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JUSTIFYING SUB SPECIE CULTURE OF JUSTIFYING HISTORY
IN RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS AND PHILOSOPHICAL THOUGHT

V.E. Ern’s judgments about the logos tradition of Russian thought which determines
the unity of its leaders’ approaches to indigenous worldview problems, open up the prospect
of reconstructing ideas about the sense and tasks of culture in the line of Russian philosophy
that is connected with the idea of justifving history. ‘The author of the present study proves
that, opposing historiosophical pessimism and catastrophism, Russian Christian thinkers
put forward the task of Churchification all spheres and plans of life, understanding culture
as an instrument for transforming the world. Philosophers contrast the processes of ils
secularization with the liturgization of cultural doing, which is considered in the context
of the “possession of the earth” commandment. In this regard, N.F. Fedorov’s doctrine, who
called for the transition from culture (as a symbolic resurrection) to recreature, i.c. the
actual restoration of life, is of particular importance.
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One of the leading representatives
of Russian religious and philosophi-
cal thought, and at the same time its
researcher and theorist, V.F. Ern, charac-
terizing Russian wisdom, noted the deep
similarity of Russian thinkers in the inter-
pretation of the main global challenges,
history, and humanity. Not only those who
are contemporaries and declare their kin-
ship in culture and spirit, but also those
who are separated from each other “by large
periods and ignorance of each other, echo
each other and, without saying a word,
pick up each other in amazing agreement”
[1, p. 98]". Ern emphasized that these
mutual echoes testify to the existence of
a certain “internal” and “underground”
tradition rooted in the foundational ethos
of Russian culture. This tradition, insep-
arable from the Word, is underscored by
the idea that “all things started to exist”

" ltalics hereinafter indicate the cited authors.

(John 1:3]). The cohesive interconnection of
cultural phenomena finds its roots in the
“internal metaphysical unity of humanity”
[1, p. 98], with God identified as its funda-
mental source.

The common spiritual source of
philosophizing determines the similarity
of the approach of Russian thinkers to the
phenomenon of culture [2] in which they
see the Logos as an instrument, a man-
ifestation of His creative, affirming, and
transforming power. Simultaneously, the
idea of its meaning and religious mission
is directly associated in the Russian phil-
osophical tradition with the significance
and purpose of the historical process.
Moreover, the justification of history also
serves justify of culture, since it is seen as
the creative domain of a human being to
whom the Creator has entrusted the world
for proper cultivation and nurturing rather
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than as an optional and secondary super-
structure over the economic foundation.

In the famous dispute involving F.M.
Dostoevsky and K.N. Leontyev', the latter
criticized the writer for overestimating
history and asserted the illusory nature
of hopes for universal harmony on earth,
contending instead that humanity is
ensnared in the grip of sin. The majority
of Russian religious thinkers sided with
Dostoevsky in this debate. Figures such as
N.F. Fedorov, V.S. Soloviev, N.A. Berdyaey,
S.N. Bulgakov, V.V. Zenkovsky, I.A., and
V.N. llyins did not recognize the histo-
riosophical pessimism of K.N. Leontyey,
his view of history as an inevitable apos-
tasy, where all creativity is secondary,
nonabsolute, and ultimately lack great
value, according to the prophecies of
“Revelation...,” is inexorably doomed to
fire. These thinkers identified themselves
with Dostoevsky interpretation of John's
prophecy, emphasizing not the world-de-
stroying aspect but the world-transform-
ing significance. They affirmed the role
of history to create “a great general har-
mony, fraternal, final agreement of all
tribes according to Christ’s, the Gospel
law” [7, vol. 26, p. 148]. Like the writer,
they contrasted Ferapont's rejection of
the world with Zossim’'s commandment of
active love, portraying the faith of Christ
as illuminating and transforming earthly
reality.

In his programmatic abstract “On the
Decline of the Medieval Worldview” (1891),
V.S. Soloviev strictly criticized historical
Christianity for “false spiritualism,” arro-
gantly trampling the earth as a vale of suf-
fering, evil, and sin and striving to break
out of the captivity of matter, instead of
illuminating and transforming it. He
reminded us that “the implementation
of the Kingdom of God depends not only
on God but also on us” [8, vol. 2, p. 340].
Figures of the Russian religious and phil-
osophical revival of the early 20th century,
who strived for a dialog between culture

' The controversy between F.M. Dostoevsky and
K.N. Leontyev (3-5). The role of this polemic in the
formation of the idea of justifying history (6, p. 20-21).

