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CBOBOJA COBECTHU 1 OTPAHUYEHHOCTD 3AITAJHOI'O
NPEACTABJEHUA O JIMBEPAJIIBHOCTU COJTOBBEBA
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Paccmampusaemcs KOHMeKCMYaabHaAs UHIMEPRPEMAUUA 2AABHbIX UCMOPUOPAPUHECKUX HA-
NpasAeHull 8 AH2A0A3bIYHOL UCCAC008AMENLCKOL aumepamype, nocgauernot Baaoumupy Coaosw-
esy. Ommenaemcesa npeobAadaHUe UHIMEPNPEMAyULL €20 UJell 4epe3 NPUIMY COBPEMEHHO20 AUbepaius-
M@, AKYEHMUPOBAHUE BHUMAHUA HA PA3MblUUAEHUAX (hunocogda o c6obo0e cosecmu. Cmasumcs 3a0a-
ua ocnopumv sudenue Coaosbesa kax aubepana. Ha ocnose anaauza nybauyucmuqeckux pabom
npeocmasaeHo COA08bEBCKOe NOHUMAHUE DeAURUO3HOU c860000bl. OOOCHOBLIBACMCA BbIBOO O NOM,
umo 2aashvim npoeknom Conosvesa 6bLao cozoanue He OnpedeseHH00 AUbepaibHo20 00Lecmaa, a
acxamoaouqeckoz20 ycmpoticmasa, 6 komopom Llapcmeo Bojcue Ha 3emae ycmanasausaemcs noo
NOKPOBUIMEALCIBOM XPUCIUAHCKOU Uepksu u Poccutickotl umnepuu. Ymeepacoaemcs, 4mo co3oaue
NOAUMUHECKOLL CUCEMDL, 8 KOMOPOU AUHHOCHIHAA ABIMOHOMUA U AUHHBLE PEAUUOHBLE YOEHOCHU
ABAAIOMCA BblcUlell Ueablo, He 0bLa0 04a Coa06be8a KOHEUHbIM UMO0M PA3BUMuUA obusecmea. Ye-
Hue Con08besa MpaKkmyemcs Kax npoeKn UMNepCKo20 XPUCHUAHCKO20 MbLCAUMENS, NPedAdarouye-
20 anoaumuytbsle, OYXO8HbLE OMEEMbL HA COUUANBHDLE U NOAUMUYECKIUE BONPOCDL.

Kirouesrie coBa: ceo600a cosecmu, c60600Han meokpamus, Aubeparusm, XpUcmuancKas
umnepus, cmaposepwl, packo., c60600a 8epoOUCNOBeIaHU, XPUCIUAHCKAA NOAUMUKA, dCXAMOA0-
euyeckoe yuerue B.C. Coaosvesa.

FREEDOM OF CONSCIENCE AND THE LIMITS
OF THE LIBERAL SOLOVYOV

PATRICK LALLY MICHELSON
Indiana University, Department of Religious Studies
Bloomington, Indiana, 47405, USA
E-mail: plmichel@indiana.edu

The article offers a contextual interpretation of the main historiographical developments in
English-language scholarship about Viadimir Solovyov: A predominant interpretation of his ideas
has been made through the prism of contemporary liberalism, which focuses on the philosopher’s
thoughts about freedom of conscience. The goal of the article is to challenge the image of Solovyov as
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a liberal. The research is based on an analysis of journalistic writings in which Solovyov presented his
understanding of religious freedom. The conclusion is that Solovyov’s main project was not the
creation of some liberal society, but an eschatological polity in which the Kingdom of God would be
realized on earth under the auspices of Christian Church and Russian empire. It is established that the
creation of a political system in which personal autonomy and individual religious convictions constituted
the highest goal was not the end result of Solovyov’s project. Solovyov’s doctrine was that of an
imperial Christian thinker, who proposed apolitical, spiritual answers to social and political problems.

Key words: freedom of conscience, free theocracy, liberalism, Christian empire, Old Believers,
schism, freedom of religious belief, Christian politics, the eschatological doctrine of V.S.Solovyov.

Few figures in the history of Russian thought have enjoyed greater prominence
in English-language scholarship since the collapse of the Soviet Union than Vladimir
Solovyov. The initial recovery of Solovyov’s life and works was mainly undertaken in
the early 1990s by scholars of Russian literature and culture. The principal image of
Solovyov to emerge from those studies, an image mainly derived from poetic claims
of divine encounter and mystical experience, was that of a playful, provocative, and
paradoxical thinker who experimented with literary genres, philosophical categories,
Christian and Jewish symbols, even gender norms in a wide-ranging spiritual quest to
articulate and realize the universal goal of personal and collective wholeness!. Of the
many historiographical implications that have resulted from this mode of
interpretation, which broadly mirrors the Symbolist exegesis of Solov’ev during the
early twentieth century, perhaps the most compelling is the difficulty in essentializing
a single Solovyov or reducing him to some fixed ideological category?. And even
when labels like «mystic», «visionary», or «knightly monk» are applied to Solovyov,
they generally, if unintentionally, convey interpretative instability and fluidity, as
such an enigmatic figure is always open to mythopoeic reconfiguration.

Parallel to this creative, open-ended reading of Solovyov is another post-Soviet
trend in English-language scholarship that seeks to make Solov’ev comprehensible to
a modern, secular, and western audience, as well as to render him meaningful to a
contemporary Russian audience in need of a usable past free from ideological radicalism
and political despotism. Here the emphasis is not on the esoteric or eccentric Solovyov
lost in the desert of Egypt and writing poems about Divine Sophia, but on the rational,
coherent Solovyov who initiated and embodies one of the major liberal currents in
Russian intellectual history. Scholars like Paul Valliere, Greg Gaut, David Wartenweiler,
and Randall Poole, and before them Andrzej Walicki, have mainly located this Solovyov
in his academic, journalistic, and philosophical writings, especially those published during
the 1880s and 1890s (a chronology that neatly fits into the narrative that the liberal
Solovyov first emerged around the spring of 1881 in his public opposition to the

! For representative scholarship in this field of study see the many works of Judith Deutsch Kornblatt,
including most recently Who Is Solovyov and What Is Sophia? // Divine Sophia: The Wisdom
Writings of Vladimir Solovyov. Ed. Judith Kornblatt. Tr. Boris Jakim, Judith Kornblatt, and Laury
Magnus. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2009. P. 3-97

2 For a recent appreciation of the «antinomic character of Solov’ev’s philosophy» and the «oxymoronic
language of his poetry» see Smith Oliver. Divine Sophia: The Wisdom Writings of Vladimir Solovyov
by Judith Kornblatt // Slavonic and East European Review. 2011. Vol. 89, no. 3. P. 525-527.
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execution of Alexander II’s assassins)?. It is in this source base that the authentic
Solovyov-the Solovyov who articulated a liberal philosophy of law, anticipated and
posthumously influenced the «new liberalism» of the early 1900s, and developed a
uniquely religious form of Russian liberalism — is imagined to reside.

A particularly vigorous attempt to find and elicit this type of Solovyov has
recently been made in scholarly articles about Solovyov’s commentary on religious
freedom. Vladimir Wozniuk, who has admirably translated many of Solovyov’s
journalistic writings into English, portrays the author of such essays as On Spiritual
Authority in Russia (O gyxosHoit Biactu B Poccun) (1881) as a staunch defender of
«full religious and civic rights for all minorities in the Russian empire»*, including
schismatic and sectarian groups. It is the resulting «multiplicity of worldviews» that
would be engendered by the actualization of such rights, Wozniuk insists elsewhere,
which makes Solovyov a liberal relevant to both the past and the present in Russia
and the West>. In a similar vein, Randall Poole offers us a liberal Solovyov precisely
because he was an adamant champion of religious liberty. «Russian liberal
philosophers», Poole contends, «understood freedom of conscience as more than a
natural right among others: for them it was the essential quality of personhood itself
(self-determination) and thus the foundational value of liberalism»°. Since «the
central concept of Solovyov’s philosophy», namely the idea of Godmanhood (6020-
uyenosevecmso), was dependent upon the practical application of «freedom of
conscience» and «religious toleration» in law, Solovyov assumes a leading place in
Poole’s genealogy of Russian liberal thinkers’. Because Solovyov so vigorously
defended religious freedom, we are told, his political orientation must be that of a
liberal, albeit a theological or religious one, who grounded «genuine [social] unity»
in the «[a]uthentic diversity and free development» of society’s constituent elements,
i.e. the individuals who make up a society®. It would seem from these interpretations
that Solovyov’s writings on freedom of conscience, as well as his philosophical reliance
on the concept of «<human autonomy» in matters of faith and law®, make for

3 Valliere Paul. Modern Russian Theology: Bukharev, Solovyov, Bulgakov. Orthodox Theology in a
New Key. Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 2000. 443 pp.; Gaut Greg. A Practical Unity:
Vladimir Solov’ev and Russian Liberalism / Canadian Slavonic Papers. 2000. Vol. 42, no. 2. P.295-314;
Wartenweiler David. Civil Society and Academic Debate in Russia 1905-1914. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1999. P. 93-95; Poole Randall A. Utopianism, Idealism, and Liberalism: Russian
Confrontations with Vladimir Solovyov // Modern Greek Studies Yearbook. 2000-2001. Vol. 16, 17.
P.43-87;Poole Randall A.The Greatness of Vladimir Solovyov: A Review Essay // Canadian Slavonic
Papers. 2008. Vol. 50, no. 1-2. P. 201-223; Walicki Andrzej. Legal Philosophies of Russian Liberalism.
Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame, 1992. P. 165-212.

