Peter Chaadaev

Between the Love of Fatherland
and the Love of Truth

EDITED BY

Artur Mréwczynski-Van Allen,
Teresa Obolevitch,
and Pawet Rojek

@PICKWICK Publications - Eugene, Oregon



PETER CHAADAEV
Between the Love of Fatherland and the Love of Truth

Ex Oriente Lux Series 2

Copyright © 2018 Wipf and Stock Publishers. All rights reserved. Except for
brief quotations in critical publications or reviews, no part of this book may be
n any manner without prior written permission from the publisher,

reproduced i
Wipf and Stock Publishers, 199 W. 8th Ave,, Suite 3, Eugene,

Write: Permissions,
OR 97401.

Pickwick Publications
An Imprint of Wipf and Stock Publishers

199 W. 8th Ave., Suite 3
Eugene, OR 97401

www.wipfandstock.com

PAPERBACK ISBN: 978-1-5326-4359-0
HARDCOVER ISBN: 978-1-5326-4360-6
EBOOK ISBN: 978-1-5326-4361-3

Cataloguing-in-Publication data:

Names: Mréwczyniski-Van Allen, Artur, editor. | Obolevitch, Teresa, editor. |
Rojek, Pawel, editor.

Title: Peter Chaadaev : between the love of fatherland and the love pf truth /
edited by Artur Mréwczyriski-Van Allen, Teresa Obolevitch, and Pawel Rojek

Description: Eugene, OR : Pickwick Publications, 2018 | Ex Oriente Lux Series 2
| Includes bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: IsBN 978-1-5326-4359-0 (paperback) | ISBN 978-1-5326-4360-6
(hardcover) | 15BN 978-1-5326-4361-3 (ebook)

Subjects: LCSH: Chaadaev, P, TA.—(Petr [Akovlevich),—1794-1856. | His-
tory—Philosophy.

Classification: B4238.c47 A5 2018 (print) | B4238.C47 A5 (ebook)

Manufactured in the US.A. 11/28/18

Contents

Contributors | vii

Introduction: The Critique of Adamic Reason: Peter Chaadaev and the
Beginning of the Russian Religious Philosophy—Artur Mréwczyniski-Van
Allen, Teresa Obolevitch, Pawel Rojek | ix

Part I: Ideas

1 Peter Chaadaev: Prolegomena to the Philosophy of Russia as a Periph-
eral Empire—Andrzej Walicki | 3

2 The Lessons of History in Chaadaev’s Reflections—Boris Tarasov | 16

3 From Chaadaev to Patriarch Kirill: The Russian Orthodox Counterdis-
course—Artur Mréwczyniski-Van Allen | 40

4  “The Madman” Appeals to Faith and Reason: On the Relationship
between Fides and Ratio in the Oeuvres of Peter Chaadaev
—Teresa Obolevitch | 55 '

5 Peter Chaadaev’s Ideas on the Unity of Nations and the Crisis of Post-
National Europe—Olga Tabatadze | 73



10

11

12

13

14

CONTENTS

Individual and “Supra-Individual” in Chaadaev’s Philosophical

Letters—Daniela Steila | 83

Part II: Contexts

Some Reflections upon Russian Literary Prose and the Chaadaey/Pysh.
kin/Custine/Mickiewicz Node—Bernard Marchadier | 101

Peter Chaadaev and St. Innocent of Kherson: The New Contours
of Tradition—Fr. Pavel Khondzinskiy | 116

Chaadaev and Tyutchev: History, System, and Chaos
—Atsushi Sakaniwa | 127

On Some Features of Dissident Movement in Russia: The Sample
of Peter Chaadaev—Andrew Schumann | 137

Part III: Influences

Peter Chaadaev: The Founding Myth of Russian Philosophy
—Janusz Dobieszewski | 151

Peter Chaadaev on the Religious Basis of the Russian History Vector
—Yuriy Ivonin, Olga Ivonina | 166

The Problem of Personality in the Philosophy of Peter Chaadaey and
Russian Theological Personalism—Konstantin Antonov | 180

Peter Chaadaev as the Founder of the Geographic Deterministic School
of Russian Historiosophy—Grigory Olekh | 191

AT TR P R

e

Contributors

Konstantin Antonov, Professor at St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University,
Moscow, Russia.