and the church and affirmed the idea of a
Christian community, also opposed histo-
riosophical nihilism, which became cul-
tural nihilism. Modern Christianity was
criticized for its passivity, the church forits
shameful compromise with commercial
and industrial civilization, which is actively
pushing it to the margins of history and
insisting that it “must know its place” and
not claim the right to lead spiritually, and
church theological creativity for striving to
settle comfortably behind the protective
walls of dogma, isolating it from the spiri-
tual and ideological challenges of the day,
from the questions that were pounding the
dogmatic church’s closed doors regarding
the role of Christianity in history, about
man and his intention in the world, and
whether a culture freed from Christianity
could return to the embrace of the faith
of Christ at a new point in time, and with
the entire range of creative means devel-
oped in the process of free artistic search.
“Religious dualism” leaving “culture and
society” “beyond the church fence” [9,
p. 191], was considered by Russian God-
seekers as the main cause of the crisis
state of the world, ready to explode from
the inside from the pressure of the ener-
gies of mutual confrontation. “The pow-
erlessness of the church and the death of
culture” [9, p. 191] - this is how they char-
acterized the current state of humanity,
which was the result of historiosophical
pessimism and catastrophism?, a passive,
uncreative attitude, disbelief in man, in his
ability to be internally renewed, to “resur-
rect and rise,” to overcome “spiritual faint-
ing” 3.
The dualistic gap between Christianity
and the world was especially sharply crit-
icized by representatives of the religious
and philosophical emigration of the 1920s
and 1930s. N.A. Berdyaev, S.N. Bulgakov,
G.P. Fedotov, and V.N. lIlyin, and others
considered the First World War and rev-
olutionary upheavals in Soviet Russia to

2 In such terms, philosopher N. A. Setnitsky defined the
“Leontiev” type of Christian thinking [10, p. 82, 84].
8 F.l. Tyutchev, “I don't know if grace will touch...,”

complete collection of poems, Sovietskiy pisatel,
Leningrad, 177 (1987).



be a natural consequence of the fact that
Christianity never became the guiding,
organizing force of development, finally
gave way to secular models of life, and
maximally reduced its responsibility for
what was happening. In apparent con-
tinuity with Dostoevsky's perspective,
who perceived “something reckless and
wicked” [7, vol. 27, p. 51] in Leontiev's
stance and connected his historiosoph-
ical pessimism with egoism, [.A. llyin,
in his work “Fundamentals of Christian
Culture,” argued with the “world-denying
bias” within the Christian worldview. He
challenged the passive and disempower-
ing notion that “a true Christian does not
have a creative mission and a creative goal
on earth” [11, p. 315], emphasizing that
it was the world-rejecting attitude that
Christianity still cannot overcome within
itself that became the reason for the
rapid secularization of culture and life in
the era of New and Contemporary times.
According to Ilyin, Christianity, which
“teaches to leave the world and from the
world repentantly, but does not teach
to enter the world responsibly and cre-
ate joyfully in it for the glory of God” [11,
p. 316], cannot serve as the driving force
for cultural activity throughout history.
For it to become different, it is essential
to overcome the point of view according to
which the gap between the church and the
extra-church, right up to their final sep-
aration and even mutual struggle, is the
norm for Christian humanity and there is
nothing left for Christians in history but
the salvation of the soul and patient antic-
ipation of the last days.

In contrast to the position of histo-
riosophical pessimism, Russian thought
advocates the concept of history as a “work
of salvation,” a divine-human action result-
ing in a world transformed and liberated
from the grip of sin and death. Solovyov
emphasizes this perspective, stating, “The
essence of true Christianity is the rebirth
of humanity and the world in the spirit of
Christ, the transformation of the worldly
kingdom into the Kingdom of God (which is
not of this world). This rebirth is a complex
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and long process, and it is not for noth-
ing that in the Gospel itself it is compared
with the growth of a tree, the ripening of a
harvest, the leavening of dough, etc.” [8,
vol. 2, p. 339]. Aksakov employed a similar
image of leaven fermenting the dough of
history in his work, “On the Leap Thrown
into the World by Christ” [12, p. 350],
suggesting that the earthly world under-
goes renewal and transformation into the
Kingdom of God through Christ’s interven-
tion. Half a century later, G.P. Fedotov, a
prominent figure in “Novogradstvo,” in his
article “Eschatology and Culture,” revisits
the concept of “leaven” from Christ’s par-
able. Simultaneously, he updates the ideas
of his spiritual predecessors in Russian
thought, Fedotov challenges the tradi-
tional interpretation of the end of history
as a world-destroying catastrophe preced-
ing the advent of “a new heaven and a new
earth.” He emphasizes that the maturation
of the world toward transformation is not
an automatic process but hinges directly
on human agency, being on his conscious
and free choice to be or not to be among
the disciples and apostles called to bring
the light of the Gospel to the world, to
establish the law of love and freedom in
it, rebuilding all social institutions, all lev-
els of private and general life based on
the Gospel, and enlightening and trans-
forming the economy and culture. Fedotov
states, “The Kingdom of God does not
come regardless of human effort, achieve-
ment, or struggle. The Kingdom of God is
a divine and human affair. In the heavenly
Jerusalem, which (Rev., ch. 21) completes
the eschatological drama, humanity must
witness the fruits of its labors and inspi-
ration purified and transformed. This city,
although descending from heaven, is built
on earth through the cooperation of all
generations” [13, p. 48].