4 Solovyov VS. Freedom, Faith, and Dogma: Essays by V.S. Solovyov on Christianity and Judaism.
Ed. and tr. Vladimir Wozniuk. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2008. P. 2.

3 Solovyov V.S. Politics, Law, and Morality: Essays. Ed. and tr. Vladimir Wozniuk. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2000. P. XIV.

6 Poole Randall A. Religious Toleration, Freedom of Conscience, and Russian Liberalism // Kritika:
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History. 2012. Vol. 13, no. 3. P. 613.

7 Ibid. P. 629-632.

8 Ibid. P. 630.

% Ibid. P. 630.
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exceptionally solid ground upon which to erect the liberal Solovyov, as such a freedom
and, thus, the pluralism of opinions generated by it are something vital to, even
cherished in, the legal and political history of modern western liberalism!?. The general
thrust of this line of reasoning is that Solovyov is someone with whom sophisticated,
progressive readers of today are intellectually familiar and with whom they can be
ideologically comfortable.

This article intervenes in this particular historiographical development to suggest
that some of the sources and utterances used to construct the liberal Solovyov,
particularly Solovyov’s commentary circa 1881-1883 about the need to grant religious
freedom to Old Believers and sectarian groups, actually complicate that image. Far
from being the recognizable liberal portrayed by Wozniuk, Poole, and others, Solovyov
often deviated or recoiled from the basic suppositions that undergird modern
liberalism'!, suppositions that broadly inform the claim that liberalism is best
understood «as a political philosophy» which, among other things, promotes the
absolute value of the individual and guarantees a «social, economic, or political
order» in which this absolutely-valued individual can achieve «the fullest possible
self-realization»'2. If such a depiction accurately portrays Solovyov’s understanding
of religious liberty, then his argument for granting freedom of conscience should
terminate in the inviolability of personal religious convictions and, most importantly,
the complete realization of individual religious consciousness in social reality. Yet as
we shall see below, Solovyov had no such intention when he demanded that religious
freedom be extended to confessional minorities in the Russian empire. Nor did he
imagine that freedom of conscience was an end in itself or part of some post-autocratic,
rights-based, pluralistic society. Instead, Solovyov’s promotion of freedom of conscience
was linked to a providential project to establish a «free theocracy» under the dual
auspices of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church and Russia’s post-Petrine
imperial order. In other words, for Solov’ev, religious freedom was not essential to
the establishment of some liberal political and social order. Rather, it was essential in
realizing an eschatological and ecumenical polity, one that Solov’ev would later (circa
1896) identify in theory as the «Christian monarchic idea» and in practice as the
«Christian empire» or «Christian politics»!3.

To demonstrate the eschatological and ecumenical undercurrents in Solovyov’s
understanding of freedom of conscience and that freedom’s relationship to the creation
of a Christian imperial political society in Russia, this article will outline the discursive

10Poole implicitly makes the link among freedom of conscience, the liberal Solovyov, and a particular
strand in modern American liberalism when he begins his Religious Toleration article with extended
commentary about Nussbaum Martha (Liberty of Conscience: In Defense of America’s Tradition
of Religious Equality. New York: Basic Books, 2008. P. 416) and the seminal protagonist of her work,
Roger Williams.

I For representative statements about this type of liberalism. See: Rawls John. Political Liberalism.
New York: Columbia University Press, 2005. 576 p.; Spragens Thomas A., Jr. Civic Liberalism:
Reflections on Our Democratic Idealism. New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 1999. 296 p.

2 Poole. Religious Toleration. P.613. N. 8.

13 Conosres B.C. Buzautusm u Poccust / Conosres B.C. Co6p. cou. B 10 T. T. 7 CI16.: Kuurousa-
TelbcKoe ToBapuiecTBo «IIpocsemenne», 1914. C. 285-325.
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contexts in which Solovyov’s writings on religious freedom originated and operated.
Once that has been established, this article will turn to a brief textual analysis of
Solovyov’s writings on freedom of conscience that upon first glance seem to support
the portrayal of him as a liberal, but which in their context suggest something quite
different than the normative definition of liberalism used by those who recognize in
Solovyov a liberal friend. The ultimate goal of such an endeavor is not to re-align
Solovyov with some competing ideological position. Solovyov was certainly moderate
in his Christian politics of empire. Nor is it to suggest that Solovyov refrained from
making institutional and practical alliances with the so-called liberals of his day, several
of whom like P. B. Struve and P. I. Novgorodtsev helped to initiate the liberalization of
Solovyov’s legacy after his death in 1900'*. As Greg Gaut has shown in his study of
Solovyov’s ideological orientation, Solovyov often found common cause with his
liberationist friends at The European Herald (Bectauxk Espomnbi) ', Instead, this article
intends to demonstrate that elliptical readings of Solovyov’s works, like the way in
which Wozniuk privileges some texts over others in his choice of translation, or
philosophical interpretations of Solovyov’s utterances about freedom of conscience,
like the one offered by Poole, ascribe a familiar liberalism to Solovyov that obscures
his intentions more than they clarify them. In other words, this article makes the case
for a contextual analysis of Solovyov!®, one that is not hemmed in by the faux ami
«liberal» or the hermeneutics of coherence. If we are to recover Solovyov’s place in
Russian intellectual history and his meaning for contemporary Russian and western
thought, then it is necessary to situate him and his writings in their operative and
meaningful contexts. The result will be a historical Solovyov understood on his own
terms, however contradictory, incoherent, or potentially illiberal they might be.

The freedom of conscience discourse in which Solovyov operated and to which
he was responding in the early 1880s was a relatively recent invention. In the same
edition of Kritika in which Poole’s article about freedom of conscience and Russian
liberalism appears, Victoria Frede and Paul Werth demonstrate that the term freedom
of conscience (cBoGosa coBectn) had little if any meaning in educated society or
officialdom prior to the initial implementation of the Great Reforms. Challenged
with new socioeconomic and governance realities following the Emancipation of 1861
and the zemstvo and legal reforms of 1864, state agents commonly appropriated the
concept and language of freedom of conscience for imperial maintenance. Their
understanding of religious freedom was mainly organized around the need to manage
a variety of disparate, often antagonistic, religious groups in an increasingly complex,
multi-confessional empire. In this sense, the idea freedom of conscience as articulated

14 Crpyse ILB. [Tamstu Braguvmupa CosnosbeBa // Pasubie Tembl. (1893-1901 rr.) COOpHUK cTaTell.
CI16.: Tunorpacpus A.E. Konnunckoro, 1902. P. 198-202; Hosropopues I1.1. Unes npasa B puitoco-
¢uu Bi. C. Conossesa // Bonpocs! dunocogun u ncuxonoruu. 1901, Ku. 1. P 112-29.

15 Gaut. A Practical Unity. P295-314. See also Fedyashin Anton A. Liberals under Autocracy: Modernization
and Civil Society in Russia, 1866-1904. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2012. P. 164-167

