes develop from a thematic focus
in a given text, or sometimes Berdiaev conveniently just decided to put a section on
time in a given work. He also had a habit of ending a book with an eschatological
chapter, which means relevant material frequently crops up in the terminal pages of

many of his works. For our purposes the following texts contain passages of

°%2 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 66.
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particular importance: O naznachenii cheloveka (1931), dealing with issues
surrounding time and creativity; la i mir ob"ektov (1934), where we see the first really
potent engagement with the problem of time, and also the text which Berdiaev
identifies in Samopoznanie as being his best work on time;*® O rabstve i svobode
cheloveka (1939), where Berdiaev first properly introduces his idea of the three
different forms of time; Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (written 1941, published
1947), where preceding ideas about time are expanded and the question of time and
newness is discussed; and also Samopoznanie (1947), where he presents an
overview of his opinions on time. There is some significant engagement with time in
Smysl istorii (1922), but much of this thinking is repeated in fuller form in these later
texts. The relevant aspects of this earlier text will be noted as we move through

Berdiaev’s philosophy of time.

Influences on Berdiaev’s thought about time

In the Introduction to this thesis a number of philosophies of time were
outlined and those introductions need not be repeated, as comparison can be drawn
where significant similarity arises. Here we need only note that Plotinus, St.
Augustine, Eckhart, Bergson and Heidegger have special relevance to Berdiaev's

thinking in ways that will be explored in the course of analysis.

°% Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 343.
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Time and eternity

Detailed investigation into Berdiaev’'s philosophy of time will begin at the
simplest level, concerning his basic opposition of time and eternity. This will lay a
wider framework in which the more nuanced aspects of his thought can sit. As it is
the most fundamental of Berdiaev’s ideas about time, issues relating to time-eternity
will crop up in all of Berdiaev's texts dealing with the problem of time, and all five
relevant texts will thus be used for citation. After looking first at the ways in which
Berdiaev conceptualises time and eternity and the nature of their relationship,
discussion will then move onto cosmogony and eschatology. These concepts
describe how time began (the passage from eternity to time), and how time will end,
(the passage from time back to eternity). In such a way it is intended that the
concepts of time and eternity will be described in their fullness.

A distinction between time and eternity is maintained throughout Berdiaev's
work. However, in 1939 he develops this distinction by positing three ‘types’ of time.
Here the sense of a divide between external, objectified time and internal, existential
time becomes more dominant. Eternity is a part of this and is connected to the
existential aspect of time, but becomes in itself slightly less important. A discussion
of this development on the three types of time will follow analysis of the more basic

concepts of time and eternity.

Concepts
Berdiaev's first intuition about the nature of time is thus the distinction
between two basic temporal concepts:

Bce BocxoguT K TalHEe OTHOLUEHUS MeXAy BpPEMEHeM M BeyHocTbio [...] 3agauya,

crTodwada nepeno MHOW, B TOM, 4YTOObI LLENOCTHAast NMMYHOCTb BOLUMA B BEYHOCTb, a HE
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pa3opBaHHbIE €€ ‘-IaCTVI.504

This distinction goes back to ancient Greek philosophy and demonstrates
participation in a philosophical tradition that is millennia old. Bulgakov also drew such
a distinction, meaning that at a fundamental level both perceived a similar temporal
order. As Bulgakov wrote in Svet nevechernii (1917):

BpeMﬂ N BE4YHOCTb COOTHOCUTESIbHbI. BpEMA HEe OLlyLarnocCb Obl B TEYEHUMN cBoOeM, He

CyMMMpoBanocb Obl M3 OTAENbHbIX Pa3opBaHHbIX MOMEHTOB, €cnu Obl 3TOrO He

coBepLLan CBepXBPeMeHblii cybbekm Bpemenun.””

As comparison demonstrates — and as we would expect — the unitary force of
Bulgakov’s philosophy brings time and eternity closer together, whereas they appear
more opposed in Berdiaev's dualistic formulation. Berdiaev makes his first proper
philosophical exploration of the distinction in Smysl istorii (1922), but we will take up
his discussion from la i mir ob"ektov (1934). Here he repeats many of the ideas
presented in Smysl istorii, but in a clearer form which is not complicated by

simultaneous discussion of history.

Time

In Berdiaev’s configuration, time belongs to the objectified world and is
therefore itself objectified. Objectified time reflects all the badness, the lack of unity,
and the fallen nature of the objectification process that is currently at work:

BpeMﬂ naguwee, BpemMa Hawero mMupa eCcTtb pesynbTaTrt nageHud, npoucwlenlliero

BHYTPW CylLleCcTBOBaHUA. [Nagwee BpemMs ecTb NpoaykT obbekTuBaLmm, Korga Bce nsi

BCEro cTasno o6beKkToM, BHEMOMOXHbLIM, T.€. BCE CTarno pa3opBaHHbIM, pa306LLLeHHbIM n

CKOBaHHbIM, CBSi3aHHbIM. Henb3s ckasaTb, YTO BCe Belwu BO BpeMeHu. Bpems ectb

504

oo Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 182.

Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 176.
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JTNWb COCTOAHUE B(Z,‘Ll.l,el7l.506

According to the above objectified time, like objectification, is something akin to a
condition imposed upon the world. It is objective, external, and is also broken apart,
disjunct and constrained. It is ‘fallen time’, time which has fallen from eternity:

BpeMFI €CTb Napafokc, N NOHATb €ro BO3MOXHO TOJIbKO B €ro OBONCTBEHHOCTW. BpeMﬂ

He peanbHO, BpeMA eCTb CyeTa, oTnageHne ot BeLIHOCTI/I.507

Objectified time, like objectification itself, is not real: it does not offer the true
meaning of existence, and is thus not real or existential. Significantly, time is also a
‘paradox’ due to its dualistic nature: there is a fallen side to time, and there is an
original, eternal aspect to time. Although the word ‘paradox’ is somewhat
incautiously attached here,®®® under closer investigation it will be seen how this
duality of time does indeed resonate with a deeper paradox within Berdiaev's
philosophy as a whole.

These quotations highlight a methodological problem surrounding Berdiaev’'s
use of the word ‘time’: sometimes he uses the word ‘time’ to indicate an external time,
sometimes (see below) an internal time. Also, as with his identification of the
‘paradox’ of time, he also sometimes uses the word ‘time’ to describe the
interrelation of time and eternity as a whole. Caution should therefore be exercised
when approaching Berdiaev’s use of this word, as, depending on context, it takes on

different meanings.

Eternity

If ‘time’ is the time of the objectified, external world, ‘eternity’ is the time of the

%% Berdiaev, /a i mir ob"ektov, p. 283.

7 bid., p. 284.
% There should be a distinction — duality, dvoistevennost’, is not by merit of dual character
necessarily paradoxical.
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highest metaphysical existence, the existential and the internal. It is aligned with the
spirit, rather than the material world:

,D,yx X0o4eT BEYHOCTHW. MaTepMﬂ Xe 3HaeT Nnlb BpeMEeHHOoe. HacTosawee pgoctmxkeHne

€CTb JOCTUXEHNe BE4YHOCTW. 209

510 it also functions

‘Eternity’ is not simply just a theological idea about God’s eternity,
as an internal time, opposite to the external time of the objectified realm. Although it
is not initially phrased quite in this way, it is clear through the sorts of epithet that
Berdiaev attaches to eternity that it functions as the internal dimension of time.
Eternity embodies all the internal values that he holds highest — those of freedom,
creativity and novelty:

BeyHOCTb e He MOXEeT MbICIUTbCA HaMKn, Kak 3aKOHYeHHOCTb, 3aBepLUeHHOCTb B

HaleM 3aelHemM cMmbicne. BeyHoCTb eCcTb BevyHask HOBM3HA, BEYHbIA TBOPYECKUM

9KCTas, pacTBopeHne ObITNS B BOXXECTBEHHOM CBO6OﬁI,e.5ll

He thereby rejects the Platonic notion that eternity is static: rather, it is in constant,
creative motion. Eternity, in Berdiaev’s reckoning, thus corresponds to all the best
values in man, whereas objectified time corresponds to the worst, external

characteristics.

Interrelation
As has already emerged, objectified time and eternity fit into a hierarchy in

which eternity has primacy over objectified time. It is clearly stated in la i mir

%% Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 43.

*1% There has been a lot of theological work about God’s eternity, but Berdiaev does not touch on the
issues it brings up — they are of a rather different order, being more theological-philosophical than
philosophical-theological. For an authoritative discussion of these sorts of problem see Eleonore
Stump and Norman Kretzmann, ‘Eternity’, The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 78, no. 8 (1981), pp. 429-53.
For developments and discussion see Paul Helm, Eternal God: A Study of God without Time, Second
Edition (Oxford, 2010).

*11 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 150-51.
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ob"ektov (1934):

BpeMFI €eCTb kak Obl BbiMageHWe u3 BEYHOCTU, U BMECTE C TEM BpeMA HaxoguTcd

BHYTPU Be‘-IHOCTl/I.512

Berdiaev clearly intends to avoid a determinist monism in which objectified time is
only a form of eternity. In view of this, he explicitly describes objectified time as a

collapse of eternity, rather than a medium through which eternity operates:
Bpemsi He ecTb 06pa3 BeuHocTu (MnaTtoH, MnoTuH), a pacnag BeuHoctn.”*

The argument is not watertight, as it could be argued that a collapse of eternity still
contains an image of eternity. There is also a suggestion of paradox here that will
become manifest later. How can objectified time, as something which originated from
eternity, be wholly fallen from eternity but still maintain some sort of relation to it?
The conspicuous disassociation with Plato and Plotinus, who held that time was a
form of eternity, is also notable. Although Berdiaev has little in common with Plato on
this issue, his convergence with Plotinus is more substantial: both suggested the
metaphysical responsibility of ‘Spiritt or man for the creation of time, and both
postulated the evanescence of time. Berdiaev's attempt to distance himself from

Plotinus is at this juncture thus unconvincing.

Internal-external dualism

As analysis has demonstrated, this distinction between time and eternity takes
on a more specific meaning for Berdiaev, extending beyond simple Christian
formulations. It has emerged that connected to these two concepts of time and
eternity, Berdiaev also intuits a corresponding division between ‘external’ and

‘internal’ time, or between objectified and non-objectified time. This helps in some

512

ors Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 290.

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 179.
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way to explain their dualistic and possibly paradoxical relationship: ‘time’
corresponds to an external time, ‘eternity’ to an internal time. The notion of an
internal time is posited in a potentially confusing assertion which he repeats across a

number of works:
BpeMFI B 4YelrioBeke, a He 4eJrioBeK BO B[Z)EMG,‘HVI.514

From what we know already about ‘time’ as a product of objectification, objectified
time should be outside man: it is ‘vnepolozhnyi’ and opposed to him. This objectified
time is synonymous with the objectified, externalised world:

Mup OOBLEKTMBMPOBAHHLIN €CTb MWP OBPEMEHEHHbIN. M 3Ta OBpeMeHEeHHOCTb

03HavaeT Takke 6onesHb BpemeHun.”™

Such objectified time could not be ‘within’ man: Berdiaev in the first quotation must
therefore be talking about a different time, an internal time. For the moment, eternity
fills this role: as has been mentioned, all the internal, existential elements in
Berdiaev’s thought — creativity, freedom, novelty — exist in eternity. When Berdiaev
argues that time is ‘within’ man, this thus means that an ‘internal’ time, or eternity is
within man. In contrast, objectified time is external, and is thus of limited value:

MHe xoTenocb, 4Tobbl BpemeHu Gonblie He Bbino, He 6bino Gyayuwiero, a 6eina NUWb

Be‘ﬂIHOCTb.516

Time as a whole, as an interrelation, thus has a profoundly dual aspect. On the one
hand it is eternity, it is within man, within it sit creativity, freedom and all the internal
things he values as existential. On the other, however, it is opposed to man, it is
external, objectified and it should cease. Whether or not this constitutes paradox

requires further examination.

514
515
516

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 322.
Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 156.
Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 42.
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‘Bad’ and ‘Good’ time in Smysl istorii

The opposition of a ‘time’ to an ‘eternity’ was first suggested in Smysl istorii
(1922). Here, although Berdiaev frequently presented it in terms of a distinction
between ‘bad’ and ‘good’ time, it is clearly a nascent formulation of the later internal
time-external time division:

OT0 BegeT K NPU3HAaHUIO TOTO, YTO CYLLECTBYET KaK Obl oBa BpeEMEHN — BpEeMA AypHOE U

BpeMA Xopollee, BpemMa UICTUHHOE N BpEMA HE I/ICTI/IHHOG.517

Although it should not be over-emphasised, this demonstrates that even when
Berdiaev was writing during his so-called ‘historiosophic’ phase, to use Zen’kovskii’s
and Poltoratskii’'s categorisation of Berdiaev’s thought, he still perceived a similar
basic temporal separation. Smysl istorii emphasises the point that much of what
Berdiaev intuited, as well as being a distinction between ‘time’ and ‘eternity’, was,
perhaps more significantly, really a distinction between ‘good’, internal time, and
‘bad’, external time. An awareness of this deep division between internal and
external modes of existence therefore cut right through his speculations on the

nature of time.

The nature of objectified time

Berdiaev fills more pages discussing the time of this world, objectified time,
than he does discussing eternity, the internal or existential time. Indeed, eternity is
often used more as an opposing, symbolic node to objectified time than as a
substantiated, fully explored concept. Berdiaev is thus — at least in general — more
concerned with the problem of objectified time, and in so doing uses it to reflect upon

his concerns related to the objectified world. We may recall the quotation belying his

*1" Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 66.
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focus on the objectified, and consequently mortal, aspect of time:

Mobena Hag CMEPTOHOCHbIM BpeMeHam Bcerga ©Obina OCHOBHLIM MOTMBOM  MOEW

)’r(l/I3Hl/I.518

A fuller exploration of the more exact nature of this objectified time will highlight with
greater precision why Berdiaev was so opposed to objectified time, and through this
to objectification more broadly. In so doing it will also clarify further how his temporal
dualism works.

Berdiaev is almost exclusively negative in his description of objectified time,
and the strength of this consistent negativity is central to the sense of temporal
dualism he creates. He picks up on a number of distinct features which he finds
exemplify the injurious nature of objectified time. In la i mir ob"ektov (1934) he writes:

BpeMFI ecTb 6bonesHb, GonesHb K CMepTn. N ecTb cMmepTelibHaA neyanb B aTon

6onesHun, bonesHn BpemeHm.519

This idea that objectified time is a disease is profound: it suggests that time is
somehow a malformation, something toxic, degenerative to human existence.
Inherent in the idea of disease is that it is slowly brings about an end to life, that it will
triumph over existence. Elsewhere he also describes objectified time in terms of

torment and nightmare:
BpeMﬂ €CTb MyKa 1 Komap Hawen nOCPOCTOpOHHeIZ )KI/I3HI/|.520

Both descriptions relate to a sense of the hostility of objectified time to humanity, and
convey the idea that such time is somehow crippling mankind.

The nature of this disease of objectified time, Berdiaev elaborates further,

518
519
520

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 6.
Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 285.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 250.
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consists in the fact that it lacks fullness, specifically the fullness of the present:

B 4yem 0OonesHb u cMepTeribHad neyalb BpeMEHI/I? B HeBO3MOXHOCTMU nepexunTb

NOJIHOTY U pagoCTb HacToAwero Kak 4oCTuXeHnAa Be4HOCTN, B HEBO3MOXXHOCTU B 3TOM

MOMEHTe HacTodllero, camomMm aaxe nosnHoueHHOM 1 pagoCTHOM, OCBO60,EI,I/ITI:-CF| oT

OTpaBbl NPOLLMOro 1 6yayulero, OT Neyany o NPOoLUIOM 1 cTpaxa 6y,1:|,yu.|,ero.521
In objectified time, the present cannot be experienced without a sense of the past
and future in pressing upon it. The present cannot be ‘liberated’ from the past and
future and therefore cannot be experienced in its wholeness. This impetus he places
upon the importance of the present is a key to his wider understanding of the
difference between what time should be (internal time) and what time is (objectified
time): internal time relates to direct experience, the present moment, however
external, objectified time breaks this up and subjects it to an external flow. This
recalls significantly the Christian idea of ‘Kairos’: the present, the elected moment,
should be sought after rather than Chronos, the flow of time. This idea of ‘fullness’ is
also a rather Russian element in Berdiaev’s thinking, as hugely influential thinkers in
the Russian tradition such as Alexei Khomiakov (1804-1860) and Vladimir Solov'ev
(1853-1900) had propagated the notion that fullness or wholeness was a central
theme for philosophy, specifically in the social and religious sphere.®?? Berdiaev
applies this demand for wholeness to the temporal dimension, claiming that it is
impossible to feel the fullness of present as a moment of eternity due to the
poisonous influence of the past and future.

As is also revealed by the above quotation, Berdiaev’s perception of the sick,

diseased state of objectified time relates to the distinctions of past and future in

*2L |bid., p. 286.

°2 This Russian engagement began with the Slavophiles and the concept of sobornost’, an almost
untranslatable word whose meaning relates to togetherness, unity and wholeness: ‘The idea of
sobornost, therefore, is the idea of society as a whole, the unity of the members being secured not by
coercion or by elimination of freedom but rather through brotherly fellowship...” Frederick C.
Copleston, Philosophy in Russia, p. 86.
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themselves.”® He argues that it is these elements that emphasise the disease of
objectified time, due to the fact that past and future destroy the wholeness of the
present, where access to eternity is possible. The condition of past and future thus
signifies detachment from eternity:
Mpownoe wn 0Oyayuwee, pas3opBaHHble 4YacTu OONMbHOrO BPEMEHU, HE WUMEKT
npemmMmyllecrtea B OTHOLWEHNUN K BEYHOCTMU. CBFILU,eHHoe HaxoguTcd BHYTPU MIHOBEHUA,

I'IpVIO6LIJ,eHHOFO K BE4YHOCTU, a He B O6'beKTI/IBI/IpOBaHHbIX counanbHbIX o6pasoBaH|/|;|x

NPOLUNOro 6y,c|,yu.|,ero.524

The disease of objectified time, therefore, consists in the way in which the past and
future destroy the present. In this reckoning past and future do not exist in the way
the present exists:

OHTONOrNYeckn Het NpoLSioro, Kak HeT u 6yp,yu.|,ero, a eCTb b BE4YHO TBOpuUMoOEe

HacToA u.l,ee.525

By continually dragging upon the present, then, the past and future disturb it. This
argument about the nature of objectified time had already been made in the earlier
Smysl istorii (1922), but it is presented in clearer form in the above.>?

This thinking recalls significantly of Henri Bergson’s (1859-1941) ideas about
time, with which Berdiaev was well acquainted.®®’ Bergson was concerned with the
establishment of the durée, a multiplicitous, unified duration of time. This sat in
contrast to the divided time that was produced by the analytical mind:

Shall we say, then, that duration has unity? Doubtless, a continuity of elements which

prolong themselves into one another participates in unity as much as in multiplicity; but

°2 |t can be suggested that the distinction of ‘present’ is also an aspect of objectified time. Although

Berdiaev argues that only in the present is access to eternity possible, it can be assumed that if the
ast and future did not exist, neither would the present exist in the way we currently understand it.

> Berdiaev, /a i mir ob"ektov, p. 287.

%% |bid., p. 287.

°2 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, pp. 71-3.

2T He cnyyavHo ABa Hambonee 3HauuTenbHbIX dunocoda cosBpeMeHHon EBponbl — BeprcoH u

lenperrep — npobnemy BpeMeHU noctaBunu B LeHTpe ceoer unocodpun.’ (Ibid., p. 283).
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this moving, changing, coloured, living unity has hardly anything in common with the

abstract, motionless and empty unity which the concept of pure unity circumscribes.*?®

Time for Bergson should be whole and in unity, it should not be abstract and divided
through analysis. Although at this broad level they are similar, such a similarity with
Bergson should not, however, be overplayed. Berdiaev demonstrated a number of
key differences to Bergson as well, as Motroshilova contends:

BeprcoH u Xanpgerrep, ¢ OQHOM CTOpPOHbLI, nomoraiT bepaseBy Takum obpasom

OCMbICNUTb BPEMSI; C OPYroli CTOPOHbI, OHW, MO MHeHuUto bepasieBa, «He4OCTaTOYHO

BUOAT» ABOWCTBEHHOCTb |3pe|v|e|-u/|.529

Here Motroshilova is referencing a section from la i mir ob"ektov, in which Berdiaev
contends that neither Bergson nor Heidegger sufficiently grasp the dual nature or
paradox of time. Instead he argues that Augustine is closer (although still wide of the
mark) to comprehending this, as he places greater importance on the role of the
subject in constructing the wholeness of the present.>*® Comparison with Bergson,
however, is nonetheless still informative.

A similar category of concern can be identified in another contemporaneous
philosopher, McTaggart (1866-1925). Perhaps the most important thinker on time in
the twentieth century — but of whom Berdiaev remained unfortunately ignorant —
McTaggart wrote about how notions of past, present and future problematise any
understanding of time. He argued that time, understood on the basis of past, present
and future, was unreal:

| believe, however, that this would be a mistake, and that the distinction of past, present

and future is as essential to time as the distinction of earlier and later, while in a certain

sense, as we shall see, it may be regarded as more fundamental than the distinction of

528
529
530

Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics, pp. 19-20.
Motroshilova, Mysliteli Rossii i filosofiia zapada, p. 256.
Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 284.
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earlier and later. And it is because the distinctions of past, present and future seem to

me to be essential for time, that | regard time as unreal.”*

Although the way Berdiaev describes time is different, he still evinces a sensitivity
comparable to McTaggart’'s which suggests that the current distinctions of past,
present and future are somehow problematic.

For Berdiaev, then, only the present possesses ontological value, but this is
lost when it is broken up and dragged apart by the past and future:

Bpems pacnapgaetca Ha npowrnoe, Hactoswee n 6yayuwee. Ho npownoro yxe Her,

Oyaywero ele HeT, a HacTosillee pacnagaetcss Ha npownoe u 6Gyayuiee wu

Heynosumo.>*

Objectified time is thus broken. It makes access to eternity, the realm of internal time,
through the present impossible, and will eventually bring death to man. In this
respect it is symptomatic of the ‘externalised’ condition of the objectified world. It is

hostile to man and determines his existence.

Having clarified the concepts of ‘time’ and ‘eternity’ in Berdiaev’s thinking,
their interrelation and character, we can now move onto the ways in which they flow

into each other at their initial and terminal points.

The beginning and the end: cosmogony and eschatology

For Berdiaev, as for Bulgakov, a concern with the relationship between time
and eternity led to thinking about the process whereby the transition from time to
eternity is made. We do not, however, see this category of problem — or at least this

problem phrased in such a way — with other modern philosophers for whom time was

531

o McTaggart, ‘The Unreality of Time’, p. 22.

Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 284.
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also important, such as Heidegger, Bergson, or McTaggart. When dealing with this
problem, Berdiaev in the main keeps in line with the Christian salvation myth which
describes a fall from eternity to time, and then, after a worldly process, a movement
back to eternity. By placing it within this Christian narrative structure, Berdiaev
slightly historicised his concept of time:
Ho, Bmecte c Tewm, XpUCTNaHCBTO pAaeT CMbIC&T BpeMEeHU, UCTOPpUN BO BpPEMEHWN.
|/|CTOpl/I$| BO BpeMeHun eCTb MnyTb YesioBeka K BEeYHOCTU, B HEel HakannmeaeTcs
oborawaroLwunin onbIT Yenoseka. Ho coBepLIEHHO HEBO3MOXHO MbICIUTb HU TBOPEHUS
MUpa BO BPEMEHU, HU KOHLA MMpa BO BpeMeHu. B 06bekTBMpoBaHHOM BpEMEHU HeT

HA Hayana, HW KOHUa, a nuwb OeckoHeyHas cepeanHa. Havano u koHew — B

9K3NCTEHUMNAIIbHOM BpeMeHl/I.533

Within this Christian structure, the notions of beginning and end are seen as
particularly important.