The belief that history is not “an empty
corridor that must somehow be passed
through to be freed from this world
into the other world,” but “a divine-hu-
man affair on earth” [14, p. 464], directly
affects Russian thinkers’ understanding
of culture and cultural activity. In the con-
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text of “active apocalypticism,” culture,
alongside other areas of human labor
and creativity (economics, politics, peda-
gogy, medicine), is presented as an instru-
ment of Christian service, interpreted in
the light of the eschatology of salvation'
and is included in the “extra-church lit-
urgy.” The last concept, like the concept
of history as a “work of salvation,” was
introduced by N. F. Fedorov and adopted
by the Russian Christian thinkers of the
20th century. “Liturgy” when translated
from Greek, means “common cause” and,
from the standpoint of supporters of the
idea of justifying history, cannot in any way
be limited to only church action. It must
expand beyond the church wall and extend
to history and culture, as well as embrace
all spheres of human thought and practice
with the Christian task.

The call for extra-church liturgy
embodied the trajectory of religiosity of life,
championed by Russian religious and phil-
osophical thought in contrast to the secu-
lar trends of the New and Contemporary
eras. Figures such as Dostoevsky, Fedorov,
Solovyov, and Bulgakov viewed this move-
ment beyond the confines of the church
not as a process leading to secularization
and the erosion of faith, but rather as an
opportunity for the full expression of grace
in the world. Humanity, like the Bride of
the Lamb, must prepare itself for eschato-
logical fulfillment, both internally through
the work of self-education, asceticism,
and “active love,” and externally through
the enlightenment of the entire system
of relationships, connections, and actions
that arise between humans, human and
nature, and the Universe, included in
that main defining system of interactions
that arises between humans and God,
considering the idea of justifying history,
asceticism and culture, separated in a
secularized world on opposite sides of the
barricades, become two sides of a single

' The concept of “active apocalypticism” was
introduced by A.K. Gorskiy, N.A. Setnitsky, and
V.N. Muravyov, philosophical friends of the 1920s.
They invoked, following N.F. Fedorov, to proceed
from passive expectation of the end of the world to
creative action aimed “to lead the world to a final and
complete transformation” [15, book. 1, p. 460].

process of salvation; moreover, they sup-
port and strengthen each other [16, vol. 2,
p. 640]

In his article “Fundamentals of
Christian Culture” already cited above,
I.LA. llyin argued, “Science, art, state,
and economy are, as it were, the spiritual
hands with which humanity takes the world.
Christianity’s task is not to cut off these
hands savagely but to permeate their
work from the inside with a living spirit
received from Christ. Christianity exhibits
a great volitional task in the world, which
many people do not understand. This
task can be designated as the creation
of Christian culture” [11, p. 322]. In this
context, the concept of culture includes
all spheres of human creative action,
ranging from politics to economics. This
expansive interpretation of culture aligns
with the views of those who advocate the
Christian justification of history. They per-
ceive human cultural creativity as a man-
ifestation of the original commandment
bestowed upon humanity by the Creator
from the beginning of time, specifically,
the directive to cultivate and preserve
God’s garden. Following the redemptive
act of Jesus Christ, this commandment
was transformed into an imperative “to
restore the world to the splendor of incor-
ruptibility in which it was before the Fall”
[17, vol. 1, p. 401]. In a lecture “Dogmatic
Justification of Culture,” delivered in May
1930 at the Congress of the League of
Orthodox Culture, S.N. Bulgakov outlined
the objectives of cultural activities. He
stated, “The task of culture is the work
of God-Manhood, i.e., the humanization
of the world and the deification of man.
In this sense, the task of culture is com-
pletely limitless” [16, vol. 2, p. 643].