16 For a recent attempt to contextualize Solovyov in the discursive and ideological currents of the
1870s. See: Gillen Sean Michael James. A Foggy Youth: Faith, Reason, and Social Thought in the
Young Vladimir Sergeevich Solovyov, 1853-1881. PhD diss., University of Wisconsin, 2012. 305 p.
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by government officials, most notably by PA. Valueyv, the minister of internal affairs
during important years of the reform era (circa 1861-1868), was not oriented toward
creating some liberal polity, even if the administrative discourse subsequently assumed
the liberal idiom of respecting individual religious convictions. Rather, freedom of
conscience was paradoxically oriented toward strengthening the vitality of autocratic
authority, as it was thought that such a freedom would alleviate inter-confessional
conflicts in the imperial borderlands!'’. A similar instrumentality informed radical
interpretations of religious freedom in the late 1850s and 1860s. Advocates of popular
revolution in Russia, such as V. I. Kel’siev and N. A. Serno-Solovyovich, maintained
that the establishment of freedom of conscience, however problematic due to the
religious fundamentalism of sectarians and Old Believers, was a programmatic necessity
for the revolutionary cause. Such a freedom would help radicals to garner support
among the still-believing people (Hapon) and, just as importantly, would generate
atheistic consciousness among those who were religiously minded, i.e. it would effect
the type of secular psychology that radicals imagined was necessary in constructing a
new socialist order in Russia'®. Anxiety about the potentially destabilizing effects of
such innovations quickly occupied the minds of ostensibly liberal thinkers like
B.N. Chicherin, who despite his repeated claims that freedom of conscience constituted
«the first and most sacred right of a citizen», «the best of modern humanity’s
achievements», and «the inviolable sanctuary of the human soul»!” frequently recoiled
from the practical application of religious freedom, which he regretfully concluded
was incompatible with contemporary Russian political and legal consciousness. For
Chicherin, freedom of conscience, specifically the non-intervention of civil authority
in personal religious convictions, broadly served a pedagogical function in a Hegelian
sense. It facilitated the process by which humans participated in the gradual
development of the spirit (yx) toward higher stages of historical existence. But when
these advancements threatened Russia’s sociopolitical order and cultural mores, then
it was necessary to check the very freedoms that stimulated such advancements®.
Perhaps the interpretations of freedom of conscience that most fully shaped
the one articulated by Solovyov belonged to the first generation of Slavophiles and,
later, to instructors at the Russian Church’s clerical academies (jiyxoBHbIE akaje-
mun). Solovyov’s indebtedness to the religious and philosophical writings of the
Slavophiles, although not exclusive, is well established in scholarship?!, particularly

7 Werth Paul W. The Emergence of «Freedom of Conscience» in Imperial Russia // Kritika:
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History. 2012. Vol. 13, no. 3. P. 585-610.

18 Frede Victoria. Freedom of Conscience, Freedom of Confession, and «Land and Freedom» in the
1860s // Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History. 2012 Vol. 13, no. 3. P. 561-584.

19 See the various quotes cited in Poole (Religious Toleration. P 627-628).

20 Poole, Religious Toleration. P.627; Hamburg G. M. Boris Chicherin and Early Russian Liberalism,
1826-1866. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992. P. 443.

21 See, for example, Poulin Francis. Vladimir Solovyov’s Rossiia i vselenskaia tserkov’, Early
Slavophilism’s Pneumatic Spirit, and the Pauline Prophet // Russian Review. 1993. Vol. 52, no. 4.
P. 528-539; Rouleau Frangois. Solovyov, slavophile ou occidentaliste? / Cahiers du Monde Russe.
2001.Vol.42,no. 1. P. 169-174; Coates Ruth. Religious Writing in Post-Petrine Russia // The Routledge
Companion to Russian Literature. Ed. Neil Cornwell. New York: Routledge, 2001. P. 56-57
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in regards to the historiosophical and practical problems engendered by the continued
existence of Old Belief in Orthodox Russia*’. And a recent study on the formation
of Solovyov’s early social thought emphasizes the year he spent auditing courses at
the Moscow Clerical Academy (circa 1873-1874) as a pivotal event in his intellectual
biography?’. Both of these contexts, the Slavophile and the ecclesiastical, suggest
that Solovyov’s notion of freedom of conscience was not grounded in the tenets of
political and civic liberalism, but in a universalist Christian narrative about returning
to the Church and, thus, realizing «the Kingdom of God on earth» (napcrBo Boxkue
Ha 3emiie), terminology that Solovyov used in his writings about freedom of
conscience®. A. S. Khomiakov, I. V. Kireevskii, and several of their Slavophile confreres
broadly understood conscience in terms of an inner moral law, a God-given judge
that emotionally regulated and rationally guided the person in his social actions.
Freedom of conscience in this sense denoted the liberation of fallen man’s mind and
conduct from sin so they might be oriented toward God’s will, a conversion that
generated psychological tranquility in the individual and brought about a just society
for the collective®. Scripted onto the historiosophical schemes that the early Slavophiles
commonly deployed to delineate Russia’s spiritual contribution to the advancement
of world history, freedom of conscience became a crucial step in the process by which
the Russian person and the Russian people could achieve cognitive and cultural
wholeness?®. In regards to the practical application of freedom of conscience,
L.S. Aksakov, arguably the most important second-generation Slavophile and certainly
the one who enjoyed the largest reading audience during the late imperial period,
delineated an argument about the need to grant religious freedom to Old Believers
that was to resonate with Solovyov. For Aksakov,in whose Rus’ (Pycr) Solovyov’s first
article about freedom of conscience and religious dissent appeared, Old Belief
constituted an indigenous, traditional, and anti-liberal response to political despotism
in Russia, an exemplary type of native cultural resistance which necessitated amelioration
if authentic religiosity was to return to the Church and if the Russian people was to
realize its historical trajectory?’. Although Solovyov was much less sanguine than Aksakov
about the cultural and ideological value of Old Belief, he similarly wanted to bring
Old Believers back to the Church, mainly for providential reasons.

In addition to the imperial, radical, conservative-liberal, and Slavophile discourses
about religious liberty then in circulation in public opinion, the Russian Church
developed its own response to public calls for the legal establishment of freedom of

22 de Courten Manon. History, Sophia and the Russian Nation: A Reassessment of Vladimir
Solovyov’s Views on History and his Social Commitment. Bern: Peter Lang, 2004. P. 336-338.

23 Gillen Sean Michael James. A Foggy Youth. Chap. 2

24 Conosbes B.C. ITpumeuanus // Conosbes B.C. Co6p. cou. B 10 . T. 3. CI16.: Kuurousgaresnbckoe
ToBapuiectso «IIpocsemenne», 1912. C. 424.

25 MMomycuu Crecpan. Cosecthb B pustococun crnapsnodunos / www.bogoslov.ru/text/2577151.html
(accessed 8 Jan. 2014).

26 Michelson Patrick Lally. Slavophile Religious Thought and the Dilemma of Russian Modernity,
1830-1860 // Modern Intellectual History. 2010. Vol. 7 no. 2. P. 259-261.

27 Dunn Ethel. A Slavophile Looks at the Raskol and the Sects // Slavonic and East European
Review. 1966. Vol. 44, no. 102. P. 167-179.
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conscience, most notably in Archimandrite Toann’s (Sokolov) serial study of that
topic published in 1864-1865 in the pages of Christian Reading (XpuctuaHnckoe 4re-
uue)?®. In that text, which represents the first full iteration of freedom of conscience
in an Orthodox ecclesiastical idiom, the previously antinomic terms freedom (cBo-
6opa) and conscience (coBecTh) were brought together by the then rector of the
St. Petersburg Clerical Academy to delineate the Church’s understanding of freedom
of conscience. loann argued that such a concept was not the product of the
Enlightenment, which in his estimation only produced a false interpretation of religious
liberty that terminated in heresy, paganism, and atheism. Rather, authentic freedom
of conscience as articulated in Jewish and Christian scripture, patristic writings, and
Church history constituted an injunction that fallen man must liberate himself from
his sinful state in order to emulate Christ and, thus, return to God through His
Church. Central to Ioann’s conception of freedom of conscience was the confessional
assumption that Christianity, particularly as it was practiced in the Orthodox Church,
was the «one, true religion» toward which one’s conscience would lead and around
which it should be organized. The Church’s salvational responsibility, its sacred mission
to save the world, meant that it could not countenance complete freedom of
conscience whereby each individual could believe whatever he wanted, including
false gods or no God at all, as such unbounded freedom would leave those outside
the Church condemned to eternal damnation. What was unique to Ioann’s articulation
of freedom of conscience in this insistence was his emphasis on «the spiritual power
of the word and of persuasion» (yxoBHasl cuiia cjioBa u yoeskyieHnusi), as opposed to
violence and coercion, to bring heretics and dissenters back into the Orthodox fold?’.
This conceptualization of freedom of conscience expressed in Ioann’s mind the
ecclesiastical tenets of Christian love and forgiveness, and it broadly conformed to
the language of freedom of conscience used nearly twenty years later by Solovyov.

By the time Solovyov entered public debates about freedom of conscience in the
early 1880s, the contours of that discourse had been reconfigured by several intellectual
and administrative events. One of loann’s students from the St. Petersburg Clerical
Academy had grafted the archimandrite’s conceptualization of freedom of conscience
onto a developing historiosophical narrative in educated society, namely that the
autocratic state should follow the «direction of the people» (HapoyHOE HanpaBieHME)
in its governance so that the Russian people could actualize its spiritual essence in
historical reality®’. Here, freedom of conscience was to be granted to Old Believers not
because they practiced an acceptable form of Christianity, which in the opinion of lay
and clerical Orthodox thinkers they did not, but because punitive police actions against
Old Believers had generated an «anti-state element» (IIpOTHBOrOCYapCTBEHHBII 3J1€-

28 Noann (Cokonos). O cBoGOJIE COBECTU. PelIMrHO3HbIE OCHOBAHUS M MCTOPUYECKUE HAYAJIA ITOM
cBo6opbI // Xpuctuanckoe yrenue. 1864.4.3. C.39-103,115-172,227-272,392-416.1865.4. 1. C.225-286.
Y2.C.427-458,459-502.