Janusz Dobieszewski, Professor at University of Warsaw, Warsaw, Poland.

Yuriy Ivonin, Professor at the Siberian Institute of Management,
Novosibirsk, Russia.

Olga Ivonina, Professor at the Novosibirsk State Pedagogical University,
Novosibirsk, Russia.

Fr. Pavel Khondzinskiy, Professor at St. Tikhon's Orthodox University,
Moscow, Russia.

Bernard Marchadier, Chairman of the Société Vladimir Soloviev in Paris,
Paris, France.

Artur Mréwczynski-Van Allen, Professor at the International Center for the
Study of the Christian Orient and the Institute of Philosophy “Edith
Stein”—International Academy of Philosophy, Granada, Spain.

Teresa Obolevitch, Professor at the Pontifical University of John Paul II
in Krakow, Poland.

Grigory Olekh, Professor at the Siberian State University of Water Trans-
port, Novosibirsk, Russia.

vii




viii

CONTRIBUTORS

Pawel Rojek, Assistant Professor at the Jagiellonian University

in Krakow, Poland.

Atsushi Sakaniwa, Professor at the Waseda University, Tokyo, Japan.

Andrew Schumann, Assistant Professor at the University of Information
Technology and Management, Rzeszow, Poland.

Daniela Steila, Professor at the University of Turin, Turin, Italy.

Olga Tabatadze, Assistant Lecturer at the International Center for
the Study of the Christian Orient, Granada, Spain.

Boris Tarasov, Professor at the Maxim Gorky Literature Institute,
Moscow, Russia.

Andrzej Walicki, Professor emeritus of the University of Notre Dame,
Indiana, USA.

INTRODUCTION

The Critique of Adamic Reason

Peter Chaadaev and the Beginning of the
Russian Religious Philosophy*

ARTUR MROWCZYNSKI-VAN ALLEN
TerRESA OBOLEVITCH

Pawet Rojek

P eter Chaadaev (1794-1856) is rightfully considered one of the forerun-
ners of modern Russian philosophy. In order to approach this impres-
sive figure and contextualize him in reference to the subsequent tradition of
Russian religious philosophy which he played such a crucial role in generat-
ing, it is well to approach him from a concrete scene in his life. Chaadaev spent
three years in Western Europe visiting a few countries and meeting various
people. In 1825 he became personally acquainted with Friedrich Wilhelm
Joseph von Schelling, with whom he continued to correspond. When he re-
turned to Russia in 1826, he continued with his studies. Chaadaev was one
of the first in Russia to read Hegel. At that time, he also carefully studied
Kant's Critique of Pure Reason and it is significant that, upon finishing it,
Chaadaev crossed out the title on the cover and wrote beneath it: Apologete
adamitischer Vernunft—An Apology for Adamic Reason.?

1. This publication was generously supported by a grant from the National Science
Center, Poland, No. 2014/15/B/HS1/01620. .

2. Lossky, History of Russian Philosophy, 49. For Chaadaev’s complicated relation-
ships with Kant, see Zeldin, “Chaadayev’s Quarrel with Kant” and “Influence of Kant
on Chaadayev”
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Individual and “Supra-Individual” in
Chaadaev’s Philosophical Letters:

DANIELA STEILA

he polarity between the universal and the particular, between the indi-

vidual and the supra-individual, between the singular and the collective,
has been widely considered as a peculiar character of Russian philosophi-
cal thought. For example, if we look in the history of Russian thought, the
classical scheme elaborated by the Slavophiles appears particularly compel-
ling. According to it, the opposition between Western and Russian cultures
consisted exactly in a different attitude toward separation and integrity,
individual and community. As Ivan Kireyevsky famously wrote:

In the West we find a dichotomy of the spirit, a dichotomy of
thought, a dichotomy of learning, a dichotomy of the state, a
dichotomy of estates, a dichotomy of society, a dichotomy of fa-
milial rights and duties, a dichotomy of morals and emotions, a
dichotomy of the sum total and of all separate aspects of human
being, both social and individual. We find in Russia, in contrast,
a predominant striving for wholeness of being, both external
and inner, social and individual, intellectual and workaday, ar-
tificial and moral.?