The beginning and end, as the original boundaries of time and eternity, help
establish the character of the relationship and transition between time and eternity.
They are approached under the concepts of cosmogony and eschatology. Despite
their relevance to historical concerns, Berdiaev's claims regarding the creation and
end of specifically objectified time are also integral to his conception of the nature of
time more broadly, as they set the conditions in which the birth and end of objectified
time are possible. Their discussion therefore belongs to a consideration of his
philosophy of time, rather than his philosophy of history. Through their exploration

the character of the time-eternity relationship is further clarified.

Cosmogony

Cosmogony, dealing with the creation or beginning of the world, is a

*% bid., p. 179.
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significant aspect of a philosophy of Berdiaev's type, which — perhaps somewhat
immodestly — aims to give a holistic account of everything. In his thinking there are
two cosmogonic ‘moments’, two points at which the world as we know it came to be:
the first depicts the creation of the cosmos and the world, the second the creation of
the objectified world and time. Following the Christian creation myth, these occupy
different places in the narrative so are not simultaneous. We need to look into both to
understand the process which led to objectification and objectified time, as both

established important conditions for time.

The first cosmogonic moment

The first stage of Berdiaev’'s cosmogony, the creation of the cosmos and the
world by God, is actually of greater importance to the later discussion of freedom,
creativity and time. It is relevant here because it establishes freedom and the
possibility of fall, which, together, allow the creation of time to take place. As much of
this has been dealt with in the introduction to this chapter, the most noteworthy point
to highlight is Berdiaev’s positing of uncreated freedom at the beginning of all things,
and further his radical suggestion that this uncreated freedom, located outside God,
existed alongside God (rather than through God) before creation:

BHauane 6bin1 INloroc. Ho BHavyane 6bina n ceobopa. Jloroc 6bin B cBoboae, n csoboaa

6bina B Jloroce. Ho TakoB nuwb O0AMH U3 acnekToB cBoboabl. ECTb gpyrow acnekT, B

KOTOpPOM CBO60,EI.a ABNAETCA COBepLUEeHHO BHE-ITIOFCTHON, U nponcxoanT CToJIKHOBEHME

Noroca u Ceo6opbl.”**
Uncreated freedom is of great importance to the existential, internal aspects of
Berdiaev’s philosophy, as it is through this freedom, pervading through creation from

the very beginning, that man is able to engage in creativity, and escape the influence

°3 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 98.
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of the objectified world. As becomes clear below, the role of this uncreated freedom

in the creation of objectified time is central.

The second cosmogonic moment

The second moment in Berdiaev's cosmogony comes after the period of
edenic existence which follows the creation of the world. This next part of the drama,
in accordance with Christian thought, consists in the fall of man. However, for
Berdiaev this fall also entails the advent of obijectification, and the consequent
beginning of objectified time. The fall of man, according to him, is possible due to
man’s freedom and free agency, as is recounted in Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha
(1927-1928):

Tbma nepBoHa4alribHO Cryctuiachb B BbICLLEN TOUKE }J,yXOBHOI?I nepapxmum, Tam Bnepeblie

csoboga Aana oTpuuaTtenbHbI OTBET Ha boxui 308 [...] Tam TBOpeHMe BCTYNMIIO Ha

NyTb CAMOYTBEPXAEHNS U CaMO3aMKHYTOCTM, Ha MyTb pa3pbiBa U HEHaBUCTU. YenoBek

otnan ot bora BMecTe co BceM TBopeHuem...>*

The image of the initial darkness ‘thickening’ in the highest point of the spiritual
hierarchy is intended to show how the initial freedom, here described in terms of
‘darkness’ or ‘gloom’, autonomously took on form and opposed God. Although the
talk of a ‘spiritual hierarchy’ complicates matters somewhat, this initial darkness is
posited as independent from God, acting against him through self-affirmation and the
assertion of independence. The first cosmogonic moment has made this process
possible through the original investment of freedom in man. Significantly time, in this

schema, is described as a direct result of the fall:

He roexonageHne npou3owio BO BpeMeHWU, a BpemMda dBUIIOCb pe3ynbTaTtoM

°% Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha, p. 113.
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rpexonageHus. >3

Somewhat paradoxically the fall, then, as well as occurring in (objectified) time, also
created this time; either way, however, objectified time is its direct result. The
paradoxical elements of this problem will be dealt with in much greater deal when we
come to discuss the relationship between creativity and time, as it describes the
same problem. However, at this point Berdiaev clarifies his suggestion that in the
same way that man is responsible for objectification, he is also responsible for
objectified time: it is a product of his activity. It is not something created by God, it is
something solely created by man. It therefore does not share those same
metaphysical, existential properties that other divine-human capacities — most

notably freedom and creativity — share.

Berdiaev’'s cosmogony thus sets the conditions which make the birth of time
possible. The first condition is man’s freedom, located in the darkness or uncreated
freedom previous to existence. Freedom allows man to answer negatively to God’s
call and bring about the fall. The second condition is the advent of objectification, the
externalisation of man and his subjection to the world of objects. Objectified time is
thus closely tied to the fate of freedom, and, moreover, to the fate of man. It is also
significant that in the fall man reaches beyond God — to freedom — to create
objectified time. A question therefore arises — is objectified time totally disconnected
from God? It could be argued that this is so as uncreated freedom, the most
important element for this creation of objectified time, is independent by its very
nature from God. This would then beg the broader question how far is objectification

itself, as a product of the application of freedom, entirely disconnected from God.

%% Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 287.
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Their disconnection propagates further a sense of impassable dualism.

Objectified time, as a result of man’s fall — his free opposition to God’s will —
can likewise be considered as opposed to God (and therefore the divine within man).
This is very different to eternity or internal time which is in communion with the
metaphysical and divine elements of man. Dualism persists. Berdiaev recognises the
contradictory nature of this scenario:

ﬂ,BOVICTBeHHOCTb BpemMeHun, ero ﬂBOVICTBeHHbIVI CMbICn AnAa  4enoBe4yecKoro

cywiectBoBaHnAa CBA3aH C TeM, 4YTO BpeMdA €eCTb pe3ysibTaT TBOpPYECKOro HOBOIO,

HebbIBLUErO 1 BMECTE C TEM OHO €CTb MPOAYKT pa3pbiBa, YyTEPMU LENOCTHOCTH, 3aboTa u

ctpax.”®
The fall, in its original moment, was new — it was the creation of a new world order by
man’s use of his freedom. In this respect, objectified time should have internal,
existential value. However, objectified time is bad, it is the loss of wholeness and the
product of rupture. Berdiaev therefore again falls back on the notion of duality, in this
scenario regarding only objectified time, rather than the time-eternity relation:
objectified time on the one hand is the product of something good and internal —
freedom, creativity, newness — but results in something bad and external which
exerts external pressure upon man. This introduction of the theme of creativity
throws the problem of paradox into sharper relief: how can objectified time be bad,
external, if it is the product of creativity, which begins in the internal? How can
internal and external be linked in such a way? This issue will be explored in much
greater depth later. Sufficient here is to note the cosmogonic structure Berdiaev
describes, and how in this framework the themes of freedom and creativity have

become significant in connection to the birth of time.

37 Ibid., p. 283.
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Eschatology

Eschatology is central to Berdiaev’s philosophy of time. As mentioned earlier,
it is connected to the Christian notion of ‘Kairos’, the moment of resolution, where the
end is elevated and seen to be of particular significance. Calian, referenced earlier,
in his reasonably successful appraisal of Berdiaev's work identifies eschatology as
an organising theme to his philosophy more broadly:

...this study wishes to bring attention to an untreated aspect of Berdyaev’'s

Weltanschauung which underlies his whole thinking. This untreated aspect is the

eschatological emphasis found in Berdyaev.**®

This reflection is, in our opinion, accurate. Subsequent scholarship has continued to
identify the centrality of eschatology — Styczynski recently noted:
In short, it seems that the Russian philosopher [Berdiaev] concentrated on abandoning
the world of culture and time (his analysis of time, resembling that of Bergson,
constitutes one of the best parts of his thought), on fulfilling the destiny of man, i.e.,

entering the eschatological dimension of existence, eternity. The predominance of

mythos over logos, of Jerusalem over Athens, is evident here.*®

Eschatology is thus recognised as a key component in Berdiaev’'s philosophical
thinking, not just about time and history, but also concerning a variety of other

themes such as creativity, freedom, ethics, and culture.

Preoccupation with the end
Berdiaev was very engaged with the question of the end and all its associated

problems and paradoxes. This recalls of the ‘futurist’ type of eschatology discussed

538
539

Calian, Berdyaev'’s Philosophy of Hope, p. 1.
Marek Stycznski, ‘Berdjaev: authentic existence or a negative sociology’, p. 86.
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by McGrath in the introduction to this thesis. >* Indeed, in Berdiaev's Opyt

eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (1947), he writes:
A X04y paccMaTtpumBaTb BCE BOMPOCHI B 3CXaTOJIOTIM4YECKOM CBETE, B CBETE KOHLI,a.541

For Berdiaev, the thrust of his eschatology is a focus on the end in itself, which
brings with it the end of objectified time, and consequently also history. Objectified
time is not the final destination for man, it is only a midpoint that should give way to
something else:

Ho coBepLUeHHO HEBO3MOXHO MbICITUTb HU TBOPEHUA Mupa BO BpeMEHWU, HU KOoHLa

Mupa BO BpeMeHU. B 06beKTMBMPOBAHHOM BPEMEHW HET HU Havarna, HM KoHUa, a Nuilb

GeckoHeuHas cepeauHa.>*
Indeed, he goes on:

TpaFeD,I/IFI M MyKa UCTOPUN CYTb npexae BCero Tpareand M Myka BpeMeHWU. |/|CTOpl/IF|
MMeeT CMbICJT TOJIbKO NOTOMY, YTO OHa KOHYUTbLCA. Cwmbicn NCTOPUN HE MOXET ObITb

MMMaHEHTHbIM, OH JIEXUT 3a npeagenamum I/ICTOpl/Il/I.543

Indeed, the fact that time (and in the above also history) ends is what gives meaning
to all the pain that occurs within it.

Berdiaev’'s focus on the eschatological, as with the cosmogonic, also
contained a paradoxical element. He maintains that whilst the beginning of the end
must occur in part within objectified time, the completion of the end will take place
outside it:

KoHel Mupa 1 UCTOpMM HE MOXET NMpou3onTn B bGyayuiem, T.e. B HalweM BpemeHu. U

BMeCTe C TeM, KoHel MuUpa U UCTOPUN HE MOXeT ObiTb NULb NOTYCTOPOHHUM,

COBEPLUEHHO MO Ty CTOPOHY UCTOPUM, OH Pas3oM M MO Ty CTOPOHY U MO 3Ty CTOPOHY, OH

540

ot McGrath, Christian Theology, p. 547.

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 9.
%2 pid., p. 179-80.
*3 bid., p. 181.



261

€CTb nNpoTuBopevmne and Halen Mbicnu, KOTOpO€ CHMMaeTCAd, HO He camomn MbICJ'II:I'O.544

This is the sort of paradox that Berdiaev was fond of, and demonstrates another of
his points of contact with the mystical tradition as many mystics — such as Eckhart,

545

for example®™ — were very fond of this sort of paradox. It also testifies to the

continuing relevance of the notion of paradox to his thought about time.

Eschatological proximity

A salient aspect of Berdiaev’s thinking about the end of time concerns the
apparent fact that objectified time, in his reckoning, could come to an end at any
point. The end continually feels close and this creates the sense that objectified time
is somehow unstable, that it could potentially collapse into an eschatological abyss
without any forewarning:

A Bcerga dmnocodcTBOBan Tak, kak OyaTo HacTynaeT KOHeL, Mupa U HET NepcrnekTyBbI

BpeMeHl/I.546

This idea is repeated; it seems Berdiaev feels his understanding of the proximity of
the end is amongst his more unique philosophical characteristics:
Y MeHsi Bcerga Obina HacTosiwas Oone3Hb BpemMeHW. A Bcerga npegsuaen B

BOO6pa)KeHI/IVI KOHEel U He Xoten HpMCI‘IOCO6J‘IﬂTbCﬂ K npoueccy, KOTOprVI BedeT K

KOHLly, OTCloAa Moe HeTepreHue.>’
Berdiaev's suggestion of the continuous possibility of the end is something that is

consistent with the broader themes of his philosophy. It relates to his sense of

temporality as crisis: the world appears to be over-brimming with crisis, but it is not

544

o Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 345.

James M. Clark, Meister Eckhart: An Introduction to the Study of his Works with an Anthology of
his Sermons (Edinburgh, 1957), p. 13.

> pid., p. 337.

*7 bid., pp. 55-56.
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clear when a final end may come. As the above also suggests, the omnipresent
possibility of the end is also contingent upon the potential of freedom. His weak
sense of process points to the fact that true freedom, in Berdiaev’'s mind, implies
freedom from determination by any historical process:
B MNPOBOM n NCTOPUYECKOM npouecce HeT Heo6XOB,VIMOCTVI nporpecca
3aKOHOMEPHOro pa3BnTuA [] Mue BCeraga Kasasimcb mano 3Ha4duntTeribHbiIMAU N HE O4YeHb

Ba)KHbIMM caMu no cebe cobbITMs Ha NMOBEPXHOCTUN UCTOPUN, A BUXKY B HUX JTINLLb 3HAKU

uHoro.>*8

This refutation of the notion of progress, and also the questioning of the idea of
process more broadly, is thus tied up with Berdiaev's affirmation of man’s
independence and his belief in the primary importance of man’s inner workings.

We are thus left to wonder how the end of time, which appears constantly
possible but is not subject to historical law or determinism, comes about. An
accusation could certainly be made that Berdiaev, despite identifying the proximity of
the end, does not offer much in the way of explanation of how it might happen. The
only real possibility appears to be through creativity, a process in which man
accesses freedom and moves outside time:

N BoTt 3aga4va 3TUKM TBOp4YeCcTBa 3akKr4aeTcA B TOM, YTOOBbI nepcrnekTnBy XWU3HU

caoenatb He3aBMCUMOW OT POKOBOro xoga BpeMeHu, ot 6yp,yu.|,ero, KOTOpOE Bbl3bIBAET B

Hac yXac n My4ut Hac. TBOpLIeCKMﬁ aKT eCTb BbIXO4 U3 BpeEMEHN, OH CoBepLUaeTCAa B

LapcTee cBo6opl, a He LapcTe HeobxoaumocTu.>*
However the above also does not offer any suggestion as to when eschaton may be

reached. As is made clear, and as will also be discussed in more depth below,

creativity is a matter of freedom, not compulsion. Man chooses to create, he is not

8 bid., p. 252.
*% Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 133.
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compelled to create, and he does not create according to any predetermined
schema, as with Bulgakov. Therefore by suggesting the end will be brought about by
creativity does not make it any clearer exactly when this will happen. We have now
transgressed, however, into territory that belongs to, or is perhaps shared with, the
philosophy of history. There should now be some discussion of the context to

Berdiaev’s thought about eschatology.

Context to Berdiaev’s eschatology

Berdiaev’s eschatological bent of thought chiefly demonstrates his continuity
with the Russian tradition. Eschatology is a continuous theme amongst Russian
thinkers — we see it clearly in (amongst many others) Sergei Bulgakov, Vladimir
Solov'ev, Nikolai Fedorov (1827-1903), Petr Chaadaev (1794-1856), and also
arguably in many Russian interpretations of Marxism, including not only Lenin and
Trotski, but also revolutionaries of the older breed such as Nechaev (1847-1882),
where an obsession with the end clearly bordered on some sort of eschatological or
millenarian anticipation. **° However, what distances Berdiaev specifically from
Bulgakov, Fedorov, Solov'ev and also contemporary revolutionaries was the fact that
Berdiaev’s concept of eschatology was not based on an earthly eschatological end,
but one that is located in pure transcendence. He is therefore further from the
millenarian eschatology, a heaven on earth, which could be construed as being the
logical product of Bulgakov’s ‘philosophy of economy’, Fedorov’s idea surrounding
the resurrection of all human souls or Solov'eVv’s focus on the universal church.

This sort of earthly millenarianism, Lossl comments, has since Origen been

*%0 For a recent exploration of the problem of millenarianism and eschatology in Russian revolutionary

thinking, see Igal Halfin, From Darkness to Light: Class, Consciousness and Salvation in
Revolutionary Russia (Pittsburgh, 2000). Berdiaev also forwarded a similar interpretation of Russian
Marxist millenarianism. See Nikolai Berdiaev, Istoki i smysl russkogo kommunizma (Paris, 1955).
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wrongly associated with the Jewish faith:

Tertullian’s example also demonstrates that the belief in the millennium is not inherently
“Jewish,” as Origen suggests, but that it came to be defined as Jewish in the process of

being increasingly interpreted in spiritual terms.>"
Berdiaev, however, clearly followed Origen’s interpretation, and similarly identified
the earthly aspirations of Jewish messianism as being distorted and even perverse:
Espewckun gyx XIX n XX Beka nepeknmkaeTcs ¢ ApeBHeeBpeckMM AyxoM. B Hem ecTb
MHaA, UCKaXXeHHaa W usBpalleHHad q)opma MecCcCnaHnama, ectb OXunaaHue HUHOro
Meccuu, nocne Toro kak UCTUHHLIA Meccus Gbin eBpeiicTBOM OTBEpPrHYT, ecTb BCe Ta
xe obpalleHHOCTb Kk OyayuieMy, Bce TO Xe HacTOMW4MBOE W YrnopHoe TpeboBaHwue,
yTobbl Oygyuiee npuHecrno C CcobOK  Bcepaspellalrollee Hayvano, Kakyt-TO
BCepaspeLlaloLLylo NpaBay M cnpaBeniMBoCTb Ha 3eMne, BO UMS KOTOPOW €BPENCKUN

Hapopa rotoB 06bABUTL BOpLOY BCEM NCTOPUYECKMM TPaaMLUSAM U CBATHIHAM, BCSKOW

VICTOpI/I‘-IeCKOIZ I'IpeeMCTBeHHOCTl/I.552

Berdiaev therefore went to lengths to demonstrate that his eschatology was a
genuine eschatology, that for him the end lay in spirit, transcendence, and the
metaphysical: it was ‘other-worldly’ (potustoronnii) and not ‘of this world’
(posiustoronnii). This means that for him, the rule of objectified time, the rule of
objectification and the conditions of this world are weak, transitory:
3cxaTonornam cBsizaH Obin Ona MeHa C TeM, YTO BCe MHE Ka3alioCb XpynkKum, nioau
yrpoxaembiMn CMepPTbO, BCE B UCTOPUU npexoaAdAunm n BucALLMM Hag 6e3£I,HOI7I. AB

FNINYHOW XKM3HW CKIOHEH Obin agaTb katactpod n ewe 6onee B UCTOPUYECKON XKN3HU

HapoZoB. A AaBHO NpeackasblBan UCTOpUYECKUe kaTacTpodbl.”>

Berdiaev thus took eschatology to mean the end of the objectified world, and, by also

1 Josef Lossl, “Apocalypse? No.” — The Power of Millennialism and its Transformation in Late

Antique Christianity’, in Andrew Cain, Noel Lenski [eds.], The Power of Religion in Late Antiquity
gFarnham, 2009), pp. 31-44 (p. 37).

°2 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, pp. 90-91.

%3 Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 337.
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positing the continual proximity of the eschatological moment, further suggested that
the conditions of time and the objectified world were by their very nature weak and
evanescent. This further propagated his sense of a divide between a genuine, deep,

internal world and an external, weak, transitory world.

Conclusions: time-eternity

The basic structure of Berdiaev’s thinking about time, which surrounds the
construction of a relationship between time and eternity, has been drawn up.
Berdiaev, as Bulgakov did, subscribes to the basic ancient Greek-Christian
distinction between time and eternity, which, as well as providing a strong sense of
objectified ‘time’ as being purely immanent and ‘eternity’ being purely noumenal and
existential, also provides a slightly historicised model which plots the movement from
one to the other and back again. The opening stage of this schema is a cosmogonic
motion of ‘objectification’, the final act is an eschatological movement from time to
eternity.

Berdiaev’s treatment of the concepts of time and eternity tries to balance a
number of different philosophical interests which extend well beyond the boundaries
of conventional Christian discourse. On the one hand, he proclaims that there is an
internal time — eternity — a time which is ‘within” man. On the other he also describes
an external, objectified time, one which, whilst being produced from internal time,
has fallen away from the internal and God and has subsequently lost its internal
meaning. It is now opposed to and outside man. Together, this suggests a
disconnection between the realms of time and eternity, and it becomes difficult to
conceive of how a passage from one to the other is possible as they appear entirely

separate. Indeed, the attempt to conceive how man occupies both internal and
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external times becomes problematic without the use of paradox, as the two are quite
opposed to one another.
Berdiaev was intransigent in the face of criticism, and frequently fell back on
the belief that people ‘misunderstood’ his use of paradoxical concepts:
MeHss o4eHb nnoxo noHuMakT [...] CKNOHHOCTb K napagokcanbHOMY WU
npoTUBOPEYNBOMY MbILLIEHUIO BEJla MEHA K TOMY, YTO MHOrga Bparn MeHd Xsarurn.
[MNoxo noHMMaloT Xapaktep Moero pAgyanumama, OWMOOYHO npunucbiBag emy
OHTONOrNYECKUI Xapaktep, OCOOEHHO MMOXO MOHUMAKT LUeHTpanbHoOe AOna MeHA

3Ha4yeHMe obbeKkmusayuu N 3CXaToNorM4eckne MoTuBbl MOEW (*)VIJ'IOCO(*)I/IVI. MeHs Bce

XOTAT OTHECTU K KaTeropudam, B KOTOpble A HUKaK BMECTUTbCA HE MOFy.554

Although he describes ontological dualism as a false charge, it is difficult to conceive
of any other divide: the realms of internal and external being are quite clearly
opposed in his philosophy of time. With the specific question time, however, from
1939 onwards Berdiaev will attempt to formulate better a bridge between time and
eternity according to the principle of ‘existential time’. This, it seems, is intended to
make the sense of dualism in his thought about time more surmountable, as with it
he attempts to formulate more clearly the relationship between objectified and non-

objectified time.

°> Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 115.
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Deepening the problem: the three forms of time

Until O rabstve i svobode cheloveka (1939), Berdiaev had seemingly satisfied
himself with the distinction he had made between objectified time — or simply ‘time’ —
and eternity, a broadly internal, existential form of time. However, for reasons he
does not explicitly explain, he wanted to expand upon this conceptualisation of time.
Perhaps he was motivated by a desire to make clearer the means by which a
transition from objectified time to eternity was possible, or perhaps, more likely, he
intended to make the temporal conditions behind creativity and its related concerns
more understandable. Either way, such was the importance of time to his
philosophical project that Berdiaev clearly needed greater clarification regarding the
nature of time.

The new conclusion he reached on the problem of time relied on a
development of the existentialist idea that time is within man. Berdiaev expanded this
solution by suggesting that the nature of time depends on the mode of existence that
man (or perhaps the world) is engaged with:

BpeMFI €CTb MOoAyC cCyuweCTBOBaHMA U 3aBUCUT OT XapakTepa CcyuecTBOBaHUA.

HeBepHO cka3aTb, YTO NPOUCXOAUT OBMXKEHUE N U3MEHEHMEe, NOTOMY YTO CyllecTByeT

BpemMA; BepPHO CKa3aTb, YTO BpeMsA CyLleCTBYEeT NOTOMY, YTO NpouCcxXxoauT ABUXEHUE U

n3MeHeHue. XapaKkTep U3MEHEeHNs MOpoX/aaeT xapakTep BpemMeHn. >

At a basic level, it would be expected to follow that objectified existence would
correspond to objectified time, and existential, internal existence would correspond
to existential, internal time. This is borne out. However, it is also little more complex
than this. Berdiaev identifies three types of time which correspond to three types of
existence: cosmic (kosmicheskoe), historical (istoricheskoe) and existential

(ekzistentsial’noe). Although, strictly speaking, they are not all of entirely obvious

°% Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 156.
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ontological distinction (‘cosmic’ is not an obvious ontological category), Berdiaev
clearly intends them to be ontological. Each form of time corresponds to a mode of
being. In this respect, as we shall see, they are temporal distinctions based on
ontological conditions.