29 Tam xke. Y. 3. C.271.1865. Y. 1. C.268-269. Y. 2. C. 501.

30 ®dapmakosckuii B.A. O IpOTHBOrOCYIapCTBEHHOM 3JIEMEHTE B packoiie // OTeuecTBEHHbIE 3a-
mcku. 1866. T. 169. C. 487-518, 629-659. (Farmakovskii had attended the St. Petersburg Clerical
Academy, where he earned a maructp in theology, during Toann’s tenure there as rector.)
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MmeHT) within the Russian people and, thus, marginalized a significant portion of ethnic
Russians from their own culture and society. Freedom of conscience in this modified
Orthodox-populist sense was meant to create a legal avenue by which Old Believers
could freely return to the Church, be absorbed into the political society of empire, and
enter the progressive course of universal history. Counter narratives to this Orthodox-
populist account, as well as to the Orthodox-ecclesiastical account of Ioann (Sokolov),
soon developed in Russian public opinion that extolled Old Belief as vital to the
course of Russia’s historical development, exemplified in part by L.N. Antropov’s claim
that the religious diversity to be engendered by granting freedom of conscience to Old
Believers would benefit state, society, and even the Russian Church?'. And at the very
moment that Solov’ev made his public pronouncements about religious freedom,
V. E Kiparisov, then a professor of homiletics at the Moscow Clerical Academy, began
publishing his study of freedom of conscience as a historical and doctrinal construct of
the early Christian and Byzantine Church.

More broadly, throughout the 1870s and early 1880s, questions about freedom
of conscience-its political meaning, its application in law, and its intended results for
Russian society and empire—occupied an increasingly central place in public opinion
because of concrete events. This same time period witnessed the rise of evangelical
movements in Russia, most notably the missionary work of Lord Radstock and
V.A.Pashkov among St. Petersburg’s high society, which generated much consternation
within and censure from the Holy Synod about the threat that such extra-ecclesial
religiosity had on the integrity of the Orthodox empire. These debates over freedom
of conscience, especially as it related to Old Belief, were partly structured by political
considerations, as the Russian state passed legislation in April 1874 to allow Old
Believers to register births, deaths, and marriages in civil records. And in May 1883,
just a year or so after Solovyov first entered the on-going polemic about religious
freedom, the state passed another law expanding legal freedoms to be enjoyed by
Old Believers and members of sectarian groups, who could now hold religious services
in their own prayer houses, carry internal passports, and occupy positions in public
offices. Theoretical discussions about religious freedom had now become practical,
which in turn generated new ways to think and talk about freedom of conscience. It
was in this multivalent context that Solovyov offered his interpretation of religious
freedom and its historiosophical meaning for Russian culture and society.

The publication history of Solovyov’s commentary on religious freedom and
religious dissent is somewhat convoluted due to the fact that he subsequently revised
the original versions of those articles, often incorporating them into later writings
published in different journals or in chapters of larger works. Solovyov’s initial foray
into the charged question of granting freedom of conscience to Old Believers

31 Aurponos JI.H. Pycckue packoJdbHUKY U aHTIMiicKKe AucHieHTh // Pycckas peus. 1881. No. 4.
C. 74-109.

32 Kunapucos. B.®. O cBo6ojie coBectu. ONbIT HCTOPUKO-KPUTHUECKOTO uccienoBanus // [TpuGas-
nenns K TBopenusim cB. Otios. 1881. Y. 27 Kn. 2. C. 477-544. 4. 28. Kn. 3. C. 294-333. Y. 28. K=. 4.
C.363-403.1882 4.29. Kn. 1. C.206-238. 4. 30. Kn. 1. C. 176-217. 4. 30. Kn. 2. C. 443-512. 1883. 4. 31.
K=. 1. C. 107-200.
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appeared, as noted above, in 1882 in Ivan Aksakov’s Rus’, which just the year before
had published On Spiritual Authority in Russia, the article privileged by Wozniuk as
one of Solov’ev’s liberal statements about the rights of religious minorities. The 1882
article, originally titled On the Church and the Schism (O nepksu u packosie), was
followed in 1883 with the publication in Rus’ of Several Words about Our Secular
Heresies and about the Essence of the Church («HeckoibKo CJIOB O HAIllUX CBETC-
KUX €pecsiXx U O CYHIHOCTH IepKBU»). Solovyov subsequently revised the 1882 and
1883 articles and published them in 1884 in the pages of Orthodox Review (IlpaBo-
cnaBaoe o6o3penne) under the single heading On the Schism in the Russian People
and Society (O packoJiie B pycckoMm Hapojie u oOrectse). In turn, this revised and
expanded version was included in the second edition of The Religious Foundations
of Life (Penurnosnbie ocHOBBI 3ku3HN) published in 1885 by M.N. Katkov’s University
Tipography, which itself was republished in 1897 under the new title The Spiritual
Foundations of Life (JlyxoBable ocHOBBI 3ku3HN )>>. With the posthumous publication
of volume three of Solovyov’s Collection of Writings (CobpaHue cOYMHEHHUN) in
1901 and the second edition of that same volume in 191234, Solovyov’s
understanding of freedom of conscience was marked by the imprimatur of
scholarship. What this publication history tells us, besides the difficulty in
determining a definitive statement made by Solovyov about freedom of conscience,
is that Solovyov’s interpretations of that topic found a variety of avenues through
which to enter Russian public opinion—from the Slavophile journalism of Ivan
Aksakov to the officially sanctioned ecclesiastical reformism of Orthodox Review
to the academic and popular publishing houses of the capital cities—and that various
aspects of those interpretations regularly appeared in print over a thirty-year period.
In other words, Solovyov’s Christian ecclesiastical rendering of freedom of
conscience during Russia’s late-imperial period was not unknown to those members
of educated society interested in his commentary on such matters.

Although Solovyov did not make a formal statement about freedom of conscience
in his article On Spiritual Authority in Russia, it is important to begin an analysis of
what he meant by that term with an exegesis of that 1881 text. In many ways, it
constituted Solovyov’s first attempt to resolve the problematic relationship between
ecclesiastical authority and personal religious convictions within the discursive context
of Russian backwardness, which Solov’ev claimed was readily evident in the social
unrest and cultural fermentation of contemporary Russia, punctuated that same year
by the assassination of Alexander II. To delineate how Orthodox Russia had reached
this historiosophical or providential impasse, Solovyov constructed a revisionist history
of the Russian Church that deviated from official narratives. Russia’s present spiritual

33 This publication history comes from Cosnosbes (Cm.: Conosbes B.C. ITpumeuanusi / Conosbes.
Co6p. cou. B 10 . T. 3. C. 422-423, 430). I have not been able to verify every aspect of this account,
some of which does not correspond to the bibliographic information available, for example, at http:/
/www.rednet.ru/~zaikin/sol/works.htm (accessed 14 January 2014).

34 For the sake of clarity and convenience, the text on which I principally rely is Conosres B.C. O
packoue B pycckoM Hapope u o6iectse // Conosres B.C. Co6p. cou. B 10 1. T. 3. C. 245-280.
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stasis, according to Solovyov, was the result of an «alien, non-evangelical, and non-
Orthodox spirit» (4ysk/bIii, HE €BaHTEILCKUI 1 HE TIPABOCIaBHbIN yX) having entered
ecclesiastical consciousness and administration in the figure of Patriarch Nikon®3, whose
reform of ritual and prayer books in the mid seventeenth century had precipitated
schism in the Russian Church. In Solovyov’s rendition, it was Nikon’s prideful reliance
on violence and coercion to effect change in the Church that decisively violated «the
spirit of Christ, the spirit of love and free harmonious unity» (qyx Xpucros, yx Jt00-
BU U CBOOOJTHOTO COTJIacCHOTO efuHenus ). As such, Russia’s historical Church, through
the office of the Patriarchate, had abrogated its sacred mission to the world, namely
the creation of a «free moral union of people in Christ» (HpaBcTBeHHOE CBOOOJIHOE
enuHeHue Jofient B Xpucre), or what Solovyov also called «a spiritual society or the
Church» (myxoBHOE 061mecTBO WK HepkKoBk ). The result of this anti-Christian turn in
Russian Orthodox ecclesiology was disastrous: the Church no longer enjoyed «spiritual
power» or «moral authority» (JlyxoBHasi BIacTh, HDABCTBEHHBIN aBTOPUTET), Which
meant it no longer influenced socioeconomic mores; it was subjugated to «secular
powers» (cBeTcKue BiacTu); priests were alienated from parishioners; the clerical
hierarchy was divided among itself; higher ranks lorded over lower ranks; ordained
clergy protested against their superiors; parishioners had become ignorant of their
faith; sectarianism was rampant; and educated society had grown indifferent or hostile
to Orthodoxy?’. Even worse for Russia’s development, the ramifications of this disaster
had reached into state and society, which could no longer rely on the Church for
spiritual guidance and, as such, had «lost sight of the inner meaning and goal of this
life» (BHYTpEHHMIT CMBICIT M LIEJTh 9TOM XU3HH TepsIoT u3 By )>S. To rectify this ongoing
problem, Solovyov insisted, the Church must reclaim its role as a «moral force» (HpaB-
cTBeHHasi cuiia) in social and political relations, partly by renouncing the use of punitive
measures to ensure right belief, so that it once again could direct «the will of the
people and the action of government» toward their «single eternal goal, the
establishment of God’s truth on earth» (Bosist Hapofia 1 I€ATEIBHOCTh HPABUTEIIb-
CTBA... elMHast BEUHasl LeJTb — BOBOPEHKE NpaBbl Boxuei Ha 3emie)™.