On the opposite side, Westernizers generally maintained the rights of
individual reason and a person’s ethical autonomy. Belinsky, for instance, was

1. 'This essay is a part of a wider research project on individual subjectivity and the
collective in Russian thought in nineteenth and twentieth century, carried on during a
visiting fellowship at the Aleksanteri Institute, University of Helsinki, Septerpber 2015.

2. Kireevsky, “On the Nature of European Culture,” 229.
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ance to be “on top of the stairs of development? if he
count of “all the victims of the circumstances of life

i .06 of casualties, superstition, Inquisition, Philipp I1
o hls’t?rrhﬁl 31 ;‘;Ctv:,f:;g be a simplification to interpret the opposition
etc. etc. th 51:\;5 hiles and Westernizers in terms of super-individual versus
Petvcisna] ’ rs e&ves, the theme as such has had a major role within their
ggérss:)n:.)e C}Faadaev, who is usually found in the general surveys of the
history of Russian thought in the chapter before the outburst of the <_:0.ntrast
between Slavophiles and Westernizers, and who has somehow.afltxapated
characters from both these currents of thought, had some very original views
on the relationship between individual and super-individual.

In contrast to the philosophers of the Enlightenment, Chaadaev criti-
cizes the idea of the human being as a free and autonomous individual. Ac-
cording to him, the human being is actually inclined to subordinate himself,
both in nature and society, to the physical order and to the moral one. As

Andrzej Walicki summarized:

ready to give up the ch
could not receive a full ac

His true inclination is to subordinate himself, being is hierarchi-
cal in structure and the natural order is based on dependence.
Human actions are directed from outside by a force transcend-
ing the individual, and the power of man's reason is in direct
proportion to his obedience, submissiveness, and docility. The
individual is nothing without society; his consciousness and
knowledge flow from a social, supra-individual source. The
mind of the individual is anchored in the universal mind and
draws its nourishment from it.*

The Role of the Individual in the Structure of Being

First of all, let us briefly discuss Chaadaev’s views on the individual and his
role within the structure of being. In his Philosophical Letters, Chaadaev
traced a general hierarchy of being, at the basis of which is nature. Chaadaev
considers the world as consisting of two realms: the physical realm of nature
and the mental realm of morality and intellect. Both are created by God
and guided by Providence. In the physical realm, Providence appears as the
law of gravitation, which acts in terms of centripetal and centrifugal forces,
following an initial divine impulse. In the moral realm, mental events also

3. Belinsky to Vasiliy Botkin, 30 December 1840 (22 January 1841), Belinskiy,
“Pisma 1841 171.

4. Walicki, Flow of Ideas, 148.

STEILA—INDIVIDUAL AND “SuPRA-INDIVIDUAL”

descend from the initial impulse of ideas that were impressed by God on
the mind of the first man, and were therefore transmitted from generation
to generation through traditions and social intercourse. In the moral realm,
the two forces that are simultaneously combined in the action are “the one
force which we are aware of, our free choice, our will, the other, which domi-
nates us without our knowing it, the action of an exterior Sforce upon our
being” In both realms the aim of the development is a wider unification.
In the “Fifth Letter,” Chaadaev explains:

Just as bodily collision in nature serves to continue this first
thrust, imparted to matter, intellectual collision likewise contin-
ues spiritual motion; just as in nature everything is linked with
all that goes before it and follows it, so each individual human
and each human thought are linked with all human beings and
with all human thoughts, those which precede and those which
follow; and, since nature is one, so, according to the picturesque
expression of Pascal, also the whole succession of men is one
man, who always exists, and each one of us participates directly
in the intellectual work which is being completed throughout
the centuries. Finally, just as a certain plastic and perpetual
work of the material elements or atoms, the generation of physi-
cal beings, constitutes material nature, so also then a similar
work of intellectual elements or ideas, the generation of spirits,
constitutes spiritual nature; and just as I conceive of all tangible
matter as one whole, then I must also conceive of the succession
of intelligences as a single and sole intelligence.$