In the Russian philosophical tradition,
culture assumes not only soteriological
but also ontological significance. Russian
thinkers engage in debates against a pes-
simistic portrayal of the future of the earth
and humanity, driven by the hypothesis of
the thermal death of the Universe pro-
posed by R. Clausius in 1865, and where
a man seen as a thinker, feeling, creat-



ing being, had no place. They put forward
the idea of the antientropic essence of
life and culture, placing it at the basis of
a “future integral worldview,” where the
justification of man, history, and the cos-
mos are inextricably linked. Consequently,
P. A. Florensky defines this worldview in
the “Author’'s Abstract” created for the
encyclopedic dictionary “Pomegranate”:
“Florensky considers the second principle
of thermodynamics to be the fundamental
law of the world, the law of entropy, broadly
taken as the law of chaos in all areas of
the universe. The world is opposed by
Logos as the beginning of the ectopic.
Culture is a conscious struggle against
world equalization, as culture consists of
isolation, as a delay in the equalizing pro-
cess of the Universe, and in increasing the
difference in potentials in all fields, as a
condition of life, as opposed to equality,
death” [18, p. 114].

Culture, as interpreted by
P.A. Florensky, philosophers, and cos-
mists such as N.A. Umov, V.I. Vernadsky,
V.N. Muravyov, and V.N. llyin, as well
as the French philosopher and scien-
tist P. Teilhard de Chardin, emerged as
the fundament force shaping the world.
Alongside the phenomena of life and
thought, culture constitutes the “third law
of thermodynamics,” countering entropy,
and promoting an increase in “harmony.”
It plays a leading role among the genera-
tive and creative forces of existence. This
interpretation of cultural activity forms a
bridge between natural science and reli-
gious worldviews. The creativity of cul-
ture is understood as the evolutionary
destiny of humanity and a religious duty
imposed since creation. P. A. Florensky, a
religious philosopher and priest, defined
the essence of the active, creative task
assigned to humankind as a microcosm
in front of the macrocosm, the Universe.
He stated, “A Man-Husband must love the
World-Wife, be in unity with it, cultivate it,
care of it, control it, leading it to enlight-
enment and spirituality and directing its
elemental power and chaotic impulses
toward creativity so that its original cos-
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mos appears in the creature” [19, vol. 3(1),
p. 440]. The key properties of a person’s
relationship to the world are love and cul-
tivation, striving for beauty and perfection,
and the concept of cultivation is enclosed
at the very foundation, at the very root of
the word “culture,” revealing itself most
profoundly in a cosmic and religious-cre-
ative perspective.

N.F.  Fedorov, characterizing the
existential and creative status of man,
emphasizes that nature in itself comes
“to self-awareness and self-government”
[17, vol. 2, p. 77]. A conscious and sentient
being introduces a moral vector into the
evolution of life. V.S. Soloviev, while sub-
stantiating the notion of the ascending
development of the world and the inter-
nally purposeful improvement of natural
forms leading to the emergence of man,
whom he describes as “the most beauti-
ful and conscious natural being” [8, vol. 2,
p.390], emphasizes thatin cultural creativ-
ity, humans continue the work of nature,
promoting the perfect interpenetration of
idea and form, which according to him “is
the essence of beauty.” V.N. Ilyin, who, like
his fellowmen in culture and spirit, sought
to build a bridge between the Hexaemeron
and evolution, argued, “The Bible and
science cannot be at enmity, they argue
about the same thing but often in different
ways, incommensurable... languages” [20,
p. 91. He reconciled materialism and ide-
alism in the concept of “matteriologism”
and “Logos acting in the matter” [21] and
moved it toward transformation. Man,
the bearer and instrument of the Logos,
appears in his works as the cosmine of
creation, the cultivator of being, and the
gardener of Eden, the amount of which is
equal to the Universe.

S.N. Bulgakov articulates a similar per-
spective by expressing the concept of “the
world as an economy” [16, vol. 1, p. 47].
According to the Creator’s plan, Bulgakov
sees a man as a ‘cosmiurge” someone
who imprints the “seal of his spirit” on
the fruits of his labor and creativity [16,
vol. 2, p. 640, 638]. This encapsulates the
essence of culture, which, unlike civiliza-




SPHERE OF CULTURE 4 (14) 2023

tion, is more than just the creation of a
tool to adapt humans to nature and facil-
itate survival. Instead, culture represents
a creative increment, “the revelation of
the Divine plan for the world” [16, vol. 1,
p. 637]. In a parallel vein, P.A. Florensky
emphasized the pneumatology, purpose-
fulness, and axiology inherent in human
cultural activity. He states, “The will of a
man transforms an object of culture from
an object of nature,” asserting that “cul-
ture is not in things as such, but in the will
of man freely refracted about them, in
man'’s feelings, and his <illegible 1> goals”
[19, vol. 3(2), p. 22].