In this distinction of the three types of time, Berdiaev continues to
demonstrate a superficial similarity to Heidegger, who similarly distinguished
between three types of time: originary temporality, world-time, and the ordinary
conception of time. Blatther summarises what he terms as Heidegger's ‘temporal
idealism’ as follows:

[Heidegger’s] idealism relies upon drawing a further distinction between modes of time,

between what he calls “world-time” (Weltzeit) and “the ordinary conception of time.” The

explanatory dependence just mentioned is in fact a chain of dependencies: ordinary

time (the ticking away of purely quantitative moments) depends on world-time (the

succession of qualitatively determinate Nows), whose core phenomenon is in turn the

pragmatic Now (the Now that aims us into the purposive future by relying on the given

past), which finally in turn depends on originary temporality.>>®

Although the level of sophistication with which Heidegger conceived of time is vastly
beyond Berdiaev — almost to the point at which anything other than superficial
comparison breaks down — what is clear is that there was an existing, recent
(Heidegger published Sein und Zeit in 1927) existentialist thesis on time that
distinguished between different modes of time for Dasein, or being. As Volkogonova
reflected on Berdiaev:

...bepases, kak n nbon Apyron MbicrnTenb, He OblnT CBOGOAEH OT CUIbHBIX BIIUAHUN

CO CTOPOHLI ApyruX...>""

It is not, therefore, unreasonable to think that Berdiaev followed an already

556

cor Blattner, Heidegger’s Temporal Idealism, p. 28.

Volkogonova, Berdiaev, p. 6.
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established path with this development in his philosophy of time.

In our engagement with the three types of time we will draw mainly on O
rabstve i svobode cheloveka (1939), Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (1947), and
Samopoznanie (1947). As with all of Berdiaev’s writing, in these three texts the ideas
on this theme presented are approximately the same, but quotation from all three is

necessary because he explores these same ideas from different angles.

Cosmic time

The first of the three ontological-temporal distinctions Berdiaev draws is that
of ‘cosmic’ time. Across the distinction of the three types of time, two are objectified
and one is non-objectified. Cosmic time is the first of these two objectified types of
time. It is also the most simple of his conceptualisations. Cosmic time corresponds to
the natural cycle of the cosmos — it is defined by the rotation of stars, the movement
of planetary bodies, and the cycles of nature:

BpeMﬂ KOCMUYECKOEe CUMBOJIM3NPYETCA KPYrom. OHo cBsi3aHO C ABMXeHnem 3emMinu

BOKpYr COJiHUa, C ncHmcneHnem D,Heﬂ, MecdaueB U rogos, C KaneHgapem n 4acamu. 3710

Kpyrosoe nBuXeHue, B KOTOPOM MNOCTOAHHO NpOUCXoOuUT BO3BpalleHue, Hactynaet

YTPO U Be4ep, BeCHa N OCeHb. 310 ecTb BpemMA npupoabl, 1, Kak npupogHbie cyulectBa,

Mbl XXMBEM B 3TOM BpeMeHu.>>

Berdiaev was keen to attach spatial representation to these conceptualisations of
time — with cosmic time he chooses to use the circle. This should not be taken to
mean that for some reason he is trying to assert any sort of primacy to space, as he
is clear on the fact that he views time to be of much greater significance. Indeed, he

had already stated in la i mir ob"ektov:

Bpems ans moero cylecTBoBaHusl NepBUYHEE NMPOCTPaAHCTBA, U NMPOCTPAHCTBO B MOEM

°8 Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 155.



270

cyuwiectsoBaHM npeagnonaraeTt BpeMS:|.559

Spatial representation is thus simply an explicative measure.

The negative aspect of cosmic time is twofold — it issues from both its
connection to the natural, external world and also from the fact that there is no
freedom in cosmic motion. Its connection to the natural, and thus objectified world
highlights how cosmic time is objectified time:

BpeMFI KOCMU4yeckoe €CTb OoaHO n3 I'IOpO)KLI,eHVIVI M3MEHEHUI B mMmupe

00BHEKTMBUPOBAHHO-MPUPOLHOM. Kocmunueckoe Bpemd ecTb Bpems

06'beKTI/IBI/IpOBaHHoe n nognexut mMaremaTtun4eckomy CHYUCIEHUo, OHO NoAYMHEHO

yucny, ,u,p06neHmo M cKnagbiBaHuio. Yackl n gHu ,El,pO6F|TCF| Ha MUHYTbl N CEKyHObl U

CKInagbiBakOTCA B MeCALbl U I'Oﬁl,l:l.560

As it is determined by an external, cosmic measure, cosmic time is itself objectified.
Furthermore, everything in cosmic time is determined by endless cycle: it does not
go anywhere, meaning there is no end and no meaning to cosmic time, as it does
not exit into eternity. It therefore bears no similarity whatsoever to eternity, the

internal dimension of time:
Kocmuyeckoe u NCTOpN4ECKOE BpeM4d HE NMOXoOauUT Ha Be‘-IHOCTb.561

Cosmic time, therefore, is a fundamentally limited dimension of objectification. This
propagates further the sense of Berdiaev’'s antipathy towards the cosmic, natural
world, as he perceives its time to be inherently bad.

Finally, cosmic time, as will be discussed in Section 4 on Berdiaev's
philosophy of history, also presents what Berdiaev suggests as the ‘ultimate
objectification’, the possibility of history ‘gone wrong’. History, he will argue, can

either empty out into cosmic time and suffer final determination and the

559
560
561

Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 288.
Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 156.
Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 179.
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extermination of freedom, or into existential time and from there transcend upwards
to eternity. Although this is a question related to the philosophy of history, it is
nonetheless instructive to note that the final end points of history are still conceived

in terms of temporal categories.

Historical time

The second of Berdiaev’'s conceptualisations of time, historical time, is more
revealing as to the deeper aspects of his thinking about human life — cosmic time
had simply demonstrated, as his readers already understood, that he felt alienated
from the natural world and the cyclical monotony of natural time. Historical time
describes his perception of a human life or society in time: it is a constant motion
forwards, an unrelenting drive onwards towards future achievement. More than being
a description of a simple temporal motion, in historical time there is also a sharp
judgement being passed on historical life, and on man’s destiny within the historical
sphere. This in turn opens up the possibility for Berdiaev to criticise some of the
ideas (already mentioned in Section 2) regarding modernity and a future-orientated
perception of time.

BerdiaeV’s identification of historical time first reaffirms the priority of time over
history, an idea oft-repeated throughout his work:

Ho dwmnocodckas npobnema wuctopum ectb Npexpge Bcero npobrnema BpeMEHW.

O6OFOTBOpeHI/Ie NCTOPpUN eCTb O6OFOTBOpeHMe NUcTopmn4yeckoro BpeMGHI/I.562
However, it also allows Berdiaev to admit — but also to delimit — the existence of

linear, forwards, or ‘historical’ motion in human existence:

MCTOpI/I‘-IeCKoe BpemMAa nopoxaeHo gsmxeHnem u n3MeHeHnem WHbIM, 4eM TO, 4YTO

nponucxoanT B KOCMNUYECKOM KpPYyroBopoTe. MCTOpMLIeCKOG BpeMA CUMBOINU3NPYyeTCA He

°%2 Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 155.
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Kpyrom, a npsiMOW NuHWeRn, ycTpemreHHon Bneped. OcCoGEeHHOCTb WMCTOPUYECKOTO
BPEMEHN WMEHHO B 3TOW YCTPEMIIEHHOCTW K TpsidyluemMy, OHO B TrpsdyleM XaeT

packpbITUsi cMbicna.>®®

Historical time thus corresponds to man’s ontological condition within history. The
spatial identifier Berdiaev chooses for historical time is the straight line, striving
endlessly forward. As was evident from earlier quotation, this movement bears no
similarity to eternity, meaning that his conceptualisation of historical time is, as with
cosmic time, also negative. He is consequently overt in his damnation of historical
time as something objectified that must be overcome:
N camas Gopbba MpOTMB UCTOPUYECKOro BPEMEHW, NMPOTMB NpenbLlieHus u pabcTea
NncTopunn nponcxoamtT He B KOCMNUYECKOM, a B NICTOPNUYECKOM BpPEMEHMN. MCTOpM‘-IeCKoe
BpemMA Oonblle cBA3aHO C YenoBeYeckomn aKTUBHOCTbIO, 4EM BpeMA KOCMUYECKOe. Ho
JINYHOCTb MO-HOBOMY paHEeHa U nopa6omeHa NCTOPUNYECKMM BpeMEeHEeM, N OHa faxe

MHOrga uweTt wu3baBneHus OT nneHa ncTopmm nepexogom B KOCMMUYECKUN nnaH

cyliecTBoBaHus. >

This having been said, the possibility of activity (aktivnost’) indicates that Berdiaev is
willing to allow access to something else within historical time other than just cosmic
cycles. The emergence of newness through such activity will allow an eschatological
horizon to be opened within historical time. This presents a route out of historical
time, something that was not discussed with cosmic time.

Along with this notion of the possibility of activity in historical time, Berdiaev
also outlines a degree of overlap between cosmic time and historical time in common

forms of measurement:

V|CTOpI/I9|, KOHEeYHO, NoaA4YnHAeTCA U KOCMNUYeCKOMY BpeMeHU, OHa 3HaeT UCHUCIeHne Mno

°%3 bid., p. 156.
564 .
Ibid., p. 156.



273

rogam u ctofietuam, HoO OHa 3HaeT U CBoOe NCTOpU4eckoe BpG‘MFI.56':—J

This therefore also allows for the possibility of historical time emptying out into
cosmic time and final objectification, as similarly the possibility of activity in historical
time highlights the possibility to overcome historical time and raise it up out of
objectification — something that will be achieved in existential time. There are thus
two possible exit points from historical time, pointing in opposite directions: one
towards existential time and then out into eternity, the other into cosmic time:

EcTb oBa BbIxoga 13 NCTOPNYECKOro BpemMmeHu, B Ase NpoTUBOMNOJIOXKHbIE CTOPOHbI — K

BpeMeHN KOCMNYECKOMY U BpEeMEeHU ZBK3I/ICTeHLLI/IaJ'IbHOMy.566

In this way, historical time corresponds to the current human condition, at least in
Berdiaev’'s mind: man is caught somewhere between objectification and
transcendence, and needs to exit one way or another.

Berdiaev’s description of historical time also offers an implicit treatise on the
notion of ‘progress’, something that Bulgakov, as well as a number of other Russian
philosophers of their period, had been keen to criticise. It will be remembered that
Bulgakov’s essay, Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa (1902), represented a classic
engagement with this idea:

I'IepBaﬂ M OCHOBHasA 3ajava, KOToOpyr CTaBuUT cebe Teopua nporpecca, CoCTouT B TOM,

4yTOObI MOKA3aThb, YTO NcTopmna nMeeT CMbICI1, N MCTOpl/ILIeCKVIIZ npouecc eCTb He TOJIbKO

aBosounA, HO U nporpecc. OHa pokasblBaeT, cregoBaTesibHO, KOHEYHOE TOXAECTBO

ﬂpW—II/IHHOVI 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU N pa3yMH0171 LI,eJ'leCOOGpa3HOCTI/I...567

Historical time, the line always struggling forward, offers a certain analogy to this

concept, a concept Berdiaev is similarly trying to discredit: in his mind historical time,

or progress, continually moves forward by its own logic, by evolution, and traps man

°% bid., p. 156.
°% Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 158.
°5" Bulgakov, ‘Osnovnye problemy teorii progressa’, in Ot marksizma, p. 519.
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within this movement. Man must, as outlined above, rail against this and try to
overcome it. Berdiaev thus admits the existence of progress-like movement, but also
delimits it. By offering a version of progress (historical time) in which progress is
restricted by the ontological-temporal conditions in which it is located — i.e. by the
fact that historical time does not move into eternity — he also neuters the theory of
progress and subjects it to the overarching importance of the metaphysical and
existential. Historical time — progress — is thereby bounded, awaiting a turn either to

a cosmic or existential end, neither of which are located within it.

Existential time

Existential time constitutes the crux of the philosophy of time Berdiaev
reaches in 1939, and is amongst the most important of his philosophical innovations.
Where cosmic and historical time represented the objectified, determined ontological
conditions of existence, existential time represents the key existential, internal aspect
of Berdiaev’s philosophy: it demonstrates man’s engagement in freedom and his
access to the divine. Existential experience, to which existential time corresponds, is
demonstrative of the deepest qualities of man’s being, as he comments in Opyt
eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki:

ans cy6be|<Ta, KaK cyuiecTtBylollero, ectb pasHoe Bpemd, onpepgensaemoe ero

COCTOAHMEM, €ro HanpaBlE€HHOCTbLIO. Hawe cyuiecTtBoBaHMe norpyxeHo He TOJIbKO B

D,eIZCTBI/ITeJ'IbHOCTb, peanun3oBaBLUYyOCA B cbopmax O6'b6KTHOCTI/I, HO n B

OEeNncTBUTENBbHOCTb noteHunarnbHyH, bonee rny60|<yro N WNPOKYH. 7 NOTOMY TOJIbKO

BO3MOXHO U3MEHEHWUE, TBOPYECTBO U HOBU3HA. ™

Existential time, therefore, corresponds to man’s engagement in potential, where

things are not objectified. In the same way as eternity was, then, existential time is

°%8 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 145.
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also connected to creativity, newness, and change, i.e. existential and transcendent
capacities and qualities. By attributing these same internal elements to existential
time that had been attributed to eternity, the earlier claim that eternity had functioned
to symbolise the internal dimension of time is vindicated. Now, however, this role is
being taken over — or perhaps shared somewhat — by existential time.

The representation of existential time is not quantifiable by any straightforward
spatial metaphor, as it corresponds to the existential condition in which access to the
metaphysical is possible. In this respect existential time is very different to the other
types of time. Indeed, it does not appear to resemble time in any conventional sense:

BpeMFI 9K3NCTEHUMAlbHOE Jy4ylle BCero MoXet ObITb CUMBOJIN3NPOBAHO HE KPYyrom um

He NMHUERN, a TOYKON. DTO KakK pa3 3HA4MT, YTO BPEMS IK3UCTEHLMANbHOE MEHEE BCEro

MOXeT ObITb CUMBOMU3NPOBAHO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO. J3TO BpPEMsS BHYTPEHHee,

HE3KCTEPNOPU3MPOBAHHOE B MPOCTPAHCTBE, HE 00BHEKTMBUPOBAHHOE. DTO BpeMs Mupa

Cy6'beKTl/IBHOCTI/I, a He obObektTuBHOCTM. OHO He cuucnseTcs MaTemMaTuyeckun, He

CnaraeTtca W He pa3naraeTcd. BeckoHEeYHOCTb 3K3UCTEeHLManbHoro BpeMEHN €eCTb

0EeCKOHEYHOCTb Ka4eCTBEHHas!, a He KOJ'IVI‘-IeCTBeHHaS;I.569

With this description Berdiaev tries to distinguish the untarnished, non-exterior
condition of existential time: like Bergson’s durée, it is not subject to mathematical
enumeration, expansion or division, so we can assume that it does not suffer from
the disease of time, the division inherent in the broken past, present, and future
separations. Similarly its ‘infinity’ is qualitative — by which we assume subjective,
existential — rather than the numeric, quantitative infinity that exists in objectified time.
Note, however, that he still chooses the word ‘infinity’ (beskonechnost’) rather than
‘eternity’ (vechnost’) — demonstrating the fact that existential time is still ‘time’ rather

than eternity.

°% Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 157.



276

Despite its difference to cosmic and historical time, Berdiaev establishes that
singular events still take place within existential time, meaning that there exists at
least a sense of temporal sequence within existential time. Although it certainly bears
significant similarity, it is thus distinct from the wholly non-successive temporal
manifold posited by Heidegger in the concept of ‘originary temporality’.>”® Indeed,
Berdiaev argues, choosing to adopt a secondary spatial representation, although
events of existential time occur in the ‘vertical’ plane, they are still projected along
the ‘horizontal’ plane of historical and cosmic time. Events that occur on this vertical
plane can descend or ascend into the horizontal dimension, as is indicated below:

Bce, uTto coBepLllaeTcAaA B 3K3UCTeHumalnbHOM BpeMeHn, coBepllaeTcda Nno JIMHUU

BEPTMKANbHOW, @ HE FOPM3OHTaNbHON. 10 NUHUKN rOPU3OHTANbBHOM 3TO NULIb TOYKa, B

KOTOPOM  MNPOUCXOAWUT  NpopbiB M3  MYOMHbI Ha  NeBepxHOCTb. CobbITuA

3K3UCTEeHUManbHOro BpeMeHn npeactaBndarTcAa NHKen no FOpI/ISOHTaJ'IbHOI7I MITOCKOCTU

BCnencTemne nepeaBmxeHndAa 3TUX TOYEK, CBA3aHHbIX C NpopbiBOM U3 FJ'Iy6MHbI. 370

€CTb 3KCTEPUOPU3NpPpoOBaHME TOro, 4YTO HE NOANEXNT SKCTEepmnopusauumu, 06'beKTVIBaLI,VIFI

HEBbIPA3nmoro B obbekTe. Bcsakui TBOp‘-IeCKI/I17I aKT coBepllaeTca BO BpeMeHU

9K3MCTEHLMArbHOM U MULLL NPOeLpYyeTcst BO BpeMeHU NcToprnyeckom.”

Through this description of an intersection between the vertical (existential) and
horizontal (historical/cosmic — i.e. objectified) planes of time, it becomes evident how
Berdiaev is trying to construct a more coherent temporal framework in which events
occurring in the metaphysical plane are able to penetrate the objectified, empirical
plane. Things that take place in the non-objectified vertical, in the depths, coincide
with the objectified dimensions and are then represented along the plane of the
horizontal, according to the rules of the horizontal. This representation or projection

within the horizontal is the objectification or exteriorisation of the event occurring in

>0 Blattner, Heidegger’s Temporal Idealism, pp. 117, 127.

> bid., p. 158.
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the vertical.

However, this brings up two separate issues which still, at basis, make full
intersection between these dimensions more difficult to conceive. The first of these
consists in the fact that existential time is not eternity, so it remains difficult to
conceive of how the coming of eternity, the true end of time, could take place.
Existential time is rather a temporal channel to eternity, not eternity itself. It is thus
not truly identical with the upper echelons of the metaphysical. The second problem
consists in the fact that even if existential time were truly unadulterated
transcendence, the conditions of obijectification, of the ‘horizontal’, as will be
revealed further, appear so strong that they have the power to warp anything that
passes over from the vertical, rendering it limited. This means that the existential can
only remain existential if it stays in the existential: any passage into the object leads
to fall. The first of these issues will be discussed in the following section, whereas
the second is of much wider significance, concerning practical interrelation between
objectified and non-objectified time through creativity. As this brings creativity to the
forefront, it will be discussed in the later section dealing with the temporalised

problem of creativity.

Existential time and eternity
The most obvious issue surrounding existential time is that, whatever the
epithets Berdiaev attaches to it, it is nevertheless not fully commensurate with

eternity. He is explicit on this point:

HeBepHo 6blro Bbl Cka3aTb, YTO 3K3UCTEHUMANbHOE BPEMS TOXOECTBEHHO BEYHOCTMH,
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HO MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO OHO Npn4acTHO B HEKOTOPbIX MTHOBEHUAX Be‘-IHOCTl/I.572

Instead, then, existential time participates in eternity at certain moments. It is
therefore by the logic of the above not a direct channel for eternity straight into the
temporal. This distinction between existential time and eternity has been missed
previously in some scholarship. Seaver, for example, one of the first wave of
European scholars to deal with Berdiaev after his death, overlooks the difference
when he argues:

There are two ways out of [historical time]: one is when history turns to nature, and is

submerged again in cosmic time. This is the term of naturalism. The other way is when

history passes into the realm of the freedom of the spirit, and is submerged again into

existential time.>"®

The aim of eschatology, as has been made clear, is the submergence in eternity, not
in existential time: the difference is significant, as existential time is a mode of human
existence, a temporal formation of a human ontological condition — it is not an
endpoint in the way eternity constitutes an endpoint. It is a channel through which
‘moments of eternity’ be reached, rather than a destination.

Although it would be inappropriate to labour this point too far, it is thus of note
that Berdiaev wants to separate the concept of existential time from eternity, as, in
this respect, he is actually — if only in this specific scenario — limiting man’s temporal
reach with regard to God’s. Although with his ideas about freedom and creativity
Berdiaev is at risk of putting man almost on a level to God, or at least beyond His
reach, here Berdiaev relegates man’s temporal reach to just moments of eternity
through existential time — God, we assume, just operates in eternity. If man is called

to creatively reform the world, and bring about the eschatological end of time and

2 pid., p. 157
°"3 George Seaver, Nicolas Berdyaev: An introduction to his Thought (London, 1950), p. 113.
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objectification through this, we are left to wonder how far this is possible. Man’s
access to eternity is restricted by the nature of existential time, which only allows
momentary participation: the challenge is thus to maximise contact with eternity

through existential time.

Conclusions: the three forms of time

Berdiaev’s extension of his engagement with time and eternity as external and
internal forms of time is thus achieved through the supposition of cosmic, historical,
and existential times. Representing different ontological modes of existence, these
modes reveal how for Berdiaev existence itself, in all its various facets, is deeply
connected to time. This temporal ‘system’ (although this word should, of course, be
used with trepidation in Berdiaev’s case) creates a structure in which a movement
from time to eternity appears more feasible, albeit momentarily. In this framework we
see how cosmic time is conceived as the lowest of the forms and existential time as
the highest. Between these historical time corresponds to a sort of middle ground:
both cosmic and existential time intersect with the historical line of historical time,
which itself can move towards either the cosmic or existential. Importantly, both
historical and cosmic times are objectified, ‘horizontal’ forms of time, whilst
existential time is non-objectified, ‘vertical’ and internal time. Dualism is thus still very
clearly expressed, indeed, perhaps more clearly expressed, as now due there is a
clearer opposition posited between ‘existentiall and ‘objectified’ forms of time.
Eternity here is still an important concept and it is tied in an (albeit slightly ambiguous)
relation with existential time.

This thesis on the threefold nature of time has in the past been misunderstood.

Seaver, for example, suggests:
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Historical time is an interlude in cosmic time. It has a beginning and will come to an end.
The occasion for its beginning was the Fall of Man; the Fall of Man was in fact the

cause of historical time, and this is why it is still man’s curse and enemy.574

Although he is correct that historical time is the product of the fall, it is overlooked
that cosmic time, too, is ‘objectified time’, and thus is similarly a product of falling.
Historical time is no ‘interlude’ in cosmic time, both were created together at the
cosmogonic moment of obijectification. Rather, they correspond to two different
modes of objectified existence. A degree of parity between historical and cosmic
time needs to be reasserted, as in this way one is able to understand with greater
clarity how this interpretation of the three types of time is a part of a broader time-
eternity distinction.

The notion of existential time is central to Berdiaev’s philosophy of time more
broadly, as it is a better articulated description of what an ‘internal’ time should be.
Eternity, although being described according to various internal and existential
epithets (creative, free etc.) did not elaborate this in such clear terms. The positing of
existential time also brought issues surrounding the practical intersection of internal
and external forms of time to light, as it was described in some detail how moments
of existential time are manifested along the horizontal plane of historical time. This,
however, brings the question of creativity into specific relief, as it emerges that
creativity is the practical means through which this intersection can take place. It will
also be revealed how creativity is, quite paradoxically, also responsible for the

movement of objectified time. This now demands further exploration.