But herein resides a problem for those who see Solovyov’s demand for religious
freedom—understood here exclusively as the freedom to choose Orthodoxy-as the
foundational value of Russian liberalism. Solovyov envisioned the Church’s mission
in Russia to be the Christianization of society and politics, not their secularization,
the generic hallmark of modern liberalism, whereby religious convictions are made
private and external authority is desacralized. «Io maintain that the Christian spiritual
principle should not assume a leading role in social life, and through it also [a leading
role in] the actions of the state», Solovyov declared, «is to maintain that it has no
place there. This means to deny the Church as a social institution. But Orthodox

35 Conosres B.C. O nyxosHoii Biactu B Poccun // Conosbes B.C. Co6p. cou. 8 10 . T. 3. C. 232,234,
236, 239.

36 Tam xe. C. 227-228.

37 Tam xe. C. 236.

38 Tam ske. C. 233,237

3 Tam sxe. C.230-231,240-41.
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hierarchs cannot deny the Church; they cannot deny that it should act upon human
society in the spirit of Christ, permeating and regenerating all social forms and
relations through this life-creating spirit. Nor can they deny that the visible guide of
this spiritual influence on the land and state should first of all be a spiritual
government, concentrating in itself the active forces of the Church» (YTBepsknats,
YTO XPUCTUAHCKOE JYXOBHOE HAYaJIO HE NOJIXKHO BXOAUTH KAaK PYKOBOJSILAS CHJIA B
>KW3HBb OOIIECTBEHHYIO, a Yepe3 Hee U B JIeSITEIbHOCTh FOCY/lapCTBEHHYIO, YTBEPK-
[aTh, YTO TaM €My He MECTO, — 3TO 3HAYUT OTPUIATh I[EPKOBb KaK OOIIeCTBEHHOE
yupexpenne. Ho nepapxu npaBociaBHbIe OTPULIATh LEPKOBb HE MOTYT, HE MOTYT
OTpHILIaTh, YTO OHA JOJI’KHA BO3/IEHICTBOBATH HA OOIIECTBO YEJIOBEUYECKOE B AyXe
XpHUCTOBOM, MMPOHUKAS ¥ MIEPEPOK/AST ITUM KHBOTBOPSIIIMM JIyXOM Bce (DOPMBI 1
OTHOIIIEHNS o0ulecTBeHHbIe. He MOTYT OHM OTpUIATh M TOTO, YTO BHAMMBIM TIPO-
BOJIHMKOM 3TOTO [YyXOBHOT'O BO3JICHCTBHSI HA 3€MIII0 M TOCYAapCTBO JJOJKHO OBbIThH
IIPEK/E BCErO JYXOBHOE NPABUTENIbCTBO, COCPEIOTOUNBAIONIEE B ceOe Oesamenvhble
cuitbl epksu)*®. Such a project could not be initiated so long as the Church continued
to deviate from the principles of Christian freedom, which for Solovyov included
persuasion and tolerance toward those both inside and outside the Church. Freedom
in this sense was essential to the acquisition of Christian ecumenical consciousness
and, thus, the creation of a political community that expressed the goals of Christian
eschatology. And even when Solovyov identified what he considered to be the proper
relationship between the Russian Church and the Russian state, the freedom he
envisioned was a «positive freedom» (mososkuTenbHast cBoooyia) that brought the two
distinct institutions together for «one common goal, the building of true community
on earth» (ofHa 001Iast LEIb—yCTPOEHUE HCTHHHOM 00LeCTBEHHOCTH Ha 3emiie)*!. In
other words, Solovyov’s articulation of religious freedom should mainly be understood
in relation to an ideal ecclesiastical agenda by which the historical Church regained its
Christ-like authority over members and dissenters, an authority that would then allow
the Church, in conjunction with the Christianized state, to direct those under its purview
to behave and think in the ecumenical and eschatological terms identified and
constructed by Solov’ev, namely love and social harmony.

That Solovyov’s understanding of freedom of conscience around this time (fall
1881) was structured by eschatological and ecumenical imperatives is evident in his
remarks about schism in the Russian Church, which in Solovyov’s terminology
encompassed both the persistence of Old Belief among the people and more recent
forms of non-Orthodox religiosity found in high society. Solovyov made it clear to
readers of On Spiritual Authority in Russia that he blamed the schism on the actions
of Patriarch Nikon, as well as on later punitive actions conducted by the Church and
the imperial regime against Orthodox dissent. It was the anti-Christian violence meted
out against Old Believers and sectarian groups that drove them away from the Church.

40 Conosbes B.C. O gyxoBHoii Bnactu B Poccun. C. 237-238.

4'Tam xe. C.240-241. Such a statement about the state’s centrality in constructing an ideal community
suggests that Solovyov’s understanding of stateness (rocymapctBernocts) corresponded with the
dominant political science in imperial Russia, which broadly privileged the prerogatives of the
interventionist state.
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What was required to heal the schism was an end to religious persecution, i.e. the legal
establishment of some kind of religious freedom for dissenters. But here again, the
concept of religious freedom articulated by Solov’ev was not the kind of freedom that
allowed personal religious convictions to remain private or inviolable in a liberal sense.
Nor did it terminate in religious pluralism. Rather, the end of religious persecution
would allow the Russian Church, which Solovyov called «spiritual government» (jy-
XOBHOE MPaBUTEILCTBO), «to strengthen its enlightened fervor against Old Believers’
dark zeal for all that is divine. It should demonstrate that God’s truth and Christian
life in the spirit and in truth are just as valuable, if not more so, to [the Church] than to
all those searching sectarians. Then they would come to [the Church] and receive from
it that which they are looking for, the living Orthodox ecumenical faith. This faith,
which unconsciously languishes in the soul of the Russian people (the Orthodox faithful,
as well as sectarians), would then come to know itself in its ecumenical unity and
would be resurrected in new life» (IIpoTHB TeMHOI PeBHOCTH CTapOBEPOB KO BCEMY
00>KECTBEHHOMY OHO JIOJKHO YCUJIUTh CBOE MpOcCBellleHHOe pBeHne. OHO JJOIKHO
MoKa3aTh, YTO EMY TaK Ke U ellle OoJiee fopora npasjia boxus u xpucTuaHckast >Ku3Hb
B JIyX€ M UCTHHE, YeM BCEM 3TUM HUILIYLIMM CEKTAaHTaM,—TOIJla OHU IPUILIN ObI K HEMY
U OT HEro MOJIy4miInu Obl TO, YEro UIINYT—KHUBYIO IPABOCIABHYIO BCEJICHCKYIO BEpY.
Bepa aTa, 6€30TYETHO TasIIAsICs B AyIe PYCCKOTO Hapojia [Kak MpaBOCIaBHBIX, TaK
CEKTaHTOB|, Mo3HaJa ObI TOrjIa caMa ceOsi B CBOeM BCEJICHCKOM EIMHCTBE U BOCKpeCya
6bI K HOBOM ku3HN). Such freedom was to have a similar effect on «the best people of
educated society» (styurnue o o6pa3oBanHoro oodmiectsa), who had also left the
Church perverted by Nikon and his progeny, but would return to it out of their own
«free conviction» (cBoGogHOoe yoexsaeHue) once they were persuaded through the
practice of Christian love that «higher truth» (Bbiciias npasaa) again resided in the
Church*. Solovyov’s denunciation of religious persecution was clear and unequivocal:
it must end. But his demand was not intended to promote or guarantee a multiplicity
of religious beliefs in society. Rather, religious freedom constituted the means by which
the reformed Church could create a community of confessional unanimity and doctrinal
orthodoxy out of the cacophony of heterodoxy.