The volitional effort of an individual,
which drives cultural creativity, from the
viewpoint of Russian religious thinkers,
cannot be autonomous and painless for
the individual and the world where this
creativity occurs. The human soul is a
battlefield between good and evil, and
the spiritual content embodied in cul-
tural forms depends on the side of the
heart, although for most Russian religious
thinkers. A.S. Pushkin states, “Genius
and villainy are two incompatible things.”
Because true genius is always inspired by
God and directed toward good, they warn
creators of culture against the tempta-
tion of aesthetic demonism, from dalli-
ance with chaos and death, emphasizing
that this temptation is destructive not
only for creativity but also for life and that
only by correlating his will internally with
the goodwill of the Creator, can a person
fulfill the “highest task of Culture” [19,
vol. 3(2), p. 22].

In the minds of Russian religious
thinkers, the interpretation of culture as
the cultivation of the world and man was
associated with the understanding of cul-
ture as worship, a religious activity, in
which the human Creator appears as a
coworker of the Divine Creator, intended,
according to N.A. Berdyaev, to “glorify”
Him “with his creative dynamics in space”
[22, p. 93]. “Worship is the spiritual focus
of culture” [16, vol. 2, p. 643]. In its origins
and highest mission, culture is religious;
it is the product of the synergy between

the Divine and humans. Creativity is not
isolated but implemented in the streams
of Divine grace, guided by filial responsi-
bility for the world, and given to man for
beneficial and wise management. Based
on this understanding of cultural making,
N.F. Fedorov, V.S. Soloviev, S.N. Bulgakov,
and P.A. Florensky criticize secular cul-
ture, which breaks the original ties with
the cult, and enters into an egoistically
independent existence, cultivating a con-
sumer and playful attitude toward real-
ity. Such a culture fundamentally closes
the sky to itself, exists only in the space
of relative values, and is therefore inca-
pable of limitless development, inevitably
striking against its ceiling. It is to such a
culture, as a nonbinding game, a servant
of the society of “prodigal sons,” a faith-
ful companion of an “exploiting, but not
restorative” civilization that N.F. Fedorov
addresses harsh, shocking words when he
states, “The goal of life will be salvation
from culture” [17, vol. 3, p. 481].

The thinker has a completely different
perspective of religious culture, which is
inseparable from the consciousness of
its sacred roots, with the memory of the
fathers and the God of the fathers. It is
educational, forms a person’s self-aware-
ness, as well as adjusts and constructs
both the moral structure of the individual
and the vectors of his action in the world.

N.F. Fedorov extensively explored the
educational function of religious culture,
referring to it as aesthetic or artistic the-
ology. He asserted that culture communi-
cates the truths of faith not conceptually
and logically, but figuratively and emo-
tionally. It appeals not only to the isolated
mind but also to the unity of heart and
mind, a concept foundational to integral
knowledge, as posited by A.S. Khomyakov,
|.V. Kireevsky, and K.S. Aksakov. This unity
serves as a remedy for destructive dou-
ble-thinking and internal discord. Fedorov
delved into the symbolism of church archi-
tecture, painting, and worship, highlight-
ing that the church stands on earth as an
icon of the deified universe. It represents a
realm devoid of death and strife, embody-



ing “the likeness of the universe where
everything that was killed is revived” and
serving as a “project of the world as it
should be, a new earth and sky, filled with
power that is not destructive and Kkill-
ing but re-creating” [17, vol. 1, p. 311l
Fedorov contrasted the Nietzschean-
Wagnerian synthesis of arts in musical
tragedy, fueled by historiosophical pes-
simism and catastrophism, with the syn-
thesis of arts in liturgy, which is based
on the image of overcoming decay and
death, aiming for the complete renewal
of the earth, humanity, and the Universe.
In the 20th century, P. A. Florensky con-
tinued Fedorov's exploration in the article
“Church Action as a Synthesis of Arts,”
the word “Iconostasis,” and articles on the
philosophy of cult. Florensky expanded
on the symbolism of the church, painting,
and church services as facets of religious
culture, where the eternal with the tempo-
rary, effective internal transformation, and
the divine unites with humankind.
Religious culture, being liturgical, is
characterized by the desire to embody the
ideal, to deify life and humanity, and to
illuminate them with the “Light of Christ,”
which, as proclaimed during the Liturgy of
the Presanctified Gifts, “enlightens every-
one.” When culture separates from its
religious source, it loses the impulse for
transformation. Instead, it confines itself
to the art workshops and galleries, proudly
exalts itself above life, and, as mentioned
above, transforms into a shameless and
irresponsible game. This serves as the
apostasy choice of the modern world,
contributing to a mutually destructive,
fallen history. Fedorov equally criticizes
the devaluation of cultural creativity in a
secularized, spiritually one-dimensional
world dominated by commercial and
industrial civilization. In this context, cul-
ture becomes tethered to the pursuit of
economic gain, expelling all idealism and
transforming into a culture of advertis-
ing and “shop-sign art” [17, v. 2, p. 424].
He also denounces the casteism of cul-
tural work and idolatry of culture, where
the creation of cultural masterpieces takes
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precedence over living life. This results in
a sacrifice of life to artistic pursuits, echo-
ing the sentiments expressed by Irena, the
heroine of H. Ibsen’s play “When We Dead
Awaken,”: “The work of art is in the fore-
ground, the person is in the background”".