°™ seaver, Nicolas Berdyaev, p. 113.
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The ‘temporalised’ problems: creativity, newness, freedom and evil

After looking in detail at the structure and concepts Berdiaev uses in his
philosophy of time, and then at their development, we can now address the problems
which become ‘temporalised’ in his thought. These are the problems which, whilst
not solely related to time, function to put Berdiaev’'s deeper assumptions about the
nature of time into better focus. The most significant of these is creativity: it has been
touched upon a number of times, and its importance to Berdiaev’'s philosophical
project is manifold. Related to creativity are the problems of newness and freedom,
which similarly take on temporal significance. The question of the relationship
between evil and time also appears, but is of lesser importance. These questions
together show most clearly the paradox of time that has so far been indicated in
Berdiaev’s philosophy, but not explored further. They reveal a contradictory scenario
in which on the one hand mankind’s activity, through creative activity and the use of
freedom, continually creates the flow of objectified time, whilst on the other hand
they paradoxically describe how objectification and objectified time also determine
the result of this activity, making it correspond to the flow of objectified time.

As already mentioned, it is of interest to the wider scope of this thesis that the
above ‘temporalised’ problems are almost identical to the problems which Bulgakov
‘historicised’. However, whilst creativity for Berdiaev is central, for Bulgakov the
theme of evil is more central to the determinist aspects if his thought, as his
dominant notion, namely that:

575
Mup He MOXeT BOBCE He yaaTbCs...

implies that evil, which runs counter to the meaning of the world, cannot win. To the

contrary, Berdiaev, as an anti-determinist, will entertain conditions in which the world

°" Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 180.
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can fail, in which evil can triumph. A bias towards different problems, and different

organisations of the same problems, is thus evident.

Creativity and time

Overview

Creativity sits right at the centre of Berdiaev’s thought and is one of the most
distinctive themes of his philosophy. Contemporaries and scholars have often
highlighted the importance of this theme in Berdiaev. For example, Rozanov wrote of
the ‘heroic character’ of all Berdiaev's works, which ‘call to creativity’,>"® and, much

more recently, Bonetskaia has also stressed the importance of creativity to his

thought:
[Ons Bepasesa] Vines meopuecmesa B Kpyry uaeit ofHa us BaxHeiwnx.>’’

Creativity is a particularly rich element of Berdiaev’s thinking, and it influences his
philosophy of time in a number of respects.

The temporal dimensions of creativity stem first from the wider significance he
attaches to creativity at a philosophical and theological level. Berdiaev holds that
when God made man, He created man from nothing. However, in order to make man
in His image, God invested in man the same capacity to create from nothing:

TBOp‘-IeCTBO Xe eCTb npopbiB U3 HUYero, n3 He6bITI/IF|, n3 CBO60LI,bI B ObITME U” MUp.

TanHa TBOpYecTBa packpbiBaeTcs B OUOMENCKO-XPUCTUAHCKOM MUdE O TBOPEHUMU

mupa borom. Bbor cotBopun Mup 13 Hudero, T.e. cBobogHO u 13 cBobogpl. [...] U

YernoBeK, COTBOPEHHbI TBOPLOM U No ero obpasy u nofobuio, ecTe Takke TBOpeL, U

376 Rozanov, ‘Novaia religiozno-filosofskaia kontseptsiia’, p. 268.

TN, K. Bonetskaia, ‘Apofeoz tvorchestva (N. Berdiaev i F. Nitsshe)’, p. 98.
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npu3BaH K TBOPYECTBY.”

God now awaits creativity from man. Free creativity is perceived to be man’s
fulfilment of God’s desire, even His ‘will’:
CBoboaHOe TBOPYECTBO €CThb OTBET TBApPM Ha BENWKMIA NpuU3biB TBOpLUA. M TBOpYeCcKui

noaBur 4yernoBeka eCTb MUCMOMHEHME COKPOBEHHOW Bonu TBopua, KOTopbin n TpebyeT

cBOGOAHOrO TBOpYEcKoro akTa.>’?

This is not, however, to say that man must create in the way that God desired, as the
basis of creativity is uncreated freedom, independent from God. Nevertheless,
creativity takes on a very broad significance in the construction of Berdiaev's

philosophical project as a whole.

Differences with Bulgakov on time-creativity

Given the role of creativity in Bulgakov’s thought on history, there is also a
significant point of crossover between Berdiaev and Bulgakov on the question of
creativity and time/history. Indeed Berdiaev, perhaps not without bitterness, notes:

C. bynrakoB B cBoer kHure “CBeT HeBeYepHW” npusHan [eMOHUYECKUH,

YenoBekobOXeCKMIN xapakTep MOewn MbICIu O TBOpHeCTBe.SSO

Berdiaev’'s emphasis on the great importance and also independence of human
creativity led Bulgakov, along with other Christian commentators, to feel that
Berdiaev had promoted blasphemous thinking. Although both thinkers accept the
real significance of creativity, and similarly the decisive role of creativity to the
movement of history and time, in their separate conceptions of creativity the

opposition between an existentialist ‘temporaliser’ and a more determinist

°® Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 117.

9 bid., pp. 44-45.
%% Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 246.



284

‘historiciser’ is distinct. In this opposition Bulgakov, the more determinist thinker,
focuses on reining in creativity and Berdiaev, the existentialist, concentrates on
exalting it.

Bulgakov, it will be remembered, suggests that creativity is like a plan placed
within man by God, a goal which man pursues in time:

To, yTo TBapb CO3HaeT B cebe kak 3agadyy TBOpYecTBa, BJIOXXEHO B Hee Borowm,

apyrmMmm  cnoBamun, 3agada 3Ta npeaBeyvyHo pa3pelwleHa, HO OHa AOJnKHa ObITb

paspelleHa Bo BpemeHu.”®!

This grows into the idea that God gives an historical plan to man which he fulfils
through creativity, that is to say, creativity functions as a means for establishing a
determined passage of events in history which man follows through his creative
activity. Creativity is thus invested with no real independence: it is only a means for a
preformed plan to be accomplished. Berdiaev, however, holds to the contrary that
creativity is much more important. In his understanding, it is connected with freedom.
Although the creative capacity is given by God, creative activity is, as well as being
free from determination by the material world, also free from God:
A npu3Haean, 4YTo TBOpYeCKMe Aapbl OaHbl YENOBEKY BOFOM, HO B TBOpPYeCKUE aKTbl

yenoBeka npuxoguTt JdJNieMeHT cBoboabl, He /J,eTepMI/IHMpOBaHHbIVI HA MUPOM, HU

Borom.

Creativity is therefore a fundamentally anti-deterministic element in Berdiaev's
philosophy. This question of creativity thus expresses in clear form some of the

differences between these two philosophers.

In Berdiaev’s thought key ideas are developed regarding time and creativity in

581

cor Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 180.

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, pp. 247-48.
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O naznachenii cheloveka (1931), and significant ideas are also introduced in Opyt
eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (1947) regarding the question of newness in time. A
chronological shift is evident as the latter work also takes into account Berdiaev’s
new ideas regarding the three types of time posited in 1939. Samopoznanie (1947),
as it has been thus far, will also be a continued point of reference. A degree of
relative chronological development is thus evident, but, as ever with Berdiaev, it is a

little opaque.

Objectified time and its relation to creativity

Moving on to the specific problem, the key question that needs to be explored
concerns the relationship between objectified time — external time — and creativity. It
is significant that in Berdiaev’s estimation creativity is a key internal capacity: it is not
connected to objectified time, or to the condition of the impending, determined future:

,D,J'Iﬂ CBO60/J,HOFO TBOPYECKOro akta He cyulectByeT OeTepMUHUPOBAHOro 6yp,yu.|,ero 7]

HeT poka. B MrHoBeHue, korga cosepluaeTcs cBOOOAHbLIN TBOPYECKUI aKT, HET MbICIM O

Oyaywiem, HeT MbICNM O HEOTBPaTMMOW CMepTW, O rpsayLled MyKe, ecTb BbIXon U3

BPEMEHN U U3 BCAKOW le,eTeplvleau,l/u/l.583
Creativity is therefore closely aligned to the internal, existential world and to non-
objectified, internal time:

TBOp‘-IeCTBO OBWXETCH He MO MIOCKOCTU B GECKOHEYHOM BpemMeHu, a no BOCXOasLLEN

BBEpPX NIMHUK, K Bel-IHOCTl/I.584
Although creativity belongs to the internal world, it will at some point have to engage
with the external, objectified world. Analysis will proceed by first discussing how

creativity is, through this engagement, described as responsible for creating the flow

°%3 Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 133.

** bid., p. 134.
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of objectified time. This requires a detailed examination of the process of the creative
act in itself. Differences to Bulgakov will be noted as they arise, as they are

meaningful.

The creative process: nothing to something
Creativity begins, Berdiaev informs us, with man’s reaching into the original,

‘meonic’ freedom, into nothingness, and bringing forth something:
Teopuecmeo ecmb repexod HebbIMusi 8 bimue Yyepe3 akm ceo600bl. %
All creativity, Berdiaev therefore argues, is by its very nature creativity from nothing:

TBOpPYECTBO NO CaMOMY CYLLECTBY €CTb TBOPYECTBO U3 HMYero. H14TO cTano Tem-To,

HeGbITMe cTano GbiTuem.”®

Importantly, in any creative plan or conception man’s undetermined, original freedom
comes into play:
Bo Bcsakom TBOpPYECKOM 3aMbliClie eCTb 3JIEMEHT FIepBVIHHOVI CB060,CI,bI yerioBeka, Hu4em

He [OeTepMuHMpoBaHHOW, 6e3goHHOM, cBoboabl He oT bora ugywewn, a k Bory

naywen.>®’
Therefore, although it is implied that this freedom is ‘moving towards God’, the
assertion that the creative idea or design does not come just from God is more
important: it means mankind’s creativity is not directed by God.

This establishes a clear difference to Bulgakov: Bulgakov suggested that
divine creativity was from nothing, but human creativity was from the divine basis,

from the divine something:

TBapHOEe TBOPYECTBO, KOTOPOE SIBMSIETCS akTyaslbHbIM BblpaXKeHnem TBapHoi ceobopbl,

°% Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 45.

% bid., p. 117.
587 .
Ibid., p. 118.
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€CTb He meopyecmeo U3 HU4Ye20, HO Mmeop4yecmeo 8 HU4YMo u3 b60XecmeeHHO20

4mo.>*

Berdiaev is clear: a root element of creative activity is man’s access to nothingness,
that which is free from everything, even God. Bulgakov is equally clear: man,
although creating ‘into nothingness’ does this from divine substance: man does not

create from nothing in the way Berdiaev suggests.

The created product: newness

The root of creativity lies in nothing. The product, however, is something.
Indeed, creativity is an activity that is inherently goal-orientated: it brings forth a
creative product. In Berdiaev’'s conception, the defining characteristic of things that
have been created is the fact that they did not exist beforehand. This means that in
the creative process something wholly new, something that never existed within the
world, is brought forth:

TBOp‘-IeCTBO €CTb BcCerga npupocr, np|/|6aBneH|/|e, co3gaHne HOBOro, HeObIBLUErO B

mupe.>®

Newness, therefore, is the fundamental characteristic of things that are the product
of creativity.

Conversely, Bulgakov argued that such newness from human creativity was
not possible:

Yeroseyeckoe TBOPYECTBO He COOEPXWT MO3TOMY B cebe HMYero memaghusudecku

HO8020, OHO Iuulb BOCMPOU3IBOAMUT M BOCCO3OaeT U3 UMEKLWUXCA, CO30aHHbIX YyXe

anemenTos...””

588
589
590

Bulgakov, Svet nevechernii, p. 180.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 117.
Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 114.
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A difference between the two therefore persists: Berdiaev recognised man’s ability to

create newness, Bulgakov did not.

The creative motion: newness-change-time

The emergence of newness creates change: there is now a new situation in
which something has come to exist through the creative process. This suggestion
that creativity creates change is crucial, as it is from here that change becomes
responsible for ‘movement’, and, by means of this, for objectified time, as Berdiaev
comments in la i mir ob"ektov (1934):

B D,eVICTBMTeﬂbHOCTM HE N3MEHEeHNe eCTb NPOAYKT BpEMEHU, a BpeMdA eCTb NPOoAYKT

N3MEeHEeHUA. BpeMﬂ €CTb NOTOMY, YTO aKTUBHOCTb, TBOPYECTBO, Nepexoa ot HeObITUS K

ObITUIO, HO 3Ta aKTUBHOCTb W TBOpPYEeCTBO pa3opBaHHble, He LeNlIoCTHble, He B

BeuyHocTn.>*

The assertion, then, that creativity creates objectified time because it creates
movement and change is central. In the above formulation the result — time — is
broken, because the creative activity which is responsible for it is itself somehow
broken. Therefore creativity creates objectified time, not existential or internal time.

The idea that creativity gives birth to objectified time is repeated once it has
been made. In Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, the formula is reasserted in an
alternative wording. Here it is argued that newness and coterminous ‘movement’ are
responsible for the existence of objectified time:

Ho Bpems He ecTb chopma, B KOTOPYIO BKIadblBaeTCs MUPOBOW MPOLIECC U KOTopas U

coobuiaet MUPYy OBUXEHNE. BpeMﬂ €CTb NOTOMY, 4YTO €CTb ABWXEHNE n HOBI/I3Ha.592

This recalls the Absolutism-Relativism debate discussed in the introduction to this

%1 Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 283.

2 bid., p. 144.
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thesis: according to the above, then, Berdiaev would fall in the relativistic camp —
time is not absolute, but is instead dependent on events and change. The solution,
then, that objectified time is the result of creativity is advanced quite explicitly: it is
posited as contingent upon newness, change, and motion, the results of creativity.
Without creativity, without change or movement there would be no objectified time.

Strikingly, Bulgakov comes to the same broader conclusion about the time-
creativity relation, albeit by the almost opposite philosophical chain of argument. He
argues:

BoamoXHOCTb ncTopun, MUCTOPUYECKUX npoueccos, a B TOM 4ucne X03ancTBa (l/l

3HaHMS), OCHOBaHa Ha 3TOW CMOCOBHOCTM K HOBOMY TBOPYECTBY, mayllemy Aarnblue

NPOCTOro BocnpousseneHna nnn noBTopeHna CTapOFO...593

According to both philosophers, then, objectified time, or time-as-history for Bulgakov,
are only possible due to creative activity and its resultant newness. Difference only
arises, as has already been suggested, due to their differing perceptions of how this

creative activity takes place.

Activity or being

It is relevant to note here that creative ‘activity’ is now being used to connect
time and man in the same way as ‘being’ was used to connect them earlier. With the
different ‘types’ of time, Berdiaev had argued that time was dependent on the mode
of being the person was engaged with. Creativity, though, is activity: it requires
man’s activity. In this way it is something different to being. However, having said
this, time appears no less dependent on activity here than it did on being earlier.

Berdiaev is therefore further complicating his description of the relationship between

°% Bulgakov, Filosofiia khoziaistva, p. 93.
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man and time. As well as bearing some innate ontological connection to man’s mode
of being, it also has a more active connection in which man’s activity, the way he
directs his creative energy, determines time. This, perhaps, reflects more broadly on
Berdiaev’s understanding of man’s various modes of being — they are the result, one
way or another, of some effort or activity on the part of man. This would suggest that
man lives in the historical, cosmic, or existential domain as a result of the orientation

and use of his creative freedom.

Despite beginning outside objectified time, then, creativity is, according to the
above, responsible for establishing the movement of objectified time. Although
Berdiaev does not explicitly word it this way himself, in our analysis it is clear that
this is so. Creativity is thus simultaneously connected very closely to both external

and internal forms of time.

The other side of the paradox: the independent role of objectified time

As well as suggesting that the source of objectified time is in creativity, an
alternative idea also emerges. This suggests that the force of objectification and
objectified time demands that creativity corresponds to its laws. In this way creativity
would not be responsible for the movement of time, but, rather, creativity would have
to obey the laws of objectified time, meaning that time would appear to be flowing
and working independently of creative activity.

As Berdiaev notes, despite its eschatological horizon (dealt with later), the
creative act cannot just remain as an idea, it must incarnate something and thereby

take on form:
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Beskun TBOPYECKMI akxT, MOparnbHbIN, coumanbHbIn, XYOO0XXECTBEHHbIN,
no3HaBaTeNbHbI €CTb aKT HACTYMIIEHUS KOHLA Mupa, B3feT B WHOW, HOBbIA MnaH
CylLeCcTBOBaHMA. Ho TBOpSAWMN OOMMKeH Bonnowartb Ans mMupa 1 Ans niogen cesouv
0bpa3sbl MHOro, CBOW 3KCTa3s, CBOW OrOHb, CBOW TPAHCLEH3YC, CBOE NPMObLLEHNE K MHOW

XU3HU. U OH NPpUHYXXOEH 3TO AenaTtb No 3akoOHaM 3TOoro MMpa.594

When incarnating his ideas, then, the creator must correspond, work according to
the laws of the external world, which include the laws of objectified time. Rather than
creative activity establishing the flow of objectified time, then, it now appears that
objectification, existing independently from the internal, creative domain, opposes
and determines the results of creative activity. It therefore appears that as soon as
the internal ‘ecstasy’, ‘flame’, or ‘transcendence’ touches the external domain they
are immediately forced into line with the rules of the external. The laws of the
external world appear insurmountable, and the sense of a particularly impassable

dualism ensues.

The fallen nature of the creative act

A central tenet of Berdiaev’s thought about creativity thus consists in his belief
that all the products of creativity are fallen. By this he means that the end result of
creativity never delivers the creative ‘flight’ or transcendence present in the original
creative intention. This takes on specific temporal consequences: although the
creative act takes place (or perhaps begins) outside time, creative products appear
within time. Creative activity in the final analysis thus fails to transcend time:

TBOpYECKUIA aKT NPOUCXOAMT BHE BpeMeHu. Bo BpemMeHu nuiib NnpoayKTbl TBOPYECTBA,

Wb 06bekTUBM3aLMs. [PoAYKTHI TBOPYECTBA He MOTYT YAOBNETBOPSTL TBOPLUA.

% Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, pp. 163-64.

*% |bid., p. 258.
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Fall occurs due to the necessity for the creator to deal with the objectified world. The
products of creative acts consequently appear in time: rather than creating the
movement of time, they instead are described as falling into it and, it is implied, as
obeying its rules. Even more significantly, this interaction is described in terms of the
‘resistance’ creativity meets from objectification:
lMepBMYHLIN TBOPYECKUI aKT eCTb B3feT BBEPX, K MHOMY Mupy. Ho OH BcTpevaet
3aTtpygHeHue, conpotuBlieHne B Martepun 3TOro Mupa, B ee 6eC(*)OpMﬂeHHOCTVI,

MacCUBHOCTU, TSXKECTU, B AYPHOW OECKOHEYHOCTW, OKpyXalLlen CO BCEeX CTOPOH

TBOpUA.>

It should be noted that the notion of ‘bad infinity’ (originally a Hegelian idea) is in fact
here also a description of objectified time. The notion that ‘resistance’ and ‘difficulty’
is met upon contact with the objectified world is particularly pertinent: it suggests that
objectification, and objectified time as a part of objectification, are working against
the internal flight of the creative impulse. Therefore creative products must ‘settle in
(objectified) time’, despite the original inspiration of the creative impulse:

npo,D.YKTbI TBOpPYECKOro akta ocegarT BO BpeMEeHMW. Ho cam TBOp‘-IeCKVIIZ aKT,

TBOp‘-IGCKI/II?] B3neT r|p|/|o6u.|,aeTC$1 K Be‘-IHOCTl/I.597

The results of creative acts, this suggests, will therefore correspond to the objectified
time in which they settle.

It is a further point of note that in Berdiaev’'s thinking contact with the
objectified dimension cannot be avoided: as creativity is orientated towards the world,
as it is triggered by a desire to change the world, it cannot just remain in the internal
and satisfy itself there. It needs to issue outwards, the creator demands departure

from himself:

% pid., p. 160.
%9 Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 134.
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Ho BO Bcsikom cny4vyae TBOpFILLI,VIVI He MoXeT ocTatbcs B cebe, OH OOIMKEH BbINTU U3
cebs. JToT BbIXO4 OObIMHO Ha3bIBAOT  BOMJIOLLEHUEM, KOTOpOMY npwuaarT

00BbEKTMBHBIV XapakTep no npevuvlyu.|,eCTBy.598

This issuing out of itself, this embodiment of the creative impulse is, however, the
moment of failure. From a Hegelian perspective, Berdiaev accepts both sides of an
opposition — objectified and internal — but is not willing to allow their sublimation and
resolution. The objectified world is thus always encountered when a creative act
takes place:

TBOpYecknii akT 4ernoBeka HyxgaeTcs B MaTepun, OH He MoxeT obontucb 6es

MVPOBO peanbHOCTM, OH COBepllaeTcs He B NycToTe, He B 6e3B03ayLLUHOM

npoctpaHctae.”*

Creative activity cannot entirely work on the ‘from nothing’ principle, as it cannot exist
without the reality of the material world. Curiously, then, it is creativity’s need to
incarnate itself in an object, to create something, that proves to be the cause of its
downfall. Here, perhaps, Bulgakov would be able to suggest a Christological solution
to the problem which Berdiaev does not reach: Bulgakov would suggest that Christ
had demonstrated the perfectibility of matter, the assuaging of its previous sinful
condition, making possible its transfiguration into something holding divine value.
This would offer a way out, making the possibility of a perfect creative product real,
but Berdiaev does not describe it as an option.

From this second perspective, then, objectified time conditions the results of
the creative act, rather than simply existing as a consequence of them. This presents
a similarity to the Absolutist position in the Absolute-Relative debate: objectified time

appears dominant, untouched by events but instead forcing events to correspond to
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its inexorable flow. There is thus a clear, well formulated paradox: how can
objectified time be the product of creative activity whilst at the same time being
responsible for determining the product of this activity? Expressed in terms of the
broader paradox we have been exploring prior to this section, the question of
creativity demonstrates how external time is on the one hand secondary to internal
time, it is at once a product of this internal time and flows from it, but, on the other
hand, is paradoxically completely opposed to this internal time, and is described in
strong enough terms to be able to condition this internal time and subject it to its

laws.

The eschatological character of creativity

The question of the eschatological character of creative activity can now be
discussed, as it throws further light on the complex relationship between time and
creativity. Creativity, itself initially linked to internal time, has a paradoxical
connection to objectified time: this has been established. However, according to its
eschatological character, creativity is also portrayed as aiming beyond objectified
time — it is presented as potentially transcendent to it, a channel into non-objectified
time. It is therefore connected to the end and the final passage to the higher
dimension. Berdiaev is quite explicit on this point:

7 TBOpPYECTBO HECET B cebe acxatonornyeckuin anemeHT. OHO ecTb KOHel, 3TOro Mupa,

Hayarno Hosoro mupa.®®
Through creativity Berdiaev invests great responsibility in man: he is to create — and

thereby end — the world alongside God. Calian thus notes accurately the significance

of eschatology to Berdiaev’s thought on creativity:

%% Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 154.
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The creative act points to an eschatological context, to an End dimension not yet

realised, where it will be successfully completed and realised. Hence the significance of

eschatology to Berdyaev’s notion of creativity.®*

The possibility, however, of this ‘successfully completed’ creative act is, as
discussion has brought to light, quite problematic — perhaps impossible.

Creative acts are eschatological because they are directed towards the end,
which entails escape from objectification. They aim beyond specifically objectified
time where the constant pressure of the future causes fear and harm:

M Bot 3afadvya 3TUKM TBOpYeCTBa 3aKnk4yaeTcA B TOM, YTOObI NepcneKkTnBy Xu3HU

caenaTb He3aBUCUMOW OT POKOBOIO Xo4a BpemeHu, oT Byayuiero, KOTopoe Bbi3biBaeT B

Hac yXac U My4uT Hac. TBOp‘-IeCKMVI aKT €CTb BbIXO4 N3 BpeMEHW, OH COoBepLUaeTCAa B

uapcTee cBo6opl, a He B LLapcTBe HeobxoanmocTu.