Solovyov’s discontent with religious diversity and, thus, his ambiguous relationship
with the basic tenets of political and civic liberalism found expression in his critique of
«schismatics» (packonbrukn)*, both in Old Belief and in the sectarianism of Russia’s
educated, urban population. Although Solovyov’s anxiety about this kind of religious
disposition was largely veiled in his 1881 article, it was made explicit over the next
several years, especially in the revised 1882-1883 text that came to be titled On the
Schism in the Russian People and Society. As he had argued in the previous article, the
principal goal in establishing religious freedom was to bring those who had left the
Church back into its fold, an act of universal conversion that was to help actualize the
Kingdom of God on earth. But now the emphasis was on the deleterious effects that

4 Conosbes B.C. O gyxoBHoii Bactu B Poccun. C. 241-242.

4 Solovyov commonly interchanged the pejorative terms «schismatics» and «sectarians» when
discussing Old Believers or other Orthodox dissenting groups, as well as the more respectful term
CTapOBEPBL.
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schismatic consciousness, which constituted an anthropocentric revolt against God,
had on the providential course of sacred history and Russia’s participation in it. In
Solovyov’s normative definition of the Church, the «true essence» of which was
demonstrated in «its universal or catholic character» (McTHMHHAsI CyIIHOCTH LEPKBH
CBsI3aHa C €€ BCEJICHCKUM MJIM KaOJIMIECKUM XapakTepoM), schism was its antithesis,
mainly because «sectarianism» (cekTanTcTBO) Was inherently «tribal, local, and temporal»
(TuleMeHHbIE, MECTHBII, BpDEMEHHBIN) in its orientation*. To demonstrate this point,
Solovyov constructed a historical narrative about the schism in Russia, as well as the
advent of sectarianism and «spiritualism» (cmputusm) in high society, that both
conformed to and deviated from official ecclesiastical accounts of such religious
movements. The «popular schism» (Hapogubiin packon) of the seventeenth century,
Solovyov contended, rightly began as a «defense of the divine and unchanging forms
of the Church against all human innovations» (3amura G03KeCTBEHHbIX U HEU3MEH-
HBIX (POPM IIEpPKBH IMPOTHB BCSKHUX YEIOBEUECKHX HOBOBBeJleHHN), but gradually
degenerated, partly because of the logic of dissent and partly because of persecution,
into a religion that privileged «<human arbitrariness and personal whim» (uenoBeuec-
KU MTPOU3BOJ U JrnuHOoe Myaposanue) over God’s will. The result among those who
had left the Orthodox Church was a heretical amalgamation of Christianity’s index
symbols, in which «the divine was mixed with the human, the eternal with the temporal,
the particular with the universal» (cMerman Goxkeckoe ¢ 4eJIOBEYECKIM, BEUHOE C Bpe-
MEHHBIM, YacTHOe ¢ BceoOmuM). Such a hodgepodge of symbols meant in Solovyov’s
Orthodox taxonomy that the schism constituted an irreligious religion that dangerously
confused man for God®.

As a Christian thinker committed to the ecumenical realization of Providence in
social reality, Solov’ev could not countenance what he perceived to be the religious
confusion embodied in schismatic consciousness. It required a response. Here Solovyov
drew upon two Orthodox discourses common to his time, a Slavophile one that had
been deployed by his friend E M. Dostoevskii and an ecclesiastical one that was just then
beginning to circulate in clerical journalism and scholarship. In a series of essays written
in the mid 1870s, Dostoevskii, like the Moscow Slavophiles before him, made the term
«Protestantism» Orthodox code for Feuerbachian atheism, i.e. an irreligion that sought
«the divinization of humanity» (o6ororBopenue yemoBeuectBa) at the expense of God.
By proclaiming personal conviction to be superior to ecclesiastical authority, Dostoevskii
argued, Martin Luther and his confessional progeny, personified in A Writer’s Diary («JTHeB-
HEK mrcaTens») by Christian rationalists in contemporary England, tempted the faithful
away from Christ and His Body. Individual judgment now supplanted the Holy Spirit in
determining human thought and behavior. Man had dethroned God and taken His
place. The result, according to Dostoevskii, was socioeconomic turmoil and cultural
fermentation across the European Continent*®. Solovyov located Old Belief in a similar

4 Conosbes B.C. O packone B pycckoM Hapojie u obmectse // Conosbes B.C. Co6p. cou. B 10 T.
T. 3. CI16.: Knurousparensckoe ToBapuiectBo «IIpocsemenne», 1912. C. 245.

4 Tam xe. C. 245.

4 Mocroepckuit ®.M. IMonnoe cobpanue counnenuit. T. 11. CIT16.: Tunorpacpust I1.®. TTanreneesa,
1905. C. 106-113.
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typology, made evident by frequent analogies between «the western Protestant»
(3amagubiin mpotectanT) and the «Russian schismatic» (pycckuil pacKOJIbHEK), as
well as by Solovyov’s claim that «having the embryo of Protestantism in it, the
Russian schism had nurtured it to full growth» (umest B ceGe 3apobI MPOTECTAHT-
CTBa, PyCCKHI PACKOJI /IO KOHIIA B3pOCTMII ero). At one point in his text, Solovyov
even labeled Old Belief’s repudiation of ecclesiastical hierarchy and sacraments the
«Protestantism of local tradition» (mporecTanTuaM MecTHOrO Tpemanus), which he
then directly linked to the «Protestantism of personal conviction among Germans»
(y HeMIeB sIBWJICSI TIPOTECTAHTU3M JMIHOTO yoeskenus). What Old Believers had
done by repudiating the Orthodox Church, albeit a Church that had been perverted
by Patriarch Nikon’s anti-Christian attitude, was to make the «individual person»
(otaensHOE HI0), not God, the final arbiter in matters of faith, a phenomenon that
was being replicated elsewhere in Russia by the «free sectarians» (cBoGOJIHbBIE CEK-
tauThbl) of high society?’. In other words, Old Belief and sectarianism were anti-
Christ, ersatz religions that in their own distinct ways led Christians and those who
longed for Christ away from God.

Having now discerned the essence of schism, Solovyov informed his readers, meant
that he (and they) had «finally arrived at the deep root of this great moral illness»
(HaKOHeI[ TOIIITN MbI /IO CAMOTO TJYOOKOTO KOPHS 9TON BEJIUKOW HPABCTBEHHON 6O-
ne3nn), understood here to be the «self-affirmation of the anthropological principle in
the Christian Church» (camoyTBep>KieHNE Yel0OBeYeCKOro Havyaja B XpUCTHAHCKON
nepksn), whereby the will of man was valued more dearly than the will of God. This
analogy of schism to «illness» was not singular in Solovyov’s commentary on freedom
of conscience. The term itself appears quite regularly in On the Schism in the Russian
People and Society, first in Solovyov’s critique of how Old Believers reconfigured the
Creed, then in his critique of their fundamentalism. The «disease of schism» (60se3Hb
packoua), Solovyov declared, was «made all the more dangerous» (cuenanacs TeM
omacHee) because it often appeared to those who repudiated Nikon’s coercive measures
to be a sign of «spiritual health» (yxoBHOe 31paBue). Likewise, the departure of Old
Believers from the Church was interpreted by Solovyov to be «abnormal» (HeHOpMaTb-
Hoe otnenienne). And the very event of schism in the Church was understood to be a
«grave and complicated disease of the people’s spirit», which required a «correct and
accurate diagnosis» (IIepKOBHBIN PacKOJI €CTh TSKKasl M CIIOXKHasi 00JIe3Hb HAPOJTHOTO
Jlyxa, W 37Iech TpesKje BCero Hy>KeH BEpPHbIA M TOUHBIN OuazHo3) before it could be
cured*®. Contextually, the frequency of this language of pathology and remedy suggests
that Solovyov’s critique of schism as an «illness» was not fortuitous. Rather, it very likely
was informed by concomitant attempts in the Russian Church to «medicalize» Old Belief
and sectarianism as a contagion that must be quarantined and treated®. In this ecclesiastical
discourse, the original iteration of which has been dated to the mid 1860s but which

47 Conosbes. O packojie B pycckoM Hapofie u obmectse. C. 252-257,276-280.

48 Tam xe. C.249-251.

49 Beer Daniel. The Medicalization of Religious Deviance in the Russian Orthodox Church
(1880-1905) // Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History. 2004. Vol. 5, no. 3. P. 451-482.
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assumed a scientific idiom around 1880, sectarianism was rendered a «disease» that,
like a physical ailment, threatened the purity and vitality of the Orthodox community.
Although Solovyov’s prescription was not as radical or invasive as that of his clerical
counterparts, some of whom called for the legal persecution of Orthodox dissenters,
the very fact that he deployed such terminology calls into question Solovyov’s
commitment to what Wozniuk calls a «multiplicity of worldviews» and what Poole
calls «[a]uthentic diversity and free development» of personal convictions. Solovyov
clearly believed that schism was pathological, and, if left unchecked, would kill the
host and spread among the faithful. As such, it could not be allowed to reach a terminal
stage, as the spiritual consequences for Russia and the Orthodox Church would be
catastrophic. The question is, what cure did Solov’ev offer?