The thinker harshly critiques the
selective principle of culture. In religious
culture, which is centered around the
church and church commemoration, every
living individual is acknowledged, and
none of the deceased are forgotten. The
church prayer is offered “for everyone and
everything.” In contrast, secular culture
only includes the chosen few in the orbit
of cultural memory, relegating the rest to
what the leading researcher of Fedorov's
heritage, S.G. Semenov, described as the
“pass into the impersonal and indifferent
dust of existence” [23, p. 84]. V.S Soloview
echoes Fedorov's idea, stating that “The
principle of the highest cultural mission
is a cruel and untrue principle” [24, p. 9],
Soloview contrasts the perpetuation of the
few in culture with the religious principle
of apocatastasis, which embraces the idea
of universal restoration and salvation.

In a distorted social reality, the selec-
tivity of cultural memory coexists with a
misguided interpretation of patriotism.
Instead of fostering genuine love for the
native land, its history, and sacred sites,
which includes a heartfelt remembrance
of ancestors through memorial prayers,
national pride is substitution. This warped
sense of patriotism often transforms the
deceased into a tool for exalting one’s
nation over others, contributing to the
shameful division of humanity that has
forgotten its original kinship. Fedorov
articulates his concern about this per-
spective, noting that viewing “the people
as an isolated part of the disintegrated
human family,” is an expression not of the
collective glory of this part in the past, but
of shared vanity and common will, i.e., the
desire to persist in the present with this
vanity. He emphasizes that the true cult
of ancestors is not about seeking glory but

' H.lbsen, When We Dead Awaken, Collected works in 4
volumes, v. 4, Iskusstvo, Moscow (1958).
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about engaging in meaningful deeds” [17,
vol. 1, p. 135].

A culture that does not remember kin-
ship parasitizes great names. Responding
in 1899 to the celebration of Pushkin’s
100th anniversary, Fedorov uttered a real
philippic concerning the sudden hypertro-
phied passion for the poet, emphasizing
that in this universal adoration, there is a
lotof noise, brilliance, and crackle, butvery
little seriousness. “There will be Pushkin
gala evenings, even Pushkin whole days
(nothing is said about the nights),” “all arts
will be called upon to glorify the poet,” and
cunning businessmen will not fail to name
cigarettes, candies, and other products of
industry and trade after Pushkin, turning
the name of the poet on the product label,
but the anniversary noise around the name
of Pushkin will not bring descendants any
closer to comprehending the primary
idea in his creative work: “the question
of the purpose and meaning of life” [17,
vol. 3, p. 523].

Meanwhile, it was precisely in posing
the question of the meaning of existence
and the purpose of humanity that Fedorov
saw as the axiological nerve of secular cul-
ture, burdened by its secularity. Pushkin
was a poet for whom the question “Life,
why were you given to me?” was unrhe-
torical at all, and he did not shield himself
with poetry from “life’s grief and evil” [17,
vol. 3, p. 523]. Neither did Lermontov, who
instilled in Pechorin a desire for a genuine
cause that would enable him to overcome
the inner emptiness and acknowledged
the impossibility of “inner happiness
for anyone when there is misfortune all
around” [17, vol. 3, p. 528] Gogol finally
revealed the extent of society’'s moral
decay, demonstrating that it possible to
trade “the souls of fathers” “and without
the slightest remorse” [17, vol. 3, pp. 530,
531], created his “Dead Souls” as a trip-
tych, with Part 2 involving the supposed
repentance of Chichikov and other heroes
of the “poem” and Part 3, which never
took place, they were supposed to become
figures of the new Russia. For Fedorov, a
necessary stage in returning culture to its

religious origins is metanoia. In addition,
it is precisely as metanoia, as repentance
for apostasy, as a turn from the paths of
unrighteousness to God's paths that he
perceives the Russian culture of the 19th
century.