Creativity is thus geared towards escaping the rule of this time, and will be
completed in freedom where time does not rule. This, therefore, is the key
eschatological horizon of creativity: it is aimed outside objectified time.

Looking at the first aspect of the paradox discussed above, the question
arises as to how creativity on the one hand seems to create objectified time and on
the other is directed outside it. If time — in whatever form — is the product of creativity,
then in trying to escape time, is creativity not attempting to escape its own products?
It could be suggested that the creative eschatological impetus is driven towards
escaping the conditions in which creativity is fallen, escaping the conditions in which
creative activity continues to create time. However, this does not remove the
situation in which creative activity is in conflict with its own product: although it tries

to escape objectified time, it continues to create this same time. If we consider the

%91 Calian, Berdyaev’s Philosophy of Hope, p. 64.

%92 pid., p. 133.
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second half of the paradox, the solution would also be similarly problematic: if
objectified time were totally independent from internal time and internal creativity,
then what hope would there be for a creative eschatological overcoming of
objectified time, if such objectified time always changes the products of creativity,
and makes them objectified? Moreover, what need would there even be to overcome
such time if it were independent?

Berdiaev perhaps understands this, and often discusses the ‘dual nature’ of
time:

M BOT nepea Hamu packpbiBaeTcs ABOWCTBEHHas npupona BpeMeHwn. Bpemsi ectb un

WCTOYHWMK HagexAabl, U UCTOYHUK yxaca n Myku. ObasiHne Gyayliero CBA3aHO C Tem,

4TO ByAyLLEee MOXKET BbiTh U3MEHEHO M B KAKOW-TO CTeneHmn 3aBncuT ot Hac.’”

Although we continue to hope that we can change the future (presumably through
creativity), the existence of the future in itself is what needs to be changed. The only
exit from this strange condition appears to be the complete avoidance of the
objectified realm of time. If time were removed, if creativity did not have to engage in
objectified time then perhaps it is conceivable that some existence outside time in
the metaphysical dimension would be possible:

N ecnn Gbl BCS XM3Hb YenoBeyeckas Morna npeBpaTuTbCHA B CMOWHOW TBOPYECKUN

aKT, To BpemMeHu Gorblue He 6yaeT, He 6yaeT u GyayLiero, kak yacTv Bpemenu.’®

However, Berdiaev does not suggest that he wants to disregard the objectified world
entirely: he does not overlook the fact that man has an empirical life or the fact that
creativity has a product, not just a direction. Solution does not therefore lie in the
veneration of pure potential, however attractive Berdiaev may sometimes find this

idea.

%93 Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 132.

% pid., p. 133.
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The impetus for eschatological creativity

There is also the question of the specific impetus for eschatologically-
orientated creativity, as this complicates the relationship between internal creativity
and the external world further. Here a distinction needs to be drawn between
impetus and source: impetus describes the trigger for a given creative action
whereas source relates to the basis which makes creativity possible, and where the
creative capacity issues from. Although we know that the source of creativity is
internal, it has not yet been made sufficiently clear what it is that specifically triggers
a creative action. One would assume that since creativity’s source is internal, and
since creativity is at first a free, internal desire, its impetus would also be somehow
internal. However, Berdiaev actually grounds the eschatological impetus of creative
activity back in the external dimension. He holds that the fulfilment of the
eschatological aim does not consist in immediate transcendence of the world, but
rather the world’s transfiguration:

A xe ncnosenyro aKTVIBHO-TBOp‘-IeCKVIIZ 9CXaToJsiorm3m, KOTOprVI npu3biBaeT K

npeoGpaxeHnuto mupa.®*®

Man is dissatisfied with the world and therefore desires to change it. The impetus for
creative eschatology thus lies in a negative reflection on the objectified world. Man
sees the condition of the world and desires its end:

TBOp'-—leCTBO B CBOEM MNepBOUCTOYHUKE CBA3AHO C HeOOoBOJIbCTBOM 3TUM MUPOM, OHO

€CTb KOHel 3TOro Mmpa, Xxo4eT KoHLa 3Toro Mmmpa B CBoeM nepBoHavasribHOM NopbiBe U

€CTb Ha4asno NHOro mupa. |-|03TOMy TBOpPYeCTBO (3CX8TOJ'IOFI/I‘-IHO.606

A key element of the eschatological character of creativity therefore is a special

human engagement with the world. This desire to change the external world,

605

o Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 338.

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 162.
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however, always seems to lead to the downfall of the creative impulse: as soon as it
is subjected to the conditions of objectification, fall inexorably ensues. This
demonstrates, in a circular way, how creative eschatology is intertwined with the
external world in both its product and impetus: the impetus of the creative act derives
from a response to the creative product, which then leads to the creation of another,
similar product, which leads to the same reaction, and so the process seems to go

on ad infinitum.

Eschatological creativity as unstable

One of the even more opaque, but nonetheless interesting, comments that
Berdiaev makes concerns his understanding of the connection between the
instability of being and creativity:

[na dwunocodun TBOpPYECTBA OCHOBHLIM SBMSETCH CO3HAHWE, 4YTO YerioBeK He

HaxoanTCcsl B 3aKOHYEHHOW U CT36I/IJ'II/I3I/IpOBaHHOIZ cucteme 6bITUS, U TONbKO noTomy

BO3MOXEH N NOHATEH TBOp‘-IeCKVIIZ aKT qenoseKa.em

The world condition, as Berdiaev understands it, is not stabilised, and it is this lack of
stability that makes the creative act both cognisable and possible. This immediately
suggests the importance of the notion of temporality as crisis: for Berdiaev, the
unstable, or, perhaps, ‘crisis’ state of the world and time is what makes the
‘philosophy of creativity’ — i.e. a defining aspect of his broader philosophy —
understandable. What is particularly noticeable is how he does not offer any
discussion of what a transfigured, or completed, resolved or ‘stabilised’ world might
look like: crisis and instability, therefore, penetrate deep into his worldview, and,

despite his focus on eschatology, he does not prophesy an end of this condition.

%97 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 152.
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Does objectified time overcome creativity?

A broader question emerges: is Berdiaev’s philosophy of creativity, by merit of
the power attributed to objectified time and the objectified world, fundamentally
pessimistic? Should we, rather than talking of Calian’s ‘Philosophy of Hope’, instead
be discussing the opposite? There is much that could be put forward to support this
idea, although it is misleading when taken too far: to do so would detract from the
point that his philosophy is dualistic and paradoxical — neither side appears to
overcome the other. However, there is still an element of pessimism related to
creativity: Berdiaev describes a situation in which the conditions of the objectified
world, amongst them time, bring down creativity and doom it to failure. He therefore
identifies the continual failures of creative activity, due to the fact that it never
succeeds in realising its intention:

TBOp‘-IeCKVIVI aKT B CBOeu ﬂepBOHa‘-IaJ'IbHOVI YNCTOTE HanpasBJieH Ha HOBYH XU3Hb,

HoBoe ObiTne, HoBOe HeBO 1 HOBYO 3eMrto, Ha npeobpaxeHue mupa. Ho B ycnosusx

nagwero Mmupa OH oTdXerneBaeT, NpUTArmBaeTca BHU3, NOAYNHAETCA H606XO,D,VIMOMy

3aKka3y, OH CO03[4aeT He HOBYK XM3Hb, a KynbTypHble NpOAyKTbl Gonblliero unu

MeHbLUero COBepLIJeHCTBa.608

Looking at the relationship between time and creativity, what does this say about the
possibility of escape from objectified time? As we know, the creative product is
temporal, not eternal: the result is not transcendence. Although it is not a total failure,
as products are produced, something does issue from the creative flight — one could
speculate that the total, abject failure of creative activity would be the failure to
produce anything whatsoever — however, these are only pale reflections of the
original creative flame. This situation makes the conceptualisation of a successful

eschatological end distinctly problematic.

%8 pid., p. 248.
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Berdiaev is not unaware of the problem, although in the main only disregards
such criticism:

Ho xoTtenocb Obl npegoTBpaTnUTb JIOXKHOE NOHUMaHue MOEeN MbICNN. S COBCEM He

oTpuuak CMbICIiia nNpoAyKTOB TBOpYeCTBa B 3TOM MUpPE. 3710 ecTb nyTb 4erioBEKa,

YyenoBeKk AOJNKeH I'IpOVITI/I 4yepeld TBOPYECTBO KyIbTypbl U UMBUNTU3ALNN. Ho ato ecTb

TBOpPYEeCTBO CUMBOJIMYECKOE, Aawullee -nuillb 3HaKW pearibHOoro npeoﬁpameHMﬂ.

Peanuctuyeckoe tBOpYEeCTBO ObINO OblI NpeobpaxeHnem Mmpa, KOHLOM 3TOro mupa,

BO3HMKHOBEHMEM HOBOro Heba 1 HOBOW 3eMJ'Il/I.609

Instead, however, he falls back on a symbolist aesthetic, claiming that we see only
‘'signs’ of real transfiguration, thereby demonstrating that he remains a Silver Age
thinker, in this sense, to the end. Indeed, he also remains caught up in the
consequences of the paradox that seems to encroach into all areas of his work. He
is at a halfway house, as it were, admitting the partial intersection of the domains of
time and eternity — there are ‘signs’ of the latter existing in the former — but is unable

to describe how the full transfer from one to the other can successfully take place.

Tragedy

The time-creativity-objectification relation is thus valuable in that it describes
the possibility of eternity and internal time interacting with objectified time. Berdiaev
understands the difficulties that arise from his philosophy, and, therefore, when
discussing the relationship between objectified time, eternity and creativity he is
inclined to use the term ‘tragedy’ to describe their interrelation. He argues:

Bce npoaykTbl TBOpYecTBa MOryT ObiTb BPEMEHHblI W TIIE€HHbI, HO CaM TBOPYECKWUM

OrOHb €CTb OFOHb BEYHOCTU, B KOTOPOM AOIMKHO Gbinio Gbl cropeTb Bce BpeMeHHoe. B

9TOM Tpareamda TBop4ecTBa. OH x04eT BEYHOCTU U BEYHOro, a cosgaeT BpeMeHHOoe,

%9 bid., pp. 248-49.
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co3aaeT KynbTypy BO BpeMeHu, B uctopum.®™

However, he still admits that the attempt to reach the eternal fails: despite desiring
the eternal, creativity creates only the temporal. This represents the fall of the
original creative movement into the objective world. It is hard to see exactly how
Berdiaev expects to move beyond this problem that, in terms of its aim of
transcending objectified time, creativity is set a seemingly Sisyphean task: despite
continuing labour, it does not really achieve anything.

The reference to ‘signs’ of the eternal is not the only such instance of this type
of thinking, and elsewhere, for example, he writes about the glimmering of the
noumenon in the phenomenon:

TBOpPYECTBO HyMEHanbHO MO CBOEMY MEPBOUCTOYHMKY, HO OHO OOHapyxmBaeT cebs B

mMupe peHomeHanbHOM. [poayKT TBOpYECTBa NPUHAONEXUT K (PEHOMEHAM, HO B HUX

NPOCBEUMBAET U HYMEHaNbHOE, B HUX eCTb BeyHoe.*™

However, this should be contrasted with the more frequent reflections he makes on
the tragic failures of creative activity, on the conspicuous lack of full realisation.
Consider, for example:

TBopquKoe ropeHune, TBOp‘-IeCKVIVI B3NeT BCerga HanpaslieHbl Ha co3gaHune HOBOW

XW3HW, HOBOrO ObITUS, HO B pe3ynbTate nony4akTCd oOXnaXaeHHble NpPpOAYKTbI

KyTbTYpbl, KyNbTYpHbIE LIEHHOCTM, KHUMM, KapTUHBI, yupexaeHs, nobpele gena.®'

TBOpYECKMA aKT ycTpemneH K OeckoHeyHoMy, dopMa Xe TBOPYECKOro MpoayKTa

Bcerga koHueHa.®®

Ho A uaHayanbHO cosHan rnyGokyl Tpareauio YerioBe4eckoro TBOPYEeCTBa M ero

POKOBYIO HeyQa4dy B yCroBUAX Mlllpa.614

®19 Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, pp. 124-35.

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 164.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 119.
Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 161.
Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 248.
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These quotations, taken from across the three texts we have been looking at, are
sufficiently expressive to demonstrate that Berdiaev primarily sees the tragedy of
creativity in the object world. Given what has been highlighted by the discussion of
the relationship between internal and external time in their connection through
creativity, this is to be expected: the paradox Berdiaev describes thus appears

unsolvable.

Preliminary conclusions: creativity and time

Exploration of the issue of creativity therefore clarifies further some of the
general issues that surround the question of time in Berdiaev’'s work. In particular it
highlights with greater accuracy the paradox that exists in the interrelation between
non-objectified, internal time and objectified, external time: it demonstrates that a
connection between the two exists, but, in view of their strong opposition can only be
conceived paradoxically. Both are described in terms of their potential to surmount
the other: the flow of internal time, through creativity, in one instance seems to
create the somehow corresponding flow of external time, and in another this external
flow of time appears to condition the product of this creative process. The elucidating
role of creativity here is similar to the role it played in Bulgakov's thought, as, by
looking at the problem of creativity and history in the latter’'s philosophy, the
multifaceted nature of the determinist assumptions he held became more evident.
Clearly, for both thinkers, creativity plays an important role in the structuring of
thought about time.

In terms of the broader goals of Berdiaev’s thinking, this paradox brings with it
certain difficulties. By describing the failure of the creative act, he points towards the

apparent impossibility of both the full movement of non-objectified time into
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objectified time (the opening stage of the creative process) and also the apparent
impossibility of the full contrary movement (the eschatological horizon of creativity).
All he describes is the potential for ‘signs’ or indications — that is, imperfect
reflections. The fleeting moment of connection between internal and external does
not provide a satisfactory result either way. Although Berdiaev might, in line with his
broader ideas surrounding the importance of the ‘moment’, argue that in this context
man should seek to ‘exit into the moment’ and depart this way, this does not seem to
be a tangible alternative due to the impossibility of full crossover. As creativity is so
central to his philosophy, it begins to appear that man is trapped within Berdiaev’s
paradox: if creativity does not open a way out of objectified time, how is man to

escape?

Freedom and time

The next of the problems related to time that will be considered is that of
freedom. Berdiaev has been considered by many the ‘philosopher of freedom’, and
he accepted willingly this grand title:

MeHs HasbiBalOT dunocodom csobogpl [...] N 9, oencTButenbHO, NpeBbILIE BCEro

Bo3ntobun ceoboay. A usowen oT cBobOAbl, OHA MosA poguTenbHuua. Ceoboga ans

MEeHA nepBuyHoOE 6bITI/Ie.615
It was perhaps BerdiaeVv’s insistence on the pervasive importance of freedom that
won him the admiration of such a variety of readers — many found the radical
assertion of freedom both tempting and engaging. As Lowrie, in unapologetically

eulogistic terms, puts it:

If Berdyaev was a knight, he was a rebel knight, and his insistence on his own freedom

®15 bid., p. 60.
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was more than a passive refusal to accept authority or discipline; it usually meant an

attack upon “whatever powers there be.”®°

Beyond the more hagiographic engagements with Berdiaev, there is more serious
work on BerdiaeVv’s philosophy of freedom. Recently Gescinska and Lepez captured
the scope of Berdiaev’'s thought on freedom, on how it tied in with his (then very
popular) critique of communism, and thereby made him an increasingly well-known
figure:

Freedom is indeed the recurrent theme of Berdjaev’'s thought. Berdjaev is a great

advocate of freedom, true freedom, which is especially reflected in (a) his rejection of

the concept of negative liberty, (b) his emphasis on the importance of autonomy for, or

the internal foundation of, morality, (c) his critique of communism and totalitarianism

that deprive man of his freedom, and (d) his critique of the “dictate of the masses” in

democracy.®’

As Gescinska and Lepez elaborate, Berdiaev's espousal of freedom is thus more
complex than just a rebellious rejection of political, social and religious orthodoxy, it
also had a significant intellectual dimension and was built into the foundations of his
philosophy.

The relationship between freedom and time brings up some significant issues.
However, it is does not feature as dominantly as the time-creativity relation, and so
will be dealt with more briefly. Indeed, rather, the idea of freedom was integrated into
work on creativity — many of the issues which arise with freedom have thus already
been addressed. There are also, however, some independent issues: freedom plays
an important non-determinist role in Berdiaev’'s philosophy of time, as it works

against linear, progress-like movement. It also brings up the question of the

616

o7 Lowrie, Rebellious Prophet, p. 283.
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relationship between nonbeing and time, and of God’s potential for control over
objectified time. It should, however, be noted that Berdiaev rarely directly connects
freedom and time. In view of this, then, we are exploring the consequences his

philosophy of freedom brings for his philosophy of time.

Freedom and creativity

As was established previously, creativity is central to the possibility of time: it,
from a certain perspective, allows time to move by creating newness. Although we
do not want to repeat these conclusions with the word ‘freedom’ in the place of
‘creativity’, there can still be an analogous assertion that if creativity makes time
possible, then likewise freedom makes time possible, because creativity is not
possible without freedom. Indeed, in a rephrasing of the theological idea that God
awaits creativity from man, in Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (1927-8) Berdiaev arrives

at the formulation:
Bor xxpgeTt oT MeHst akta cBoboabl, cBOGOOHOrO TBOpHeCTBa.Gls

He is able to do this due to the fact that genuine creativity presupposes man’s
participation in genuine, other-worldly freedom, as he writes in his seminal Smysl
tvorchestva (1916):
TBOpPYECTBO HEOTPBLIBHO OT cBOGOAbI. JInwb cBOGOAHLIN TBOPUT. M3 HEOBGXOANMOCTU
poXaaeTcd Nuilb 3BONIOLUNA; TBOPYECTBO poXXaaeTcA U3 CBOﬁOLI,bI. KOI’ﬂ,a Mbl rOBOpUM

Ha HawemM HecoBeplLleHHOM 4erioBe4YeCKOM A3blke O TBOp4YeCTBE U3 HUYEro, TO Mbl

roBOpnM O TBOpYEeCTBE U3 CBOGOﬁI,bI.619

Considering earlier conclusions, we can suggest then that if objectified time is

created by newness then this creation is likewise dependent on the existence of

618
619

Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha, p. 20.
Berdiaev, Smysl tvorchestva, p. 368.



306

freedom. Similarly, if creativity is conversely subjected to objectified time, then
freedom is in the same way subjected to objectified time. As before, the relationship
between time and freedom will posit the same paradox: is freedom responsible for
the existence of objectified, external time, or is it subjected to external time? Again,

the paradoxical solution can be suggested that both statements are true.

Time and nonbeing

If time moves due to freedom, time also exists due to the existence of
nothingness or nonbeing (as with Bulgakov the distinction is a little indistinct). When
discussing the initial, uncreated freedom man draws on to create, Berdiaev
establishes a close similarity between freedom and nonbeing:

B Hedpax noTeHuun, KoTopada He eCTb 6bITVIe, N KOTOPYHK Mbl anocpamqecm

NPUHYXOEHbl Ha3blBaTb HeObiTMeM, 3anoxeHa Ta nepeun4Hasq, [0-ObITUCTBEHHASA

cBobopa, 6e3 KoTopor He MoXeT ObITb TBOPYECTBA HOBOIO, HebbiBwero.*?

Although in the above it seems that pre-ontological freedom ‘lies’ in nonbeing,
suggesting a difference between the two, there is in fact an emergent blurring of the
division between freedom and nonbeing. Indeed Berdiaev continues in a way that
suggests an identity between them:

Mo>kHo aI'IOd)aTVI‘-IeCKVI CKa3aTb, 4YTO HyMEeH eCTb HebbITKe, NOTOMY 4YTO HYMEH eCTb

cBoGoaa. BbiTve e ecTb AeTepMuHaLms, BbiTUE He ecTb cBoboga.®?!

Freedom and nonbeing, if they are not coterminous, become very closely related.
Understanding the significance of nonbeing to creativity and consequently its role in
the development of the world, Berdiaev is led the somewhat Hegelian proclamation

that the ‘dialectic of world development’ is possible only due the existence of

620 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 143.

2L |bid., p. 144.
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nonbeing:

CrtaHoBneHue, OvanekTuka MMPOBOIo pa3BuUTUA BO3MOXHbI JIMWb MOTOMY, YTO €CTb
HebbITne. Ecnn AonyctnTb Nnilb ObITNe, TO HaKakoro pa3BuUTUA He 6yD,9T. HoBunsHa B

CTaHOBJ1IEHNN BO3HUKAET U3 HeEOp He6bITl/IF|.622

In such a way, then, when Berdiaev claims that objectified time depends on creativity,
he is also suggesting that it depends on freedom and nonbeing. These things,
although all engaging in the same process, are not identical: creativity relates more
to activity; freedom and nonbeing to being. They are all requisite, however, for the
movement of time. This therefore corresponds to the point made earlier that
objectified time relates both to human activity and human modes of being.

Berdiaev’s perspective on nonbeing also suggests the positive potential of
nonbeing, as it is not constrained or determined and is drawn upon in creative
activity. This is very different to Bulgakov, who perceived negative value in nonbeing,
and who also argued that man did not have access to nonbeing. Again, then, the
potentially chaotic nonbeing is restricted in Bulgakov’s thinking where it is given freer
rein in Berdiaev’s. Given the significance of nonbeing to the temporal processes of
both philosophers, it becomes ever clearer how Berdiaev’'s conception of time was

fundamentally broader, freer and less determined than Bulgakov’s.

Preliminary conclusions: freedom and time

BerdiaeVv’s thinking about freedom, although not always conspicuous in its
connection with thinking about time, therefore set conditions that influenced his
temporal philosophy. The first of these was that the existence of freedom essentially

allowed objectified time to occur due to the importance of freedom in the creative

%22 |bid., p. 143.
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process. Similarly freedom, in its close connection with nonbeing, establishes a tie
between objectified time and nonbeing, as the existence of nonbeing also makes
creativity possible. More deeply, perhaps, Berdiaev’'s work on freedom demonstrates
a broader tendency in his philosophy. It reveals a type of thinking inclined towards
deep, binary divisions between created-uncreated, free-unfree, and internal-external.
These divisions also manifested themselves the strong distinction being drawn
between non-objectified time and objectified time. Freedom should thus be viewed
from this perspective, and be understood to relate to the ‘internal’ rather than the
‘external’: as a part of the former, it will sit in paradoxical connection with the latter. In
terms of a comparison with Bulgakov, much that was said about creativity can apply
here. Bulgakov puts less impetus on freedom as he does not advocate primordial
freedom: his view of the historical process is determined and therefore freedom fits
in as a part of that determinism. Berdiaev, however, through his interpretation of
freedom aims to make time less determined. Although there has been less to say
about freedom than about creativity in Berdiaev's philosophy of time it can still be
suggested that freedom, as a crucial element in creativity, is of more profound
importance to Berdiaev’s philosophy that it was for Bulgakov’s. Instead, Bulgakov’'s

restriction of freedom became more important.