Solovyov’s recourse to the cultural and psychological turmoil supposedly
engendered by the «moral illness» of schism was not, of course, coercion or violence.
He abhorred such tactics, finding them to be anathema to the Word of God, which
in Solovyov’s rendition, demanded that acts of evil, including heresy and schism, be
met with acts of love. The cure resided elsewhere, namely in persuading schismatics
that since «their human path will not lead to good», they should «choose another
[path]» (ecam mx yesoBeueckmil MyTh HE BeleT K TOOpPY, 00s3aTeIbHO UM M30paTh
npyroin)®. It was at this moment in the text, as he brought his «diagnosis» of schismatic
consciousness to an end, that Solovyov returned to the therapeutic language of
religious freedom, not, however, with the intent to establish a liberal political society
in which a plurality of faiths coexisted. «All of them, Old Believers, mystics, and
rationalists», Solovyov declared, «stand and act on the basis of human freedom, the
freedom of native customs, the freedom of personal enthusiasm and personal
conscience. This freedom cannot and should not be taken away from them. But as
people who are searching for good and truth, they should direct this freedom, and all
of the energy inherent in the anthropological principle, away from particular goals
and turn toward the general will of God. Since they freely left the Church, can they
not also freely reunite with it? What is required is not slavish subordination to human
arbitrariness but voluntary assent to the will of God.... This free assent of the human
will to God’s will is the foundation of that new world, which has been promised to us
by Him and in which the truth awaits. And now each of you, living in discord and
protesting against the will of God, have the power and strength to hasten the revelation
of that land promised to us, if only, after having removed the vestige of self-affirmation
from your own will, you turn toward the sun of truth and with all of your soul say:
Thy will be done. Verily, this will be called great in the Kingdom of God.» (Bce oHn,
U CTapOBEPbl, 1 MUCTUKH, 1 PALlMOHAIIUCTBI, CTOSIT U JICHCTBYIOT B CUJIy UeJioBevec-
KO¥ cCBOOOJBI-CBOOO/bI HAPOJHOT'O 0ObIYasi, CBOOO/bI JINYHOI'O BIOXHOBEHUS U JINY-
HOU coBecTH. DTa cBOOO/la HE MOXKET M He JOJKHa ObITh Y HuUX OoTHsATa. Ho Kak
JIO/U, UIyIue J00pa U MpaB/bl, OHN JJOJKHBI 3Ty caMylo CBOOOJY, BCIO 3Ty 3HEP-
TUIO YeJI0OBEYEeCKOro Havyaja OT CBOMX OT/EJIbHBIX Ilejiell 0OpaTuTh Ha oblee Aeso
Boxue. Eciiu oH cBOOOHO OT/IEIMINCEH OT LEPKBH, TO HEY>KEJIX HE MOT'YT CBOOOJ-

30 ConoBreB. O packoine B pycckoM Hapopie 1 obmmectse. C. 274-275.
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HO ¢ Hell coeqmHAThC? V60 TpeGyeTcs He paGCKoe MOTUMHEHHE YeIOBEUECKOMY
IIPOU3BOITY, HO JIMIIb JOOPOBOJIBHOE corjlacke Ha Boo boxuto.... 9To cBoGoaHOE
corjiacue 4ejIoBe4YecKol BOJIM Ha BONIIO BOXMNIO 1 ecTh OCHOBaHME TOW HOBOW 3€M-
JI1, KOTOPO MbI o ob6eToBanuio Ero waem, B Hell ke mpaBfia KuBeT. M HbIHE BCs-
KHH 13 Bac, NpeObIBAIOIINX B pa3jiope U NpOTUBsuXcs Boje boxuen, nmeer cuiy
U BJIACTh YCKOPUTH OTKPOBEHHUE JIJIsl HAC OOETOBAHHOMN 3€MIIU, €CIIM TOJIBKO, YIAJINB
13 CBOEH YeJIOBEYEeCKO! BOJIM BCSIKYIO TEHb CAaMOYTBEPIKACHUS, TPSIMO 00paTUTCs K
COJIHITY TIPaB[bl U BCEH AYIION CKaxKeT: fa OyaeT Bojs TBos. BoucTtuny Takoi Beu-
KUM HapeveTcs B napcreun boxunem)>'.

The community imagined by Solovyov, the community to be realized through
Christian acts of love, forgiveness, and reconciliation, as evidenced by this statement
and his other commentaries about religious freedom, was ecumenical and
eschatological. It was to be a post-secular order that, although seemingly enacted
through liberal notions of religious freedom, was really to be brought about by
establishing a variant of the Orthodox-ecclesiastical idea of freedom of conscience
then in circulation in Russian public opinion. Solovyov’s call for freedom of
conscience, as suggested by the meaning he embedded in that term and the context
in which it originated and operated, was made with the intent to actualize the «free
all-unity» (ce6o600n0e BceeguncTso) of God’s Kingdom?>2. The practical goal in this
scheme was to take cultural, intellectual, social, and, of course, religious pluralism
and transform such variety through persuasion into a single union, symbolized by
Solovyov in the providential act of humans freely subordinating their wills to God’s
will. As such, the multiplicity of contemporary Russian society and culture was to
be voluntarily reconfigured into the unity of collective Christian existence. As an
expression of heterodoxy and a symptom of «moral illness», religious diversity
could not be the standard of Solovyov’s imagined polity, as it could be in a liberal
pluralistic society. Besides, freedom of conscience had other goals in Solovyov’s
scheme that clearly demonstrate its variance from the tenets of political and civic
liberalism. Once the Russian Church embraced Solovyov’s Christian notion of
freedom to resolve the problem of schism, it would regain its moral authority,
making the Church once again the spiritual guide of Russian state and society. In
turn, the state and society to be realized under the guidance of this renovated
Church was a Christian state and a Christian society. No other denomination was
imagined by Solovyov to express true religion or inform authentic community.
Freedom of conscience in this sense was both essential to Christian doctrine and
instrumental in the creation of a Christian political society. Perhaps this is why
nearly fifteen years later, in 1896, Solovyov declared that the establishment of the
«Christian kingdom» (XpucTuaHckoe 1apcTBo) was «impossible» (HEBO3MOKHO) to
achieve without such concepts as «<human dignity, the right of the person, freedom
of conscience» (4e10BEUECKOE TOCTOMHCTBO, IPaBa JMYHOCTH, CBOOOIAa COBECTH )>>.
To suggest that Solovyov’s understanding of freedom of conscience and the social

31 ConoBreB. O packoine B pycckoM Hapojie u obiectse. C. 275-276.
32 Tam xe. C. 276.
33 Conosbes. Busantusm u Poccusi. C. 301.
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result he anticipated from it constituted a form of liberal political or social thought
is to suggest a type of liberalism that is quite unfamiliar, perhaps even
incomprehensible, to modern liberalism, whether in Russia or in the West.
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PE®EPAT

Co BpemeH pacnajia CoBetrckoro Coro3a B aHTJIOSI3bIYHOM HAYYHOM COOOIIIE-
CTBe, 3aHUMAIOIIEMCsl MCCIefJoBaHneM JiesitenbHocTu Bnagumupa ConoBbeBa, mpeBa-
JIUPYIOT fiBa UcTOpuOrpaduyeckux TeyeHus. Onmpasch riaBHbIM 0Opa3oM Ha IO-
33UI0 U XYJOKECTBeHHbIe npou3BeficHus: CONIOBLEBA, JUTEPATYPOBE/bI U KYJIHTYPO-
JIOTW OJTHOTO TEUEHHsI MPEJICTABIISIIOT €ro HaM KaK MUCTHKA, UPOHMYHOTO U MapajioK-
CAJIbHOT'O MBICIIATENSI, KOTOPBIN 3KCHEPUMEHTUPYET C Pa3IMYHbIMU JIUTEPATYPHBIMU
>KaHpaMu, (pUI0CO(PCKUMHU KaTETOPUSIMU, XPUCTUAHCKUMU U €BPENCKUME CUMBOJIAMHI
U JTaske TEeHJICPHBIMI HOPMAaMH, JJIsl TOTO YTOOBI CO3JlaTh HOBBIM MOPSIOK JIUYHOW W
BCEJICHCKOI TIEJIOCTHOCTH B 00IecTBe. [Ipyroe TeueHne B aHIIIOSI3bIYHBIX UCCIIEIOBA-
HIsIX 0 COJIOBBEBE UCHOIB3YET MPEUMYILECTBEHHO €ro My OIUIUCTHIeCKIEe, GOrOCIOB-
ckue u unocodckue padoThl, YTOOBI MOKA3aTh HAM PAIMOHATILHOTO U YOCIUTEb-
HOro CoJIOBbEBa, MPAKTUIECKOM 3a/Ilaueii KOTOPOTO SIBJISICTCS CTAHOBJICHUE MPasKIaH-
CKOr0O 00IIlecTBa, OCHOBAHHOTO HA COCJIMHCHHUU PEJIMTHO3HBIX HOPM W TPUHIUIIOB
MPaBOBOTrO TrocymapcTBa. 1o MHEHUIO TPEfCTaBUTENIEH JaHHOTO HAYyYHOT'O TCUCHUSI,
CoOBbEB NEPHOAMYECKU BBICTYMAET TOCIEOBATEIEM 0CcO00i NHTEepHpeTanu (hu-
socoeko-penurno3noro yuenust M. Kanra, B KOTOpoi iefiaeTcsl akIeHT Ha He3bIO-
JIEMOCTD YeJIOBEUECKON JIMYHOCTH B €€ BOCHpUsITHHA Bora Kak BbICIIeH CHITbI, OTIpefie-
JISTIOIIEH MOJIMTUYECKUE U TPpaskaHCKue MpaBa Jirofieit. 3ToT oopa3 ConoBbeBa-nde-
paja CIOKUIICS COBCEM HEJJaBHO ¥ CBSI3aH OH C €r0 BBICKA3bIBAHUSIME O HEOOXOIMMO-
CTH BBeJICHUs] CBOOOJIBI coBecTn B Poccui.