Fedorov placed the task of churching
culture in direct connection with the task
of transition from history as “mutual exter-
mination, the extermination of each other
and ourselves” [17, vol. 1, p. 138] to history
as a work of resurrection, returning all
victims of the past and present to a trans-
formed immortal life. In one of the notes
from the 1890s, the philosopher denoted
the active Christian vector of culture as not
the church that should be profaned during
the transition to the secular, but “the pub-
lic must rise to the level of the church”
[17, vol. 3, p. 100]. For Fedorov, culture will
fully manifest its educational and teaching
function only when it can bring the good
news of transformation to the world not
only through church synthesis but also
through the fullness of creative practices.
V.S. Soloviev, whose philosophy of culture
took shape in the field of ideological dialog
with Fedorov, especially emphasized the
projective function of culture, intended to
reveal in earthly forms the “beauty of the
future life” [8, vol. 2, p. 398], to become
part of the divine-human process of sal-
vation. Russian Christian thinkers of the
20th century, symbolically interpreting the
gesture of Elder Zosima directing Alyosha
Karamazov from the monastery into the
world, emphasized that all spheres of
human practice and all levels of culture
can and should be arranged “following the
highest ideal revealed to us in Christ,” and
this flowering of human creativity from the
perspective of the movement of the world
toward the Kingdom of God is “the highest
synthesis of history, its limit” [9, p. 191].

It was shown above that Russian
Christian thinkers, in addition to their
educational, teaching, and ideal-creative
functions, highlight the ontological func-
tion of culture. It is an instrument of life,
one of those tools that, as P.A. Florensky
noted, were given to a man to cultivate



existence (which originated from the Latin
“cultivate”). However, cultivation, by defi-
nition, cannot be limited only to the cre-
ation of beautiful, but dead similarities of
reality, since it must be directed toward
a real, and not an imaginary, transfor-
mation of life. In Fedorov's perspective,
the synthetic culture of the future, which
accumulates all the essential energies of
man in a transformative activity, absorb-
ing all spheres of his knowledge and cre-
ativity, should become a recreation that
goes beyond the creativity of the “second
reality” into the real “creativity of life.”
“Recreation is the divine-human process
of ascension to the prototype of the world,
which did not know the Fall and harm,
according to explains E.M. Titarenko
Fedorov's theory. Fedorov is characterized
by a liturgical understanding of culture”
[25, p. 315].

V. S. Soloviev, the younger contempo-
rary of N. F. Fedorov, also writes that the
work of culture finds its completion in the
act of transformation, the enlightenment
of materiality. His esthetic theory is based
on this postulate, according to which the
development of the world follows the line
of increasing spiritualization of material
existence, clothing it in beauty and incor-
ruptibility, with man being the key link in
this process. The meaning of his creativity
is to bring the disintegrated world into a
state of unity by regulating and harmoniz-
ing blind, elemental forces and promot-
ing the triumph of the Kingdom of God in
every point of the Universe. The philos-
opher describes the moral meaning of
human life as promoting the embodiment
in existence, both physical and spiritual, of
“an unconditional moral order” [8, vol. 1,
p. 276], the Kingdom of God, considering
culture as one of the spheres and instru-
ments of this incarnation. The philosopher
distinguishes between two stages of artis-
tic development, projective, in which cre-
ativity creates a perfectimage of the future
world, thereby acting as a “transition and
connecting link between the beauty of
nature and the beauty of the future life” [8,
vol. 2, p. 398], and the real stage, when it is
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included in the process of transformation
of existence, in which it strives to “spiri-
tualize, transubstantiate our real life” [8,
vol. 2, p. 404].

The concept of extra-church liturgy
introduced by Fedorov was discussed
above. Extra-church liturgy was under-
stood by the author of “Philosophy of the
Common Cause” as “the resurrection and
transformation of the entire universe” [17,
vol. 1, p. 404]. The process of educating
the human race, the creativity of religious
culture, collecting the memory of the
departed, all this for the thinker was like
an “offertory” and “liturgy of the catechu-
mens,” preparation for the main work of
cause, the “liturgy of the faithful,” a pro-
cess of not only symbolic but also the real
transformation of the world, not only spir-
itual but ontological renewal. Just as in
the sacrament of the Eucharist, the bread
and wine brought to the altar are trans-
formed into the body and blood of Christ,
so in the extra-church liturgy, the present
fragmented, mortal world, in a state of
“mutual destruction,” is transformed into
an unmerged, indivisible, fraternal, and
loving unity in the image and likeness of
the Trinity, and the ashes of the dead are
transformed into living, resurrected flesh.
Human activity here meets Divine action
and is synergistically united with it.