Evil and time

The final problem that takes on temporal significance for Berdiaev is that of
evil. Much of the discussion above has indirectly touched upon the problem of euvil,
chiefly due to the possibility that for Berdiaev objectified time could be, or represent,
evil: Original Sin created objectification, thus objectified time could be, or could be
evidence of, evil. In Berdiaev’s reckoning the possibility of evil lies in the potential of

genuine freedom: freedom, which is also nothing, is external to God'’s influence and
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is compelled neither towards good nor evil. Such potential, connected to nonbeing,
thus contains the possibility for evil:
N6o Bcskoe BoccTaHMe MpoTuB bora ecTb Bo3BpaT K HEOLITUIO, NPUHSBLLEMY OPMY

JTOXKHOro cbaHTacmaropmquKoro ObITNS, Nobeada HUYTO Hag BOXeCTBEHHbIM CBETOM. U

TOrAa TOMLKO HUYTO, KOTOPOE HE eCTb 310, NpeBpaLLaeTcs B 3n0.°%

Nothing, whilst not being evil, has the potential to become evil, just in the way it has
the potential to be good: it is independent from coercion. Indeed, the absence of the
freedom to evil, and to protest against God, the absence of the possibility to turn the
nichto into evil would be deterministic, which would go against the principle of

freedom that is present throughout Berdiaev’s philosophy:

Yenogek, NuLLeHHbI cBOBOAbI 3Nna, 6bin 66l aBTOMATOM ,u,06pa.624

The possibility of evil, as will be discussed in greater depth in section 4, allows for a
final eschatological turn towards cosmic rather than existential time, a ‘bad end’ to
the historical process. This is a question related to the problem of history. However,
generally speaking, Berdiaev’'s sense of theodicy is more straightforward and also
less dominant than Bulgakov’'s, meaning that the significance of objectified time’s

potential ‘evil’ character is not so significant. It still, however, merits discussion.

Is objectified time evil?

The principal question regarding evil and objectified time is thus the character
of this form of time in Berdiaev’s reckoning. Establishing the more evil character of
objectified time helps identify the dualistic character of Berdiaev's temporal
philosophy more broadly: ‘evil’ objectified time could potentially be set against ‘good’,

non-objectified time. To a certain extent this potential good-evil dualism is picked up

623
624

Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 39.
Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha, p. 95.
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upon by Berdiaev himself, who notes in Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki:

He Tonbko Ans ono3HaHuA U 0O0BbACHEHWS q)aKTa cyuiectBoBaHuda 3J1a, HO And
BO3MOXHOCTU CaMOro cCywectBoBaHMA MUpa W YeloBeKa, HeobxoaMmo AaonyctnTb

J:l,yHJ'II/ICTI/I‘-IGCKVIVI MOMeHT.625

However, as ever with Berdiaev, this clear opposition, whilst at some points
detectable, is also made more complex by the paradox which underpins his thought
more generally. He therefore continues to write:

Ho aToT ,u,yanvlcmqecmﬁ MOMEHT HY)XHO MbICITUTb OUaneKTU4ecCckn, ero Hesnb3a

npeBpaTtuTb B AyanIMCTUYECKYID OHTOMOMMIO, KOTOpasi CTOMb € OWMOOYHO, Kak W

OHTOJNOornaA MOHl/ICTI/I‘-IeCKaFI.626

Although objectified time may well to a certain extent be ‘evil’, it would also be
caught up in a complex dialectical relationship in which evil (objectified time) would
pass into good (non-objectified time) and good back into evil. Paradoxically, then,
non-objectified time should have some sort of connection to ‘good’, internal time.
Before this is explored further, however, there needs to be some mention of
Berdiaev’s conception of the nature of evil. He makes a direct association between

the object and evil, as is explained in O rabstve i svobode cheloveka (1939):
OO6bekT Bcerga 3nou, 4o6pbiM MOXET ObITb NULLb cy61=e|<T.627

Indeed, this sort of deeply negative reflection on the objectified world has prevailed

throughout Berdiaev’s work. He notes in Smysl tvorchestva (1916):

[yx yenose4vecknit — B NneHy. [1reH 3ToT 9 HasbiBald «MUPOM>», MUPOBOWN AAHHOCTLIO,

HeoBXoANMOCTbH0. %%

A salient characteristic of evil is therefore is object quality, and this is accompanied

6% Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 128.

%25 pid., p. 128.
%27 Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 15.
%28 Berdiaev, Smysl tvorchestva, p. 254.
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by various deterministic and necessitating attributes. One would assume, therefore,
that anything of an ‘objectified’ character would correspond to such an evil character.

Looking at Berdiaev’s description of objectified time, he frequently ascribes to
it a deterministic, coercive and therefore potentially evil character, but also
conversely he also regularly tries to break this principle of the necessity of objectified
time, tries to break it down and root it back within the internal. Hence the old
quandary: it is unlikely that it will ever be described as purely ‘evil’, due to the
paradox that describes its connection with the interior world. On the one hand
objectified time is a disease, it is fallen from eternity, it is the temporal framework
externally imposed upon man in which death is unavoidable and in which the human
organism breaks apart, whilst on the other hand time is the almost the tool of man, it
adopts his modes of experience, he controls it, and it is therefore connected to his
interior:

BpeMFI €CTb NnaawecTtb B cy,u,b6e Mupa. Ho HEBEPHO Obino 6bl CKa3aTb, YTO TOJIbKO

naglwecTb. BpeMﬂ €CTb TakKkKe NpoAaYyKT [ABWXeHUdA, aKTUBHOCTU, TBOpYecTBa, HO

yLIJ,ep6J'IeHHbIX N NPUTAHYTbIX BHI/I3.629

However, as with creativity, despite the fact that objectified time is rooted within man
he still wants to escape it, his creative desire orientates him beyond such time,
towards an escape from decaying and disintegrating into the merciless current of the
future. A definitive judgement cannot be passed: it is thus quite ambiguous whether
or not objectified time is evil. Although there is perhaps more material to suggest that
it is more evil than it is good, the fact that Berdiaev wants to connect objectified time
to the subject, to give it at least the potential to be good, cannot just be disregarded.

This is again quite different to Bulgakov for whom, as with the questions of

%29 Berdiaev, la i mir ob"ektov, p. 287.
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creativity and freedom, evil was a much more controlled problem: it was constricted
by a well formulated, deterministic theodicy. Berdiaev, however, by linking freedom
to the nichto beyond God’s reach gave a greater freedom to evil, meaning that the
evil aspects of time allow it to run free of any divine coercion. For Bulgakov evil was
limited in the same way as the rest of existence was, meaning that it was understood
in a more Hegelian sense, where it was perceived as an unfortunate consequence of
an inexorable process moving towards the realisation of the Kingdom of God.
Consequently, evil appears to be of lesser importance in Berdiaev's work as it is tied
to the broader theme of the internal-external dualism: it is not such an immediate

problem, so Berdiaev does not concern himself with it in the same way.

Conclusions: the temporalised problems

The problems of creativity and freedom are therefore of much greater
consequence to Berdiaev's philosophy of time than the problem of evil, which just
reflects the dualistic tendency which flows through this thinking. However, together
they highlight with much greater precision the deep paradox that runs through
Berdiaev’'s thought about time, concerning the relationship between internal and
external forms of time. Significantly, these same problems also revealed the more
deterministic characteristics of Bulgakov’s thought about history: for him, however,
evil was the most important, as was suggested in his notion that evil cannot win in
the world. Although creativity and freedom also figured in this thinking, they, like evil
in Berdiaev's thought, were of lesser consequence. Despite dealing with these
issues in different ways, then, they were all of continued concern for both
philosophers, and their description had considerable impact on the way in which they

would describe time and time-as-history. Indeed, the ways in which they differently
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engaged with these problems perhaps helps explain some of the reasons why they
tended to opposite solutions of the time-history/history-time relation in the first place.

More broadly, Berdiaev revealed a temporal dimension to these issues as
they helped explain how time, in its dual forms, was experienced directly by the
person. Given his general mystical focus, as ‘internal’ capacities he sought to give
creativity, freedom and also the potential for evil free reign. He also sought, however,
to highlight how these capacities were restricted by the external dimension.
Conversely Bulgakov, as an inherently more structural thinker, chose to limit the
scope of these capacities: man was free to an extent, man created under guidance,
and man was unable to do evil that might overturn God. Seeing as he did an
inevitable end to history, brought about through Sophiological activity directed
towards the establishment of the kingdom of God, he looked at these problems
through the lens of achieving this goal across the course of history, rather than
engaging with them as immediate problems of the present. Berdiaev was concerned
with man’s abilities as they came from within, and thus looked at time as a field for
this activity. Bulgakov was more modest in his appraisal of mankind, and sought to
impose limits upon these capacities and wanted to put them within a structure where

they received greater meaning from above.
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Conclusions: Berdiaev’s philosophy of time

Berdiaev’'s engagement with the problem of time presents a many-sided
reflection on an issue that cut right to the heart of his thinking. His work on pure time
— i.e. time as time, rather than as history — is evidently much broader than
Bulgakov’'s, who when speaking only about time was nowhere near as expansive.
Central to the comparison between the two was the different ways in which the
organisation of their respective philosophies naturally presented the problem of time,
and also the different points at which time manifested itself in their work. For

Berdiaev, more so than for Bulgakov, time was an obvious, troubling question:
Mpobnema BpeMeHn ecTb OCHOBHas npobriemMa YenoBeyeckoro cylectsoBaHus.®*

While still understanding the relevance of time, Bulgakov was able to instead
approach it through the prism of history. Indeed, as Bulgakov demanded a greater
sense of structure than Berdiaev, he was perhaps naturally inclined to give primacy
to history over time, as history for him offered a clearer framework in which the
troubles of the present would eventually solve themselves. Time perhaps did not
provide such a sense of security.

Conversely, Berdiaev ascribed primacy to time over history. This can be seen
as a result of the existentialist character of much of his thinking: when looking at the
immediate conditions of man’s existence, his life in the world, he found time, and the
conditions that time imposes upon man a prevalent feature of his existence and
experience. He was thus more interested in time because it is an immediate problem:
he did not look at it in a structural fashion, but was driven to discover what he

perceived to be the ‘truth’ of human life through its exploration. For Berdiaev,

%9 pid., p. 281.
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structures and systems did not offer the deeper meaning to life.

However, as has been established, much of Berdiaev’s reflection upon the
nature of time was caught up in a paradox which underpins his philosophy more
broadly. His conceptualisation of time is profoundly dualistic: on the one hand he
intuits an internal, existential time, an ‘eternity’ which belongs to the mystical domain
of interior, untrammelled experience whereas on the other he finds an external,
‘objectified’ time, one which is hostile to the internal and existential. The first,
reminiscent of Bergson’s notion of the durée or Heidegger’s originary temporality is
undivided, full and sits at the core of man’s internal being, whereas the second is
broken apart and split into the merciless, endless procession of past and future.
Despite this opposition a paradoxical connection between these two types of time is
also posited. This is achieved through a variety a philosophical means — it is
identified in work specifically dealing with time — but is clarified in particular by his
work on creativity and time. Creativity describes how human activity, beginning in
internal, existential time but manifesting itself in external, objectified time connects
together the two different temporal domains, which are revealed to be in a
paradoxical state of mutual connection and repulsion. Berdiaev therefore
successfully maintains a dual perspective on time in which paradox features
prominently: he understands that time is connected to hope, potential, and the
internal, but also that it is externalised, cruel, and that it brings about the continual,
impending pressure of human mortality.

This dualistic and paradoxical perspective on time is the result of the unique
mixture of Christian mystic and philosophical ideas that Berdiaev takes on. Whilst
there is a large amount of interexchange between these various types of thinking in

his thought, it can be seen how mystical thinking, combined with a deep existentialist
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proclivity, propagated the notion of opposition between such categories as internal-
external and uncreated-created. Likewise, an antipathy towards positivism and an
interest in Kant focused his mind on the object-subject divide, and, ensuing from this
and also from a concern with the determinism of German idealists such as Hegel,
Berdiaev also drew a divide between free and determined. Drawing these various
strands of thought together, Berdiaev’'s philosophy of time thus identifies a time in
which all the ‘good’ sides of these divisions (internal, subjective, uncreated, free and
so on) sit and another in which all the ‘bad’ sides (external, object, created,
determined etc.) sit. They resist one another but also connect to one another, as
they are, after all, both still temporal.

This paradox within Berdiaev’'s philosophy of time allows for reflection on a
broader issue that could be raised regarding one of his dominant philosophical
concepts, that of objectification. Considering the relationship between internal and
external forms of time highlights questions surrounding the more exact nature of the
relationship between objectification, the external, object would, and man’s internal,
existential and divine life. How is it possible, one is led to wonder, that man, in the
beginning, was able to take his internal life and externalise it? How does this external
world then relate to the internal world? After all, at one level the external world is set
against man, it determines him and resists his ambitions, but it is nonetheless still
originally the product of his originally internal, free activity. Furthermore, in view of
the primacy of freedom in Berdiaev’s thinking, how free, then, is the objectified world
from God’s divine influence? Can it comprehensively fall away from the internal in
some great, all-encompassing catastrophe? Due to the importance Berdiaev places
on the paradox of the relationship between internal and external, it is very difficult to

provide any answer or solution to these problems other than by reaching towards
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further paradox.
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4. Berdiaev's Philosophy of History

A NPOHUKHYT TemMon NUCTOPUN, 4 YnTan MHOro KHUr no NCTopun, HO 4 Bcerga
ncnblTbiBal HPABCTBEHHOE CTpagaHue npu YtTeHnn
NUCTOPUNYHECKUX KHUI, 0O TOro Uctopua npeacrasndanacb MHe

NPecTYnHON.

Samopoznanie, 1947.%%

Introduction and definition

The emphasis Berdiaev placed upon time by no means meant that he
relegated the problem of history to the background of his philosophy. Indeed, he
wrote significantly about history: it plays a vibrant, distinct role in his thinking and he
has much to say on the subject. Noticeably Berdiaev’'s philosophy of history has
garnered more attention than his philosophy of time. A larger number of scholars
have written about history in Berdiaev’s work and it has generally been accepted as
a central theme in his philosophy:

W3 ckasaHHOro sicHO, ckonb BaxHa Ans bepasiesa cdomnocodusa nctopuu. Mo cytn gena

— 3TO OCHOBHaA apeHa MVIpOBOI7I ﬁl,paMbI.632
Research into Berdiaev’s philosophy of history has been conducted both in recent
scholarship and by the generation of Berdiaev scholars who were active in the years

after his death.®*® Perhaps they were more drawn to examine Berdiaev's work on

631
632
633

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 343.

Dobrokhotov, ‘Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdiaev’, p. 52.

Notable recent works include: Augustyn, ‘Utopia and history. Some remarks about Nikolai
Berdjaev's struggle with history’; Christian Gottlieb, Dilemmas of Reaction in Leninist Russia: The
Christian Response to the Revolution in the Works of N.A. Berdyaev 1917-1924 (Odense, 2003).
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history because history is considered a particularly ‘Russian’ theme — Courten, for

example, is of the view that:

...it became the task of the philosopher and the intellectual in Russia to gain insight into

the course of history, and to determine which place Russia had in it.***

As this indicates, an inclination to think about history also allows discussion to lead
towards debate of Russian history: philosophers — and then also critics — of a Russo-
centric perspective wanting to enter into discussion of Russian destiny find fertile soll
in the question of history, and are thus often drawn to write about it. Berdiaev’s work
on history, and many of the reflections of Russian commentators upon it, follow this
tendency. Berdiaev was keenly aware of Russian experience, of the Russian people
and of a Russian ‘mission’ in the context of history:

Pyccknii Hapoa n3 Bcex HapogoB Mupa Haubornee BCeYeNoBEYECKUN, BCENTEHCKUIA MO

CBOEMY OyXy, 9TO NpUHAONEeXUT CTPOEHUIO ero HauuoHanbHoro ayxa. W npmussaHvem

PYyCCKOro Hapoga OO0JDKHO ObITb geno MNPOBOIo 00beauHeHus, o6pasoBaHme eaunHoro

XPUCTUAHCKOIro AyXoBHOro KkKocMoca. 635

However, this sort of messianic nationalism is not the focal point of this study and is
hence of lesser interest.®* It will have little effect upon his broader conceptualisation
of history or on his work about history as it is related to time.

In analysis of BerdiaeVv’s philosophy of history we will be looking at a number
of texts, as history appears in a number of contexts. These include the earlier texts

Smysl istorii (1922) and Novoe srednevekov'e (1924), along with the milestones of

Older works include, but are not limited to: Kuvakin, Kritika ekzistentsializma Berdiaeva; N. P.
Poltoratzky, ‘Nikolay Berdyayev’s Interpretation of Russia’s Historical Mission’, The Slavonic and East
European Review, vol. 45, no. 104 (1967), pp. 193-206; N. Poltoratskii, Berdiaev i Rossiia; David
Bonner Richardson, Berdyaev’s Philosophy of History: An Existential Theory of Social Creativity and
Eschatology (The Hague, 1968).

83 Courten, History, Sophia and the Russian Nation, p. 41.

%% Berdiaev, Novoe srednevekov's, p. 242.

%% For a modern overview of Russian messianism, see Peter Duncan, Russian Messianism: Third
Rome, Revolution, Communism and After (London, 2000).
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his later intellectual development, O naznachenii cheloveka (1931), Opyt
eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki (1941) and Samopoznanie (1947). Also Sud'ba
cheloveka v sovremennom mire (1934), although mainly relating to temporality (as
was discussed in section 2), has some relevant material. Although there is some
difference between these texts, there is a similarity in terms of the consistency of
underlying themes that inform Berdiaev's historical contemplation. The main
difference that arises relates to his increasingly negative stance towards history as

he gets older.

Defining ‘philosophy of history’ in Berdiaev'’s thinking

Particular attention needs to be paid to clarifying how exactly a philosophy of
history is approached in Berdiaev’s thought. Primarily it needs to be asserted that, as
with Bulgakov, it is being used in terms of conceptualisation of history: this refers to
the ‘speculative’ tradition, outlined in the introduction to this thesis, of considering the
nature of history, and the movement and structure (or lack of structure) of history as
a whole. Philosophy of history is not used in the ‘analytic’ sense, in which there is a
systematic historical investigation of specific events which are then subjected to the
terms of a broader, detailed philosophy of history. Philosophies of the latter sort
pertain to thinking of a more critical, rigorous type which is harder to find in the
Russian tradition of the early twentieth century. Although at times Berdiaev tries to
evaluate events in the light of a perceived broader historical movement, it becomes
evident that other than a quite sparse narrative (which all but disappears around
1924 after Novoe srednevekov'e) and a vague Christian notion of a historical
schema he does not view history in this systematic sense. He is therefore more

historiosophic than he is historiographic in his approach to history.
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In terms of a more specific definition of Berdiaev’s philosophy of history, this
will be prefaced by an understanding of the position of history as a substrate of time.
In view of this, our analysis of Berdiaev’s philosophy of history will ultimately enrich
our understanding of his philosophy of time, and clarify further his supposition of the
primacy of time over history. Firstly, then, it is necessary to remain aware of the fact
time still has primacy over history, and that history is comprised of time, and in such
a way is a temporal space in which historical events unfold. History follows the basic
narrative of the ‘temporal process’:

A 3aTo BeaeT K MNMpu3HaHUKo TOro, 4to cambin BpeMeHHOI7I npouecc, KOTOprVI €CTb

MMVPOBOW MCTOPMYECKNIA NPOLECC, COBEPLLAKOLLMNCA B HALLEM BPEMEHU, 3a4MHAETCH B

BE4YHOCTU, YTO B BE4YHOCTU 3a4MHAETCA TO OBUXEHMe, KOTOpoe coBepLlaeTca B Hawen

MWPOBOW pevicteutensHocTn.®’

This narrative will constitute the basis of his philosophy of history. Much of the work
already done on Berdiaev's later understanding of ‘historical time’ need not be
repeated: it is already known that history is understood as horizontal progress in a
forwards direction, how it is ultimately limited and how it is not an end within itself,
but how it is also subject to overlapping with cosmic and interjection from existential
time. We will instead be looking at the aspects of Berdiaev’s writing about history
that have not yet been covered, at the other ways in which he characterises the
movement and structure of history. The focus of this investigation will be the
discovery that the modes of historical movement Berdiaev describes ultimately
contribute to a sense of uncertainty and anti-linearity which, in the context of other
philosophies of history is highly unusual, and, in comparison with Bulgakov, is very
different.

Definition of ‘philosophy of history’ is also important because taken in itself the

%7 bid., p. 67.
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term is potentially extremely broad. As Poltoratskii accurately points out:

MpobnematniyHOCTb hnnocodun NCTopunN CBA3aHa C BbIICHEHWEM ee MeToAa, 3a4ay,
mMaTepuana u rpaHuy. C HelW He TONMbKO COMPUKacalTCH, HO Hepeako u
nepekpeLLnBaloTCs UCTOPMS B MHOrOOBpasHbIX ee TeYeHusaX, COLMONOrns, coumansHas
dunocodpusa, unocopums  KynbTypbl, MNCUXOMOrMA  HAPOAOB, MNOMUTMYEcKas

dumnocodus u ny6r|1/|L|,V|CT|/|Ka.638

This is especially true with Berdiaev, as so much of what he writes about history is
not strictly speaking part of a ‘philosophy’ of history — it frequently moves into being
straightforward history itself, and from there on into social commentary, intellectual
criticism and political discussion. Indeed, Gottlieb remarks:

...[Berdiaev’s] philosophy of history makes it clear that, in his response to the revolution,

he aspires not merely to a polemic against the revolution but to an overall integrated

religious/philosophical vision of human existence on both the universal and individual

levels.®*

Taking into account the grand ambitions of Berdiaev’s philosophy of history, we need
to be sure that we remove the elements which for this study would be superfluous,
as otherwise there will be a risk of moving into territory that, whilst no doubt revealing
to Berdiaev’s thought, would in this case be irrelevant.

Our investigation will centre upon the claim that Berdiaev describes a
philosophy of history which is quite unconventional: while for many thinkers history is
a linear process, for Berdiaev it is non-linear and uncertain. This is ultimately a
reflection of the fact that an understanding of time underpins his philosophy of history.
Also, the prevalence of the idea of uncreated, un-coerced freedom, and of a focus on
eschatology further informs this unusual conceptualisation of history and historical

development.

638

oz Poltoratskii, Berdiaev i Rossiia, p. 4.

Gottlieb, Dilemmas of Reaction, p. 233.
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The difference between historical narrative and philosophy of history

Relevant to concerns surrounding the definition of Berdiaev’s philosophy of
history is the issue that Berdiaev also had a particular inclination to write histories, or
narratives on a variety of phenomena. The linearity he describes in these narratives
could be seen to undermine the non-linearity which will be argued belongs to his
philosophy of history. Berdiaev narrates accounts of a whole host of issues, which
are variously political, intellectual, religious, social and economic. In these accounts
he rarely cites other sources, but rather just presents an assumed historical
knowledge.®®® At first glance it appears he may be talking about something which
ostensibly falls under the rubric of the philosophy of history. However, what is rather
being offered is his interpretation of prosaic history — i.e. a description of the
development of a particular social grouping or intellectual movement. The terms of
these narratives rarely correlate with his philosophical ideas about the nature of
history. The two can thus be considered separately.

What will therefore be argued is that Berdiaev’'s philosophy of history is
actually quite different to his writing of history: where his writing of history is quite
linear, his philosophy of history is much less linear and more confused, more
paradoxical. Philosophy of history thus reflects on how he understands history in a
deeper, more holistic sense, whereas writing history is an attempt to construct a
narrative of a particular event or part of history. There rarely seems to be much

overlapping between the two: his philosophy of history does not inform his writing of

%9 There is some debate over his use of sources, both historical and philosophical. Davy,

representative of a more unquestioning approach to Berdiaev, describes the situation quite forgivingly
by suggesting: ‘Berdyaev gave his allegiance to truth alone, adopting an identical attitude to the
authors he read or to political movements or religions. He picked out what he thought true and
rejected what he judged false.” M.-M. Davy, Nicolas Berdyaev, pp. 110-11. Gottlieb, on the other hand,
takes a far more astute, critical approach and is thus less positive: ‘On the whole his presentation
seems to convey the impression that his insight into some 3000 years of history is simply a matter of
course.' Gottlieb, Dilemmas of Reaction, p. 237.
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history. At the only point at where they significantly overlap, in Novoe srednevekov'e
(1924), linearity breaks down. Interestingly, the qualitative difference between
Berdiaev’s philosophy of history and his writing of history could be compared to the
difference between his essays dedicated to the discussion of other writers (which are
frequently quite cogent) and his exposition of his personal philosophy.*** Perhaps
when he has an external reference point — i.e. ideas that are not of his personal

genesis — he is able to write more clearly.