B paHHO¥I cTaThe cTaBUTCS 3a1a4a ocnopuTh BujieHne ColloBheBa Kak Jubepana,
UCHOJIB3YS JIs1 aHa/IM3a TE€ 2KE€ TEKCThI U BbICKa3bIBaHUsI, KOTOPbIC ITIOBCEMECTHO IIPpU-
BOJISITCs 3allaIHBIMU CIEUAIMCTAaMU B Ka4Y€CTBE NOKA3aTEJIbCTB, XapaKTEPU3yrOIuX
ero JimoepaibHOCTh. OTCIIEeKUBast UCTOPUIECKOE PA3BUTHUE MMOHSTHST «CBOOOJIA COBEC-
tn» y COlIOBbEBa, CTAHOBUTCSI OUEBUJTHO, UTO, HECMOTPSI Ha ONPE/IeIEHHbIE PUTOPHU-
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YeCKHe M KOHIIETTyaTbHbIE MOMBITKA, MPEITPHHAMAEMbIE TIO OTHOIIIEHUIO K OCHOB-
HBIM TTOJIOKEeHUSIM Jnbepanm3ma, CoJIOBheB HE BUJie] B KaUeCcTBe KOHEYHOTO WTOTa
CO3/IaHNE MOJUTUIECKON CUCTEMbI, B KOTOPOI JIMYHOCTHASI aBTOHOMUS U JIMYHBIE pe-
JIUTHO3HBIE YOEXKEHUs SIBISIOTCS BhIciie 1enbio. HampoTus, ColloBbeB MPU3bIBAT
K TIPAaBOBOMY PacCIpOCTPAHEHWIO CBOOOJIbI COBECTH HA CTAPOBEPOB M JIPYTHX CEKTaH-
TOB, 9YTOOBI OHU MOTJI CAMOCTOSITEIHHO OCO3HATH CBOM €PEeTUIECKIE 3a0IyKISHNS 1
BCJIE[ICTBUE 3TOTO TOOPOBOJIBLHO BEPHYTHCS B JIOHO €[UHOMN CBSITOM, COOOPHOM U amo-
CTOJIbCKOM LlepKBH. [Ipyrnmu cinoBamu, CoJIOBBEB HE MPEICTABIISI, YTO CBOOOJA COBE-
CTH CTaHET OCHOBOW COBPEMEHHOT0 JInOGepabHOTO rocynapcTsa n obmectsa. [1o ero
MHEHUIO, TaKOH UCXOJT ObIIT ObI HECYIIECTBEHHBIM 1 TIpOo3andHbIM. COIOBhEB paccMart-
puBaj cBOOOY COBECTU KaK 3(P(PeKTUBHBIN TAKTUYECKUI NPUEM, CHOCOOHBIN MpUBe-
CTH 4YeJloBeyecKoe co3HaHue Hazaj K bory. [lonurnyeckue, mpaBoBble U MO3HaBa-
TeIIbHBIE TIPOIECChl, BRI3BaHHBIE BBEJIEHNEM CBOOO/IBI COBECTH, B KOHEUHOM CUETe 3a-
BEpIaTCsl BOCCTAHOBIIEHUEM «XPUCTHAHCKOM IMOJIUTHKA» U «XPUCTHAHCKOTO IAPCTBa»
B Poccun, B pe3ynbraTe yero 6yfyT crilakeHbl COIMAIbHO-9KOHOMUYECKHE MOTpsice-
HUSI, KyIbTYPHAS BPaXKeOHOCTD U IMICUXOJIOTHIECKAsl aHOMMUSI, MPUCYTCTBYIOIIUE B CO-
BPEMEHHOM OOIIECTBE.

Ocoboe ToskoBaHUe CBOOOJBI BeponcrnoBenannss ColOBbEBHIM KaK HEHACHIIb-
CTBEHHOTO M3MEHEHMS YEJIOBEUECKON CYyO'EKTUBHOCTH OTHOCUTEIHHO OOXKECTBEH-
HOTO NPOBHIEHUS] OBUIO OTYACTH C(POPMHUPOBAHO MHOTOOOpPA3UEM JUCKYPCUBHBIX U
AJIE0JIOTHIECKNX KOHTEKCTOB, B KOTOPBIX OHO BO3HUKIIO 1 (pyHKIMOHMpOBaio. [Toc-
JIe OTMEHBI KPETTOCTHOTO IpaBa cBobofia coBectn B Poccum, o cyTu cBoeit, 3a9acTyro
HCIOJIB30BANIACh KaK CPEMICTBO JIJISI OCTIKEHUS ONpeNieieHHbIX neneit. B 1860-x ro-
[laX TOCYlapCTBEHHbIE JIESITEIN BBICTYIIANIN 32 PACIIMPEHUE TPABOBOI OCHOBBI PeJIy-
THO3HON TOJIEPAaHTHOCTH, BKITIOUAOIIEH CBOOOMY COBECTH, cUuuTast 3TO 3(pPeKTuB-
HBIM METOJIOM YIPABICHNS MHOTOKOH(DECCHOHAIILHON UMIIEpUEN, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIAM
VKpeIUIeHuIo camoyiepkapusi. [Ipuban3uTenbHO B TO K€ BpeMsl pauKajbl Hadaan
BBIIBUTaTh UJIEI0 O TOM, YTO CBOOOJ]a COBECTH I0JI’KHA PACIPOCTPAHSITHCS HA PEJIATH-
O3HbIE MEHBIMHCTBA B Poccun, ¢ TOM 1eIbio, YTOOBI 3apyUNThCS TOMIEPSKKON Hapo-
J1a, HO BIIOCIIEICTBUN IIPUBECTHU PEIUTUO3HO HACTPOSHHBIX KPECThSIH K aTEU3My U pa3-
Oy/uTh pPeBOJIIONMOHHOE cO3HaHue. B cymuocTu, B umnepckon Poccun nosaHero mne-
puoja MHOTHE U3 AMCKYCCUIl O CBOOOJie BEPOMCIOBEIAHNSI OMUPAINCH HA UCTOPHUO-
cocK1e CXeMbl, KOTOPbIE paccMaTpHUBAIA CBOOOY COBECTH KaK HEOOXOIUMYIO CTY-
MIeHb B NICTOPUIECKOM W HPABCTBEHHOM Pa3BUTHH YeJIOBEUECKOTo co3HaHms. OcobeH-
HO BaXXHBIM JIOCTIKEHHEM B 9TOM HAMpPaBICHUU CTANO (POPMYIUPOBAHUE MOHSITUS
«CBOOOJ]a BEPOUCIOBEJaHNs» NTEPBbIM TTOKOJIEHNEM CIIaBIHO(UIOB U MOCIEAyIoast
pa3paboTka MpaBOCIABHOTO MMOHUMAaHUS CBOOOJIbI COBECTH MPENOAaBATEISIMA TyXOB-
HBIX akajieMuil. I B c1aBSIHO(WIBCKOM, U B TIEPKOBHOM JIHCKypce CBOOOa COBECTH
TpakToOBalach y3K0: CBOOO/Ia OT T'PEXOBHOM KU3HU U cBOOOfa obpamieHus K bory,
KOTOpble MOTYT ObITh OOpPETEHbI, TOJIBKO €CIIH YEJIOBEK OOPOBOJIBHO COTJIACUTCS
crefoBaTh 3aKoHaM boxkumm. B pesynbraTe 3TOro oKugaaock, YTO HCTOPHS IEPKBU
OyneT 3aBepiiieHa u Ha 3emite ycraHoBuTcs LlapctBo Boxkne. imeHHO B laHHOM, TIIH-
POKOM KOHTEKCTE, a He KOHTEKCTE MOJMTHYECKOr0 U IPpakaHCKOTo Jrbdepaan3Ma,
ComnoBbeB pa3zpaboTall MOHITHE «CBOOOMIA COBECTH».

Ilepesoo A.U. Cumonqux