Fedorov, the main apologist for the
idea of history as a “work of salvation,”
expanded the boundaries of human activ-
ity. As S.G. Semenova wrote, he was “con-
vinced that the Divine will act through
man as a rationally free being, through a
single conciliar totality of humanity. The
main task of a man in this context is to
become an active instrument of the will of
God, and His will is clear: He is the God
of the fathers, “not the dead, but the liv-
ing,” who did not create death, who wants
to restore the world to a glorified immor-
tal state, when sins are atoned for and all
the sacrifices of the long-lasting history
of humankind are returned after the Fall”
[23, p. 230]. On the pages of his writings,
Fedorov repeatedly recalled the words of
Christ: “He who believes in Me, the works
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that | do, he will also do, and greater
works than these will he do” (John 14:12).
Throughout His earthly journey, the Savior
heals the sick, calms the elements, res-
urrects the dead, and finally, resurrects
Himself, demonstrating the full power of
the spirit over material nature. Humanity,
according to Fedorov, is meant to fully par-
ticipate in these issues. He has to not just
pray, “Thy Kingdom come,” but according
to the will of God, to build this Kingdom,
not just to look forward to “the resurrec-
tion of the dead and the life of the next
century,” but to fulfill this main hope of the
faith of Christ.

Fedorov's idea about the need for
humanity’'s participation in the issue of
resurrection and the transition from cul-
ture to recreation was not shared by all
supporters of the idea of history as a
work of salvation, and if they were shared,
then with certain, sometimes very sig-
nificant, reservations, like V.S. Soloviey,
who wrapped the resurrection project in
abstract theoretical and even mystical
clothes [23, p. 124-131], or S.N. Bulgakov,
who distanced himself from this project in
“The Non-Evening Light” distanced him-
self from this project, and in the final part
of the book “Lamb of God,” the first book
of the trilogy “On God-Manhood,” never-
theless recognized it: “The humanization
of the world, with dominion over it in the
name of God, to which the man is called
by creation, refers to the manifestation of
man’s solemn service, according to the
strength of his participation in the sol-
emn service of Christ, no matter how far
man’s aspirations extend in this path, even
up to human participation in the general
resurrection, according to the project of
N.F. Fedorov” [14, p. 465]. The majority of
those who followed Fedorov’'s idea of extra-
church liturgies, such as G. P. Fedotov,
K.V. Mochulsky, V. V. Zenkovsky, and
Mother Maria (E.Yu. Kuzmina-Karavaeva),
considered its task as the internal restruc-
turing of human life and culture in the
light of Christ's commandment of perfec-
tion ("Be perfect as your Heavenly Father
is perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Concurrently,

10

these thinkers were in solidarity with
the philosopher of the common cause to
establish Christianity as a creative force
of history, to animate modernity with the
evangelical ideal in a new round, contrib-
uting to turn the world onto God’s paths
and to overcome the anti-Christian struc-
ture of life, which turns into crises and
catastrophes, which, as the tools of mutual
extermination are elaborated, threaten to
wipe out the human race from the face
of the earth. They also believed that the
creativity of culture, uniting with other
spheres of human action, from economics
to politics, would transform life according
to Christian principles, preparing human-
ity for the moment of general resurrection
implemented by the Divine will.

However, some thinkers shared and
developed Fedorov’'s concept of the tran-
sition from culture to recreation, from his-
tory as a symbolic resurrection to history
as a real resurrection work. These were
the representatives of Russian cosmism
of the 1920s: A. K. Gorsky, N. A. Setnitsky,
and V. N. Muravyov'. Based on the ideas of
active Christianity, they sought to discern
in the present the sprouts of a new con-
ciliar “culture of the future” [27], which, in
alliance with science and inspired by reli-
gion, will become the basis for the “orga-
nization of world influence” [28, p. 711],
will lead to victory over space and time,
to overcome death, and the establishment
of “cosmocracy and pantocracy” of the
human race [15, book 2, p. 145].

The views on the meaning and purpose
of culture and cultural creativity that were
developed in the works of Russian intel-
lectuals who advanced the idea of justify-
ing history have parallels in the aesthetic
theory and artistic practice of Russian
symbolism and new peasant poets, as
well as the creators of the Russian avant-
garde, V. Khlebnikov, V. N. Chekrygin,
and P.N. Filonov, which require special
research.

' The collaboration of these thinkers and the ideas
they developed are reviewed in 26, pp. 384-482, 498-
516.
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Cvocoenun  B.p.  Dpna o 1020cHOl
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