%1 Upon reading, for example, Berdiaev’'s Mirosozertsanie Dostoevskogo (Prague, 1923) or his

Konstantin Leont'ev. Ocherk iz istorii russkoi religioznoi mysli (Paris, 1926), one is struck by a
cogency and structure of analysis that is quite difficult to find in his general philosophical exposition.



325

History as uncertain

Two defining features have been hypothesised for Berdiaev's philosophy of
history: uncertainty and non-linearity. Historical ‘uncertainty’ relates to the fact that,
due to the nature of his own philosophy, Berdiaev is unable to provide the sense of
certainty that Bulgakov, for example, could provide when talking about the process

and end of history. Walicki has recently contended that:

Berdjaev and Bulgakov [...] awaited a health-restoring spiritual revolution and allotted

Russia a special role in Christianity’s transformation of the world...**

Although it is true that both awaited it, there is sufficient evidence to say that
Berdiaev was racked by the concern that this spiritual revolution may never come.
Indeed, through the logic of his own philosophy, which placed great emphasis upon
freedom and also upon the freedom to evil, Berdiaev was compelled to accept the
possibility of a bad end to history. Although a belief in the end of history itself is not
challenged, we do not see the same confidence in the outcome of the historical
process that many other Russian philosophers — in this case particularly Bulgakov —
possessed. There is therefore a fundamental uncertainty in Berdiaev’s philosophy of
history that, when combined with its non-linear quality, makes for a sense of history
that is quite different to many of the other historical modes of thinking that we have
come across — for example, Hegel, Marx, and also much Christian thought, including
the Church fathers. However, unlike other philosophers such as Bergson and
Heidegger, with whom Berdiaev had significant similarity, he still wanted to discuss
history at length.

This uncertainty regarding history reflects a different engagement with the

sense of temporality-as-crisis than was seen with Bulgakov. Where Bulgakov saw

%42 Andrzej Walicki, Milestones and Russian intellectual history’, Studies in East European Thought,
vol. 62, no. 1 (2010) pp. 101-07 (p. 104).
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crisis, he attempted to rationalise this crisis and understand it through a broader,
providential historical narrative in which everything made sense according to a pre-
determined meaning. Berdiaev, however, was perhaps more ambivalent in the face
of this crisis: it shook his confidence in the world around him and he was led to
wonder if the darkness of his time may overcome all. Uncertainty therefore became a

prevalent theme in his conceptualisation of history.

Existentialism and Nietzsche

A key dimension of this uncertainty is rooted in BerdiaeVv’s existentialism. Just
as with time, man is deeply significant to his understanding of how history moves —
man’s activity shapes history, man reveals his destiny in history and man will one
day end history. Man and history are inseparable:

Henb3s BblAENNTb 4YerioBeka U3 UCTOPUU, HeNb3A B3ATb €ro aGCTpaKTHO, N Henb3d

BblAENMNTb UCTOPUIO M3 YelloBeKa, Helb3d UCTOPUKD paccMaTpuBaTb BHE 4YerioBeKka U

He‘-IeJ'IOBeHeCKI/I.643
History will thus be ‘within’ man, just as time (from one perspective) was:

YenoBek ecTb B BbiCOYaiillei CTENEHN UCTOpUYECKoe CyLLLeCcTBO. YenoBek HaxoauTcs
B WCTOPMYECKOM, W MCTOpPMYECKOEe HaxoauTcs B JenoBeke. Mexay 4yenoBekom W
«UCTOPUYECKUM» CyLLeCTBYeT Takoe rnybokoe, Takoe TauWHCTBEHHOE B CBOEn
MepBOOCHOBE cpallleHne, Takas KOHKPeTHas B3aMMHOCTb, 4TO paspbiB WX

HeBo3moxeH.***
All that we know about Berdiaev’'s ontology and his understanding of man is thus

relevant to his understanding of history, and in order to understand how he

conceptualises history, the idea that history is a reflection of man’s development

%43 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 21.

%4 bid., p. 21.
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must be appreciated. As before, Berdiaev’s existentialism is tied to the Christian
creation myth, so much of his conceptualisation of history is also meant to follow the
Christian narrative. One would assume that this provides a degree of certainty, but it
does not.

Uncertainty is rooted in Berdiaev’s assertion of man’s freedom: man is free to
do as he wants, and, as history is indivisible from man, history becomes what man
chooses to make it. Here we return back to the question of creativity, which, as it did
with time, assumes an important role in the historical process:

HaCTyFII/IT 3noxa, HOBbIN VICTOpVI‘-IeCKI/II7I 90H, Korga 3CXaTONOrMYEeCKU  CMbICH

TBOpYecTBa OyaeT OKOH4YaTenbHO BbisBReH. [Mpobnema TBOpYecTBa ynupaeTcs B

npoGnemy cmbicna ncropum.®*

Through creativity, then, man is free to direct himself towards whatever he chooses
in history. As he is free, as he bears the likeness to God, he is able to create in such
a way as he sees fit, and by this he can lead history in whichever direction he
chooses.

There is thus a significant typological comparison to draw between
Nietzsche’s conceptualisation of history presented in Also Sprach Zarathustra (1885)
and Berdiaev’s. Zarathustra claims:

Man is a rope, fastened between animal and Superman — a rope over an abyss. A

dangerous going-across, a dangerous wayfaring, a dangerous looking-back, a

dangerous shuddering and staying-still.646

Although the end of history is different — Nietzsche sees it in the advent of the

Superman, Berdiaev in the Kingdom of God — the confluence of their thinking is

marked. Both place man at the centre, both see history as specifically man’s great

645

ot Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 170.

Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathrustra, p. 43.
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endeavour:
Becb MnpoBow nNpoLecc CToMT Nog 3HaKoM Yenoseka...®*’

Similarly, both describe the process as uncertain. History, Zarathustra proclaims, is
fraught with ‘danger’: it is a dangerous looking-back, a dangerous wayfaring and a
dangerous staying-still. Berdiaev’'s focus on freedom similarly propagates this
uncertainty. Man’s participation in uncreated freedom means that history is
fundamentally uncertain:

CBOﬁO,EI,a 3akno4aeT B cebe Takoe TeMHoe nppaunoHaribHoe Ha4also, KOTopoe He AaeT

HUKaKoOW BHYTPEHHEN rapaHTuu, 4To cBeT nobeaut TbMy, YTO DOXECTBEHHO 3agaHHasi

Tema bGyneT paspelleHa, 4YTo AaH bygeT OTBET Ha 3agaHHy0 borom Temy o cBobogHoON

no6en.**
Creativity is also tied to history, and this makes history all the more uncertain and
unstable as it is free to be used towards bad ends. The significance attached to free
creativity as man’s god-like ability is also quite profoundly Nietzschean, as
Bonetskaia has recently noted.®*® History could end well or end badly, at any point.
BerdiaeVv’s insistence on man’s freedom in history to choose between good and evil
earned him some disrepute in his own day — Karsarvin, commenting in 1923 in
Sovremennye zapiski on Berdiaev’'s Smysl istorii, notes:

Tema ncTopun — aBTop npaB — €CTb TemMa CBOﬁOLI,bI. Ho CBO6OD,a BOBCE He eCTb

cBoboga Bbibopa Mexay OopObiM U 31M0M, U 6e3 BbIACHEHUS MNOHATMS CBOOOAbI

MeTadn3nKa UCTOPUN HEBO3MOXHA. >

Karsavin therefore felt that Berdiaev's concept of freedom was not sufficiently

%47 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 64.

%8 1bid., p. 63.

%49 Bonetskaia, ‘Apofeoz tvorchestva (N. Berdiaev i F. Nitsshe)’, p. 89.

%0 | P. Karsavin, ‘N. A. Berdiaev. “Smysl istorii. Opyt filosofii chelovecheskoi sud'by.” “Konets
Renessansa. (K sovremennomu krizisu kul'tury)”, (1923), in A. A. Ermichev (ed.), N.A. Berdiaev: pro
et contra. Antologiia, vol. 1 (St Petersburg, 1994), pp. 327-30 (p. 329).
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clarified: most likely, he would have wanted to have seen freedom guided towards
good, rather than, as with Berdiaev, it sitting in a void between good and evil. More
broadly, then, we see then that this first moment of Berdiaev’s uncertainty when
faced with history is an expansion of his broader uncertainty as to which way man
will choose to direct his freedom. This brings up the issue of eschatology and

uncertainty.

The bifurcation of the eschatological horizon

Conventionally, eschatology relates to the end of history and/or time, the point
at which history ends and where whatever lies beyond history is realised. The
eschatological horizon thus refers to the orientation towards that point, the ‘eschaton’,
at which eschatology occurs. If we look at many Russian eschatologies we see this
eschatological horizon normally conceived in a single way. Fedorov, for example,
sees the end of history in the resurrection of all dead generations. Solov'ev saw it in
the unification of the Church and the coming of the Kingdom of God. Bulgakov saw
the eschatological horizon being reached by the sophiological process of economy
and the endowing of sophiological wisdom to world. Berdiaev, however, did not
subscribe to a single eschatological end. His eschatological vision was bifurcated,
removing the certainty of what the eschatological completion of history would consist
in.

This bifurcation of the eschatological horizon in Berdiaev’'s philosophy is
expressed in a number of ways, but these different descriptions all relate to one
division: either history can end in final objectification, or history can end in
transcendence and movement into the metaphysical. In his later work, a key aspect

of his conceptualisation of this event relates to the final temporal mode that human
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life adopts:

V|CTOpVI9| nponcxognT B CBOEM UCTOPUYECKOM BpEMEHU, HO OHa HEe MOXEeT HU B HEM
OCTaTbCA, HW B HEM KOHYUTbCA. V|CTOpVI9| BbIXOOUT NN BO BpeMdAa KOCMU4eckoe, 31O
yTBEepXxagaet HatypanmMamM 1 OH cornawlaetcd Ha OKOH4YaTellbHYH 06'beKTI/IBaLI,I/IIO
4yenoBe4yeCKoro cyulecrtBoBaHuA, 4YenloBEK OKa3blBaeTCA ILlb I'IO,EI,‘-WIHGHHOVI 4YacTblo
MUPOBOIo MNMpMpoaHOro Lueroro, unm BO BpeMaA 3K3UCTEeHLUMalrlbHOE, U 3TO O3Ha4vaeT
BbIX04 M3 LapcTtBa 06beKTVIBaLJ,VIVI B ﬂ,yXOBHbIVI I'IJ'IaH.651
It is interesting to note in passing that, whilst for many the end of history is
considered also in terms of an end of time, Berdiaev still sees the continuation of
temporal existence after history has come to an end. History can thus end in one of
two ways, one good, one bad. He posits this dual possibility on a number of separate
occasions. In O naznachenii cheloveka (1931) he discusses the issue in more
Hegelian terms, looking at the way in which ‘consciousness’ can deal with its present
lack of unity in the objectified world:
I'IepBOHaqaanaﬂ nogco3HaTteribHaqa, CTUXNNHas LefIbHOCTb HEBO3MOXHaA YyXe Mocre
BO3ropaHma CO3HaHuUA N NPOXoXOeHua 4epes3 pas3aBoeHue CO3HaHuA. MNocne aTtoro
BO3MOXHO U OBMXXeHne BBEPX, B pa|7| CBEpPXCO3HaHuA, Unn pasnoxeHne u nageHune B
aficK1e COCTOSIHUS, COXPaHSIoLLME KIOUbsi CO3HaHUst.>>
So here, albeit in discussion of a quite different manner of philosophical problem,
Berdiaev is still reiterates the possibility of ‘disintegration and fall into hellish
conditions’. This dual eschatological possibility stalks his thinking about the end, and
it brings with it a feeling of the insecurity of history, of the fact that there is no
indication as to which of the two outcomes will come about.
This bifurcation of the eschatological horizon is possible again due to

Berdiaev’s insistence on freedom. Man must be free to sin just as he must be free to

651
652

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 179.
Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 232.
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do good. This is established from the early stages of his philosophy, in Filosofiia
svobody (1912):
CBOﬁO,D,a rpexa, NnoncTuHe, eCtb Benn4yanwas TanHa, paunoHanbHO HENOCTXMNMAA, HO
onuskas KaXXaoMy CyLlecCTBY, KaXObiM rny60|<0 ncnblTaHHaA U nepexuTas. Ho un ana
dunocodCcTByOLLErO pasdyma $SICHO, YTO HaCWUNbCTBEHHOEe A06po, HaCWMbCTBEHHast

NPUKOBAHHOCTb K Bory He mmena 6bl HMKaAKOW LIEHHOCTW, YTO CYLLECTBO, NULLIEHHOEe

cBoboabl n3bpaHus, ceoboabl oTnageHust, He Obino Obl nnYHocTbi0. %%

In the same passage he goes on to explain how despite the fact that God may well
have a plan for us, may well have put an idea for us to complete within ourselves, we
are nonetheless free to pervert that idea:

B nnane TBOpPEHUA HEeT Hacunma HW Hag OAHUMM  CyWeCcTBOM, Kaxaomy [OaHo

OCyLWweCcTBUTb CBOK JIMYHOCTbL, naeto, 3aryioXKeHHYH B bore, nnn 3ary6l/ITb, OCyLLECTBUTb

kapukaTypy, nogaenky.®*

The bifurcation of the eschatological horizon thus is a product of man’s freedom to
direct his will towards evil or towards good: final objectification is thus as equally
possible as is final transcendence. These two eschatological horizons, quite
opposed to one another, constitute the defining quality of Berdiaev’'s uncertainty
about history: it can go either way, as there is nothing that can coerce man in a given
direction. Objectification, slavery and necessity, whilst being opposed to freedom
and God’s plan, can thus be the ultimate product of freedom, as he comments in one
of his last works:
3no 6eCCMbICJ'IeHHO, M OHO MMEET BbICLUMA CMbICIT. Takke csoGo,u,a NPOTNUBOMNOJIOXKHA

HeobxooMMoCTM K pabCTBYy, M OHa MOXET nepepoXxaarbCssi B HEOOXOAMMOCTb U

paGCTBO, nepexoanTb B CBOKO I'I[I)OTI/IBOFIOJ'IO)KHOCTI:.655

%3 Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobody, pp. 138-39.

% pid., p. 138
% N. Berdiaev, Ekzistentsial’naia dialektika bozhestvennogo i chelovecheskogo, p. 301.
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History and the internal-external paradox

The paradox of the internal-external relationship we had been discussing
earlier also manifests itself in Berdiaev’s thought about history, and this develops an
uncertainty about history of a different species. Berdiaev appears to offer contrary
suggestions as to whether or not history is internal or external, and consequently
how it should be understood. In its connection with objectified time, history is
understood as a product of objectification. Man is enslaved by history, it is imposed
upon him:

YenoBek He TONbKO NPUHNMaET TAroty UCTopun, He TOJIbKO BedeT C Hen 60pb6y n

OCYLLEeCTBNSET CBOKW cyabby, HO OH MMeeT TeHOeHUuto OOOroTBOpPsSiTb MCTOPMIO,

cakpanuaupoBsaTtb npoucxogdiline B Hen npoueccol [...] Yenosek rotoB NOKMOHUTLCA

NCTopMyeckon HeobxoaMMOCTU, WCTOPUYECKOMY POKY U B HEM yBuOeTb AeWCTBue

Boxecrtsa.®*®

However, in Smysl istorii — and at many other moments — Berdiaev is also willing to
attach positive, internal value to history. Here he addresses what he calls incorrect,
frequently deterministic understandings of history:

I'Ipe>+<,ue BCero, a4 xoten Obl yKa3atb Ha TO, 4YTO CyLleCTBYET JIOXKHOE€ W OYeHb

pacnpoctaHeHHOe B COBPEMEHHOM CO3HaHUM OTHOLUEHNEe K NCTOpU4eCKoOMy npoueccy,

KOTOpOE AieNaeT ero MePTBLIM U BHYTPEHHE HEeBOCTIPUHUMaeMbIM. >’

Although broadly negative about history, we see then at moments Berdiaev wants to
suggest that history can be interpreted from the internal. He does not just see history
as something imposed upon man but also as something that comes from within man,
shows his communion with the metaphysical and eternal and thereby reveals his

eventual passage beyond objectification:

656

oor Berdiaev, O rabstve i svobode cheloveka, p. 154.

Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 41.
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Ecnn uctopus He ecTb nNuWb BHELWHUA (EHOMEH, €CnU OHa UMEET Kakon-To
abCOMOTHLIN CMbICIT M CBA3b C abCOMOTHOM KU3HbLID, €CrM B HEW €CTb MOANMHHO
OHTONOrMYeckoe, TO 3TO 3HAYWUT, YTO OHA [OMKHa 3ayMHaTbCs U COBepLluaThCs B
Hegpax AGCOMIOTHOrO, T.e. B TeX Heapax ObITUSA, C KOTOPbLIMKU COMpuUKacaeTcsl, B CBOEN

nocriegHen rnybvHe, 4yXOBHAs XU3Hb U OYXOBHbIN onbIT.%®

We therefore see the re-emergence of the similar paradox: history has both an
internal and an external aspect. From the first perspective, history is something full of
value and internal potential, from the second history is objectified and hostile to man
and his internal life. Paradoxically, both of these sides of history exist simultaneously
— history is both interior and exterior, phenomenological and noumenal. This
paradoxical, dual character of history serves to further propagate the sense of
uncertainty — evident here more in terms of confusion — regarding Berdiaev's

apprehension of history, as it cannot be solved either way.

History as tragedy

A prevailing notion throughout Berdiaev’'s work is a sense of the ‘tragedy’ of
history, of its inevitable failure, of the fact that all that comes to pass in history is
fallen. It is difficult to equate this sort of pessimism with the optimistic belief in the
coming Kingdom of God. Again, then, we are presented with a deep uncertainty,
which links back to this bifurcation of eschatology: if everything in history fails, it
seems unlikely that a final transcendental movement out of history will take place.
This idea of ‘tragedy’ appears throughout Berdiaev’s work, but it is clearly articulated
in Sud'ba cheloveka v sovremennom mire (1934). Here we read of the fact that
history is a tragic conflict within the human condition, something that it has never

been able to overcome:

%8 |bid., p. 48.
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McTopus ke ecTb Tparndeckoe CTONIKHOBEHWE MeXAY JNMMYHBbIM U CBEPX-JIMYHBIM U O0-
NM4YHbIM.  MIcTopus HMKOrga He paspelaeT KOHMnMKTa MeXay JIMYHOCTBbI U
00LecTBOM, NMYHOCTBIO M KyNbTYpPOW, NIMYHOCTBIO M Maccon, MexXAay KayecTBOM U

KOJ'II/I‘-IeCTBOM.659

The tragic quality of history is linked to the conditions of the objectified world — in this
guotation Berdiaev outlines how history cannot resolve the difference between
individual and society, the problem that in the current world everyone is divided,
objectified and unable to escape this condition. This notion of the tragedy of history
is also closely connected to the tragedy of creativity: everything that is intended to
bring an end to the world through creativity fails, and so too, therefore, does history:
MCTOpI/IFI MMEET CMbICI, NMpU3HaHMe CMbICI1a UCTOPUN NpUHaONEeXnT XpuctnaHCcTBy. Ho

NCTopnA BMEeCTe C TeéM e€CTb Heydada 4YeliloBeKa, Heyaada KyrnbTypbl, KpylleHne BCeX

YyenoBe4veCknx C‘aaMI::ICJ'IOB.660

Berdiaev intends to demonstrate that through the assertion of the failure of history, it
follows that there must be something after history which will resolve the problems
that history itself is unable to solve:

HeconsmepnmocTb Mexay WUCTOpUen 1 NUYHOM 4YenoBeyeckow cyabbor m ecTb

Tpareaus uctopum, Tpareaus GecbicxogHasi B npedenax uctopuu, Tpebyolwaa ee

koHua.®®

This conclusion is, however, problematic, and it leads away from the existentialist
claim that history is man’s destiny, man’s work: if what is going on within history
cannot be resolved within the boundaries of history, surely history becomes
somewhat meaningless and divorced from man? Again, then, we return to the

paradox which underpins Berdiaev's philosophy more broadly. How are we to

%9 N. Berdiaev, Sud'ba cheloveka v sovremennom mire. K ponimaniiu nashei epokhi (1934), in N. A.
Berdiaev, Filosofiia svobodnogo dukha (Moscow, 1994), pp. 317-62 (p. 318).
660 .
Ibid., p. 318.
%1 bid., p. 319.
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connect what is going on within history (i.e. in the ‘external’ realm) to what goes on
beyond history’s boundaries (i.e. the purely ‘internal’, existential realm)? How will the
resolution of history take place? The notion of the tragic fate of history places
emphasis on the external coercion that takes place within history, and this opposes
the notion that history is within man, that man resolves it in the internal domain,

beyond the reach of the external pressure of history.

Uncertainty therefore assumes two prevailing characteristics in Berdiaev's
philosophy of history: one relates to the dual possibility of history’s end, the other to
the confusion which ensues from the paradox that history is both internal and
external. This has been demonstrated across a number of texts: on the one hand,
history appears opposed to man, it works against him, it is a failure and a reflection
of all that is fallen in the world, but on the other hand it is man’s path to the
transcendental, to the eschatological end of this world and the coming of the
Kingdom of God. These differing perspectives are difficult to align with one another,

and describe well the broader paradox of his thought.
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History as non-linear

As well as being uncertain, history in Berdiaev's conceptualisation was also
non-linear. This non-linearity establishes again Berdiaev’'s great difference to
Bulgakov in his conceptualisation of history: Bulgakov’'s description of the historical
process was deeply linear, it had a clear rhythm and was moving in a certain
direction. However, for Berdiaev history was ‘volcanic’, it erupted in crises whereby

things suddenly changed:
MouBa NCTOPUN — BYJIKaAHNYHA, N U3 HEE BO3MOXHbI BYJIKAHUYECKNE l/I3Bep)KeHI/IS:I.662

In this volcanic quality, it is further evident how Berdiaev’s original experience of time,
the sense of temporality as crisis, manifests itself in a conceptualisation of history in
which crisis-type movement — sudden movements and changes — becomes an
important mode of historical development. Berdiaev sees in the crises of his time
something analogous to the nature of history itself. Bulgakov had conversely tried to
rationalise crisis, had tried to diminish its importance and subiject it to a providential,
linear development.

Non-linearity takes on a variety of forms. Primarily it relates to the way in
which Berdiaev describes the process of history — he argues against the necessity of
cause and effect, against the idea that a linear principle could guide human
development. In this respect anti-linearity in history was a facet of his general
opposition to the objectified world in which external forces were perceived to reign.
However, non-linearity also relates to his description of the relationship between
memory and history and his attempt to root the entirety of history within the subject.
In Novoe srednevekov'e, Berdiaev also writes in a more ‘analytic’ mode about history,

but still continues to posit a strong sense of non-linearity

%2 Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 148.
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Anti-process and anti-evolution theory

The most pronounced non-linear aspect of Berdiaev’'s conceptualisation of
history consists in his overt rejection of the notion of a linear historical process. He is
insistent on this rejection throughout his philosophical career. In 1922 he claims:

B ncTopum HeT no nmpsiMoi NMHMKM COBepLUatoLLerocs nporpecca Aobpa, nporpecca

coBepLlleHCTBa, B CUIly KOTOpPOro rpdayuiee nokoneHne CTOUT Bbllle MNOKOoJ1eHuA

npeawwectaytoLero. ..**

Likewise, in 1947:

,D,J'IH NOHMMaHME MOEWN MbICIN BaXXHO NoAYEepPKHYTb, YTO MHEe 4yXaa maea npamoro,

CMMOLLHOTO, HenpepbIBHOMO pa3euTus.®®

His need to insist on the absence of consistent development is the result of some of
the most fundamental aspects of his thinking. The most significant of this is creativity.
Creativity, the basic motivating force of both time and history, is grounded in
absolute freedom, in freedom from cause and effect and therefore freedom from
coercion. Creativity does not follow consistent developmental patterns as it is freely
chosen:

A BOO6LLI,e AHTU3BOJTOLUMNOHUCT B TOM CMbICI1€, YTO NPU3HAK NPepbiIBHOCTb, CBA3AHHYHO

C BTOpXeHuem B MI/IpOBOl7| npouecc cBoboabl, U OoTpuuak HenpepbiBHOCTb Kak

BbIpaXeHue aeTepMuHnama.*®
Beyond creativity, quite simply the nature of Berdiaev's philosophy itself militated

against such linear thinking. By his own admission, he was not a systematic thinker:

TyT oOHapykuBaeTcs Tawkke MOSI CpaBHUTENbHO cnabas cnocobHOCTb K

CMUCTEMaTUYEKOMY Pa3BUTUIO MbICNU. A MbICAO M NUWy adopuCTUYECKM M CTaparochb

663

cor Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 188.

Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 252.
%5 bid., p. 252.
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HaxoaWTb HOPMYNMPOBKM AJ151 CBOUX MHTYMLiA.**°

This non-systematic, non-linear conceptualisation of history is thus a product of the
basic qualities of his philosophy.

A desire to transcend process was also looked at in terms of being anti-
evolutionary, and in such a way it could be used to combat atheistic
conceptualisations of the historical process. Through this not only Darwin, but also
the general positivist notion of progress, could also be challenged. Again, this anti-
evolutionism is repeated throughout Berdiaev’s life, so quotation can be drawn from
any number of texts:

3BOJ‘IPOLLI/IF| He TOJNIbKO He eCTb TBOpPYeCTBO, OHa NPOTUBOMOJIOXKHA TBOPYECTBY. B

3BONKOUMN HUYTO HOBOE He COo3[aeTcd, a NUllb CTapoe nepemMellaeTcd. Osontouuns

ecTb He0BXOAMMOCTb, TBOPYECTBO Xe ecTb cBoboaa.®®’

By equating evolution with necessity, and thereby objectification, Berdiaev limits
evolution to the immanent realm. In evolution Berdiaev sees no possibility for
creativity or creative movement — evolutionism, or thinking that relates the world
process only to the immanent world, is thus discarded:

B 3BONOUNN, KaK ee NOoHUMaeT HaTypaJ‘II/ICTI/I‘-IeKVIVI 3BOJTOUNOHU3M, NO-HaCTodLemMy

HOBM3HA BO3HUKHYTb HE MOXET, TaK KaK HET TBOPYECKOro aKkrta, BCero Bocxogdllero K

cBobope u npepbiBavOLWero Kay3anbHyr CBF|3b.668

The idea of creativity is thus one of the central concepts Berdiaev deploys to identify
developmental patterns which transcend the logic of linear, evolutionary
development. He therefore returns to the point that was reached with the philosophy
of time, that time, and in this case history or ‘world development’, moves only as a

consequence of creativity, which is itself possible only due to the existence of

%% bid., p. 244.
%7 Berdiaev, O naznachenii cheloveka, p. 117.
%8 bid., p. 142.
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newness and nonbeing:

CrtaHoBneHue, OvanekTuka MMPOBOIo pa3BuUTUA BO3MOXHbI JIULWb MOTOMY, YTO €CTb
HebbITne. Ecnn AonyctnTb Nnilb ObITNe, TO HaKakoro pa3BuUTUA He 6yD,9T. HoBunsHa B

CTaHOBJ1IEHNN BO3HUKAET U3 HeEOp He6bITl/IF|.669

Berdiaev’s conceptualisation of history is thus thoroughly non-linear as a
consequence of the nature of the historical process. This does not follow the pattern
of determinism, it does not move forward in a direct line towards perfection, but
follows the free will of creativity, it bounds forward in volcanic upheavals and in
moments of creative passion:

3akoHa HeobxoouMOro UCTOPUYECKOro Mmporpecca HeT, 3TO NpoTMBOpPeYUT cBobope

YyenoBekKka u npeanonaraeT JNNOXKHYH 06'beKTVIBHyIO TeJ'IeOJ'IOI'VIPO.670

Memory as non-linear
One of Berdiaev’s more curious ideas relates to his understanding of memory

— or sometimes anamnesis®’*

(pripominanie) — and history. This is mainly dealt with
in Smysl istorii (1922), but also appears briefly in O naznachenii cheloveka (1931), la
i mir ob"ektov (1934) and Samopoznanie (1947). Memory, Berdiaev argues, is a
means by which man discovers that the entirety of history — everything that has
happened within history — is contained within himself. In this respect it is amongst his
most overt attempts to subject history to the existentialist frame of his philosophy:
Kaxgbin 4ernoBek NO CBOEW BHYTPEHHeW npupoAe eCTb HEKUW BEernvKUn Mup —

MWKPOKOCM, B KOTOPOM OTpaxaeTcsl 1 npebbiBaeT BeCb pearbHbIi MUP 1 BCE BENUKNE

669
670
671

Berdiaev, Opyt eskhatologicheskoi metafiziki, p. 143.
Berdiaev, Samopoznanie, p. 345.
A Platonic idea that knowledge exists in the soul eternally.
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NCTOPUNYECKNE 3MNOXNn.. .672

This suggestion that every historical epoch is exists within man means that when we
want to write or think about a particular historical period or event, we need to find
those historical periods or events within ourselves:
...veqioBekK goinkeH B camMmomM cebe nosHaTb NCTOPUIO, MNOCTUTHYTb €€, PacCKpbITb, HaMp.,
rny60qa|7|mme nnacTtbl 3NJIMHCKOro Mupa, YyTOObI MOUCTMHE NOCTUTHYTb UCTOPULO

lpeunn, wmCTOpMK [JOMKEH packpbiTb B cebe mMybuHHbIE nnacTel  Mupa

OpPEBHEEBPENCKOro, YTOObI MOCTUTHYTb 3Ty |/|CTopvuo.673

This seemingly absurd suggestion must be understood in the context of Berdiaev’s
shifting antipathy towards the external world, towards the objectified world. All
experience, all history, if it is to contain genuine value must exist at some extent
within the individual. Like many thinkers of a mystical bent, Berdiaev valued that
which is within. This thesis on memory should also thus be understood in the context
of Berdiaev’s mystical striving to find intuitive yet metaphysical meaning in history as
a whole. It also bears some significant resemblance to St. Augustine’s idea that
through memory man is able keep the historical ‘alive’ in the present, and prevent
time from falling apart.

It can be contested that the idea of memory and history is non-linear for the
guite obvious reason that the suggestion that all history exists within man, that man
can commune somehow with others’ past experience, completely breaks down the
conventional impression of history as a process whereby the present is lived and
then the past becomes past — i.e. non-accessible as direct experience. Through
positing the ability of man to engage in any aspect of the past Berdiaev not only

breaks down the pattern of the cycle of generations but also contests the basic idea

872 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 27.

®73 bid., pp. 27-28.
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of the past as past, the movement of future, present, past. As Seaver summarises:

Remembrance, therefore, is the link that connects the existential present with the

existential past. By means of it the past lives in the present.®”

History loses its sense of being something that has gone but instead becomes a
compilation of universal experience or knowledge that man can engage with as and
when he chooses, with disregard for temporal or historical processes:
MTaK, MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO B 3TOM MWKPOKOCME 3aKIito4eHbl BCE NCTOPUYECKNE 3MOXU
npowsioro n 3TOro 4eqnoBeKk He MOXeT B cebe 3adaBnUTb nnactaMmm BpemMeHu U

Onuxarvien NCTOPUYECKON XMU3HWU; 3TO MOXET OblTb MPUKPLITO, HO HUKOTAA HE MOXET

ObITb OKOHYaTENTbHO 3a,anneHo.675

This thesis on memory or anamnesis is thus non-linear and strikingly unusual. It
contributes significantly to the generally non-linear character of history that Berdiaev
describes across his philosophy. We can now finally look at the point at which this
non-linear conceptualisation of history intruded into his writing about the modern

world.

The concept of the ‘new middle-ages’

Berdiaev's essay Novoe srednevekov'e (1924) earned him a great deal of
fame in Europe. This was no doubt because in this text he presented a Russian
interpretation of the revolution that followed neither conventional left-wing nor
commonplace pro-imperial émigré readings of the event.®’® The idea of the ‘new
middle ages’ had, however, been hit upon before the text itself — it appears in

nascent form in Smysl istorii (1922). The concept of the ‘new middle ages’ is actually

674
675
676

Seaver, Nicolas Berdyaev, p. 119.

Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 28.

See Lampert, Nicolas Berdyaev and the new Middle Ages for a contemporaneous reading of
Berdiaev’s text.
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as much related to Berdiaev's experience of time — his sense of temporality as crisis
— as it is to a philosophy of history. It was born from his reflection on the character of
his own times, which sees the end of the current epoch — which he terms ‘new
history’ — and the beginning of a new one, the ‘new middle ages’:

Ham cyxaeHo uTb B UCTOpMYECKOE BpeMsi CMeHbl 3roxX. CTapblii MUP HOBOW UCTOPUM

[...] KOHUaETCs U pa3naraeTcs, U HapPOXAAETCs HEBEAOMbIiA eLle HOBbI Mup.®’’

The idea of the ‘new middle ages’ is thus in part a speculation on current affairs, as
well as a type of history, and will also contain elements of philosophical reflection on
the nature of history. There is a greater sense of consecutive development and
linearity than we have been describing elsewhere — however, a fundamental sense
of historical non-linearity still underpins the narrative. Non-linearity consists in the
fact that despite looking to describe historical movement forwards, Berdiaev actually
envisions historical development in terms of a turning backwards, or something
similar to Zarathrustra’s notion of a ‘looking back’. This is made possible by the
assumption that elements of the past can be repeated.

Novoe srednevekov'e depends on the construction of a historical narrative,
spanning the movement from the original, or old middle ages, through the ‘new
history’, and then on to the ‘new middle ages’. During the old middle ages, Berdiaev
argues, there was a particular inclination towards the spiritual, to searching for God
and to interpreting divine mysteries:

Ho 3Haem Takke, yto CpeagHue Beka Oblnin 3MOXON PENUIMO3HOM MO MPEUMYLLECTBY,

ObInM OXBayeHbl TOCKOW Mo HeBy, KoTopas Aenana HapoAbl OAEPXUMbIMU CBALLEHHBIM

663yMI/IeM, YTO BCA KyInbTypa CpedHEeBEKOBbA HanpasBlieHa Ha TpaHCUueHOEeHTHOoe U

NOTYCTOPOHHEE, 4YTO B 3TN BEKa Obino Benukoe Hanpsa>xeHne MbICIin B CXOJ1aCTuUKe U

87" Berdiaev, Novoe srednevekov's, p. 222.
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MUCTUKE A4 pelleHna nocneaHmnx Bonpocos 6[:ITI/IFI...678

The character or condition of this epoch was central to Berdiaev's interpretation of it.
After the old middle ages came ‘new history’, in which people became more and
more externalised, consumed variously by industrial progress, individualism,
imperialism and the wars between classes. Discussion of the ‘new history’ thus also
provided a vehicle for criticism of the current epoch, and again focused on its human
character:

Ham npeacTtonT HECOMHEHHbIN (haKT: B HOBOM MCTOPWUWN, FOPAOK CBOUM MPOrpeccoMm,

LEHTp TSKECTU XM3HM MepemMellaeTcs M3 AyXOBHOW cdepbl B MaTepuanbHylo, 13

BHyTpeHHeI7I BO BHELLUHKOK XN3Hb, 06LI.|,eCTBO CTaHOBUTCA BCe MeHee peJ'II/IFl/IO3HbIM.679
Following the horrors of ‘new history’, Berdiaev interprets a new epoch, the ‘new
middle ages’, where he perceives a return to the old spirit of the middle ages, in
which people again want to find religious meaning and inner, intuitive value in the
world:

Mbl onaTtb BCTynaem B aTmoccbepy 4YyaecCHOoro, CToJib 4yxXXayr HOBOM NCTOPUKN, ONATb

BO3MOXHbI CTaHYT Oenas u YepHada Maruu. OnaTb BO3MOXHbI CTaHyT CTpaCTHbI€ CMNopbl

O TanHax 00XXeCTBEeHHOW XU3HU. Mbl nepexognm OT AyLweBHOro nepuoga K yxXxoBHOMY

nepwo,i:l,y.680
The ‘new middle ages’ thus becomes a device through which the ontological centre
of mankind is corrected, realigned back to the internal away from the external.

This narrative is non-linear due to the way in which it describes a return to
certain points in the past. This is qualified, however, by the suggestion that there is

not some sort of complete return to or restoration of by-gone epochs:

...Hy)KHO OKOHYaTesNbHO YCTaHOBWTb, YTO HMKaKMX BO3BPATOB U pecTaBpauunil cTapbix

%78 |bid., p. 243.
679 .

Ibid., p. 238.
% bid., p. 254.



344

3M0X HUKOraa He 6bino u ObiTb He MoxeT. Koraa mbl roBopuMm O nepexone ort HOBOW
NCTopun K cpegHeBeKOoBbH, TO 3TO €CTb O6pa3HbIl7I CMNoOCOB BblpaXeHuA. ﬂepexop,

BO3MOXEH INALLb K HOBOMY, a HE CTapoMy CpeJ:l,HeBeKOBI:dO.681

However, he argues that there is a certain element of the ‘eternal’ in a given
historical epoch, and that this can be restored in a new epoch. This is where linearity
breaks down as past events can be returned to or relived, so long as they have an
‘eternal’ character:

K cnuwkom BpeéMeHHOMY U TINeHHOMY B MNpPOLWJIOM Helnb3A BEpHYTbCA, HO MOXHO

BEPHYTHCS K BEYHOMY B npoLusiom.**

So whilst the objectified elements of the past cannot be restored, the metaphysical or
eternal parts of it can be: and in such a way we see how non-linearity can come to
define elements of the historical process. It issues from a philosophical assumption
about the nature of history that certain past things can be restored due to their
‘eternal’ (or metaphysical, internal etc.) character.

In the concept of the ‘new middle ages’ strict historical consecutiveness is
thus absent. This sort of non-consecutive development was also described in Smysl|
istorii. Here he similarly describes different ‘epochs’ of human development, but also
describes how they are not to be taken consecutively, that one can move between
them:

B IACTOpI/ILIeCKOIZ cyp,b6e yenoBeyecTtBa MOXHO YCTaHOBUTb 4YeTbIipe 3MNOXu, 4eTblpe

COCTOAHNA: BapBapCTBO, KylbTypa, umBunn3auma n perimrmosHoe npeo6pa>|<eH|/|e. Chy7

yeTblpe COCTOAHUE Henb34 6paTb NCKNKYNTENTbHO BO BpeMeHHOVI

nocnegoBaTesibHOCTU; OHM MOryT COCyLleCTBOBaTb, 3TO — pa3Hble HanpaBJ1IEHHOCTU

yenoBeyeckoro ayxa.”®

%L bid., pp. 242-43.
%2 pid., p. 227.
%33 Berdiaev, Smysl istorii, p. 217.
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This then is quite revealing: by describing these epochs as different ‘orientations’ of
the human spirit, we perhaps come closer to what it is Berdiaev is trying to capture
through the concept of the ‘new middle ages’, and how this is anything but a simple
description of a linear historical development. Furthermore, he also contends that
this human development is contingent only upon the direction of human freedom:
MHoroe 3aBMCUT OT Hallen CBO60D,bI, OT TBOPYECKUX YertloBEYECKUNX yCI/IJ'IVIl7I. |_|OTOMy-

TO BO3MOXHbI OBa NyTWn. A npegvyyBeCcTByO HapacTtaHue cun 3na B 6y,qyu.|,eM, HO XoTen

onpenennTb BO3SMOXHbI€ NOJIOXUTENbHbIE YepThbl 6y,u,yu.|,ero O6LI.I,eCTBa.684

History thus again becomes non-linear, it becomes dependent upon the will of the
subject, defined by his freedom. The concept of the ‘new middle ages’, although
perhaps in quite an opaque form, is another reflection of this. It recalls Berdiaev’s
thesis on memory or anamnesis, in which there are elements of the past which can

be drawn out and re-experienced in the present.

%4 Berdiaev, Novoe srednevekov's, p. 255.
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Conclusion: Berdiaev’s philosophy of history

Berdiaev’s philosophy of history has been discussed from a specific angle.
What has been attempted is to capture how he conceptualised history, how he
reflected on the nature of history — how it moved, where it was heading. This has
been done by distancing Berdiaev’s actual writing of history from his philosophical
reflection on history, as the two are, other than in the case of Novoe srednevekov'e,
quite distinct. Two prevailing features of this philosophy of history have been
identified: uncertainty and non-linearity, and together they make for a highly
individual and unusual conceptualisation of history.

It was mentioned at the outset of this section that Berdiaev’s philosophy of
history is prefaced by his understanding of time’s primacy over history. This has
remained true, and discussion of history alone — without reference to time — has
been relatively sparse. The uncertainty that is detected in Berdiaev’s thinking about
history — evident in two different forms — is deeply reminiscent of the uncertainty that
cuts through his philosophy of time: it is consistently argued that both time and
history are paradoxically both inside and outside man. The non-linearity of
Berdiaev’s description of history demonstrates the paradox and uncertainty that lie
behind it: he does not want history to be subject to external rules or laws of
development, but also admits that these external rules do come into play. Non-
linearity similarly maintains a sense of the freedom of history from determinism.

In terms of comparison with Bulgakov what is most interesting is how clearly
the two thinkers oppose each other on such a panoply of issues. First of all there is
the way in which their experience of temporality as crisis translates into a philosophy
of history: Bulgakov seeks regularity whereas Berdiaev embraces non-linearity and,

even, crisis itself. Bulgakov is driven to imbue history with reason, logic, and
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certainty, whilst Berdiaev finds the meaning of history in the absence of such
coercive concepts. Both believe ardently in the end of history, and hope for the
coming of the Kingdom of God, but where Bulgakov finds the meaning of history
demands the necessity of the Kingdom of God, Berdiaev finds the meaning of history
demands the possibility of failure — freedom must be absolute if it is to mean
anything. Berdiaev thus prophesises the possibility of a bad end to history whereas
Bulgakov claims that the divine plan cannot fail. Between them, they offer a quite
remarkably binary opposition on the same problem, engaging in the same questions,
the same themes, wanting the same thing, but coming to almost opposite

conclusions.
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5. Conclusion

It is difficult to come down on either side of the fence when attempting to
assess the broad success or failure of Berdiaev’s philosophy as a whole, let alone on
a specific issue such as his philosophies of time and history. Perhaps an attempt to
do so in itself is not particularly constructive. One conclusion to draw is how
classically Russian Berdiaev’'s philosophy is: it is caught between so many
competing bodies of thought, trying to synthesise and adapt to everything whilst at
the same time offering something new, something profound, and gets caught up in
the enormity of the task. Dobieszewski, describing the Russian tradition — but he
could well be describing Berdiaev — notes that:

Consequently, one may say quite justifiably that Russian philosophy is a relatively

autonomous philosophical universe which simultaneously reflects its own entirety,

similarly (in form, of course, not in content) to such past schools of thought as Greek

and Jewish philosophy, Patristics, French Enlightenment philosophy or classical

German philosophy.®®®

This investigation has certainly testified to the importance of all of the above — save

perhaps French Enlightenment philosophy — in the construction of Berdiaev’s

thought about time.

%% Janusz Dobieszewski, ‘Neoplatonic tendencies in Russian philosophy’, Studies in East European

Thought, vol. 62, no. 1 (2010), pp. 3-10 (p. 9).
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Conclusion

Sergei Bulgakov and Nikolai Berdiaev

The pattern of similarities and differences between Bulgakov and Berdiaev is,
in certain respects, to be expected. In terms of experience and intellectual
background they are from very similar stock. Although originally Berdiaev was from
an aristocratic background and Bulgakov from more humble beginnings, in their
formative years between 1900-1922 they moved in many of the same circles and
shared many friends and acquaintances. In terms of their thought about time and
history, both had the same ultimate goal in mind: an eschatological end and a
movement beyond the current world condition. What was different was how they
envisioned getting to this point. Berdiaev viewed the end more in terms of time,
Bulgakov more in terms of history: both, however, were keenly aware of the
relevance of temporal experience in itself, as, after all, history is still a passage
through time. Time, or time conceptualised as history, therefore played a significant
part in both of their philosophies, as it described the way in which the coming of God
would be achieved.

Neither Bulgakov or Berdiaev could accept that idea that time just was, that it
merely existed as a fact of life to be dealt with. Something like Einstein’s Theory of
Relativity, for example, would satisfy neither: it would only touch on the ‘surface’ of
the problem, and, to borrow Bulgakov’'s terminology, would not reach into the
‘depths’. Therefore, it becomes clear how for both a sense of history and time
reflected a desire to find meaning in the world around them. This can also be tied to
the notion of temporality as crisis: in a world of uncertainty and calamity, notions of

eventual resolution give hope that crisis can be overcome. Both philosophers bear
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this idea out, although the way in which they understood the means of achieving this
end as very different: crisis perhaps pervades more deeply into the construction of
Berdiaev’s philosophy, whereas Bulgakov responds more strongly against crisis,
placing greater emphasis on the orderly nature of historical and temporal processes.

A further dimension of the comparison between Bulgakov and Berdiaev is
how it has brought into focus the significance of a similar set of problems in both
philosophers’ work. These problems — those of creativity, freedom, necessity and euvil
— have highlighted some of the broader assumptions which informed and developed
their contrasting philosophies of time and history. With Bulgakov, his continual focus
on providing a theodicy and a resolution of evil, along with his restriction of human
creativity and freedom, allowed for his construction of a determinist pattern of
thinking about history and a corresponding philosophy of time, in which the ‘good’,
divine and metaphysical dimension applied pressure on the material dimension.
Likewise, for Berdiaev, his discussion of the problems of creativity and freedom, and
to a lesser extent evil, demonstrated with greater clarity the paradoxical nature of his
understanding of time: they reveal how, when discussing the ‘objectified’ and
‘existential’ domains of time, his descriptions of the relationship between the
metaphysical and material inexorably tend towards paradox.

Both philosophers testify to the significance of the problem of time, and history
as a problem related to time — rather than just being a problem in itself — in Russian
philosophy. At the same time, their thinking on these questions demonstrates
engagement with a philosophical tradition which extends back to Plato, and which
continues to be relevant today. They can justifiably take their place in this tradition.
Yet it is noticeable is how classically Russian this engagement is, drawing on such a

broad range of philosophies and ideas. This reflects not only Bulgakov’'s and
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Berdiaev’s great erudition but also their connection to the intellectual mainstream;
they were not estranged or disconnected from the European tradition but
demonstrate an active engagement with and innovative interpretation of many

bodies of thought.

This thesis has sought to adopt a comparative and thematic approach and to
explore lines of research which could be developed further, in the Russian Silver Age
and beyond. The theme of time, both an ancient and modern problem, has provided
a new avenue through which to investigate two thinkers’ philosophies. There is no
reason why there cannot be further discussion of time in Russian philosophy, or,
indeed, further discussion of the question of history, whether through such major and
very different figures as, for example, Fedorov, Frank or Bakhtin, or through lesser
known Silver Age philosophers, such as Ern, whose messianic philosophy has much
to say about time, history and temporality as crisis. Indeed, an attempt to write a
broader account of the theme of time and history across Silver Age thought could
elucidate the larger relevance of this theme to Russian thought as a whole, and also
demonstrate further how Russian thought plays its part in the European intellectual

and cultural tradition.
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