From such a perspective, individual consciousness has to acknowledge
its submission to the external action of tradition and history, inasmuch as
the body is submitted to the laws of the natural world. “If we were deprived

of contact with other intelligent beings, we would eat grass instead of specu-

lating on our nature,” Chaadaev writes. As a consequence, the thoughts of
a single human being must be identified with the thought of the whole hu-
man species: “As in the rest of the created world, so in the intellectual world
nothing can be understood as perfectly isolated, as if it were self-sufficient.”®
Any idea, any thought is meant to be communicated to other people, to
combine with other thoughts, to become a “common good” of humankind.
Chaadaev explains:

5. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 53.
6. Tbid., 60-61.

7. Ibid., 64.

8. Ibid.
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A thousand of invisible ties unite the thoughts °f°“l:' rea;onz:ll?le
being with those of another; our gost IHEMALE IROUGNIE Cis-

means possible for reproducing themselves outside;
c:/er i;’;ﬂ’m disseminated, when they cross on another, they
z.ts:ntoget};ler, they unite, they pass from. one spirit to gnother,
they sow, they fertilize, they engender universal reason.

Chaadaev asks himself: “Is there anyt.hing.more .absurd th.an the
supposition that each human individual begins his species anew,. like the
beast?™"® These views have important consequences on the ;?hnlosol.)hy
of history, as we will see in the following pages. ’As.for the hierarchical
structure of being, it can be said that, in Chaadaev’s view, the moral world
of individual consciousness is placed above nature, and it only exists as
such thanks to a common space that depends on God, which is the su-
preme principle of the oneness of the universe.!! God’s speech creates hu-
man reason, and his words keep working within history through human

thoughts and traditions:

On the day when man was created God spoke with him, and
man heard and understood him: this is the true genesis of hu-
man reason; psychology will never find a more profound ex-
planation. Later, he partially lost the ability to hear the voice
of God; this was a natural consequence of the gift of unlimited
liberty which he had obtained. But he did not lose his recollec-
tions of Godss first words which resounded in his ear. Then this
same word from God, addressed to the first man and trasmitted
from generation to generation, strikes the child in the crib and
introduces him into the intellectual world and really makes him
into a thinking being. The same method which God used in
order to create man from nothing, He utilizes today in order to
create every new thinking being. It is always God who speaks to
man through the intermediary of his fellow men.'?

This view of the individual as a specific part of the hierarchical struc-
ture of being has many important implications within epistemology, ethics
and philosophy of history.

9. Ibid, 61.

10. Ibid, 63.

11. Cf. Walicki, Flow of Ideas, 149.

12. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters” 63.

»,

STEILA~—INDIVIDUAL AND “SUPRA-INDIVIDUAL”
Epistemology

According to Chaadaev, our thinking and our knowledge depend on God.
But, after Adam'’s transgression, human reason has been damaged. Chaa-
daev therefore distinguishes two kinds of reason. First comes the primordial
reason that was given to Adam by God; it is objective and possesses a true
knowledge of reality, since it derives directly from God and comprises his
original words to his creatures. This “truly pure” reason was weakened by
the human Fall, and thus reason became individual, i.e., limited by time and
place, by one’s own experience and character, different in everyone, and divi-
sive among human beings."* Without primordial reason, humans could not
achieve a common world, neither physical, nor moral. Knowledge can be
achieved only through tradition, revelation, social intercourse, and the ideas
of certain enlightened persons or nations. Human, “artificial” reason can be
successful if it is obedient, passive to the superindividual contents and inspi-
rations, whereas it falls into either intellectual or moral error every time it
acts independently, according to its own free will. In Chaadaev’s words: “the
real principle of our intellectual power is in reality nothing more than a kind
of logical abnegation, identical with moral abnegation and originating from
the very same law”** According to Chaadaev, human being can be rescued
from the Fall not through individualistic self-perfection and asceticism, but
only through the sphere of super-individual consciousness. In the “Seventh
Letter; it can be read that “man’s whole aim on earth consists in annihilating
his personal existence and substituting a completely social or impersonal one
for it”'* Walicki observes that “Chaadaev’s emphasis on sociality did not pre-
clude a defense of social hierarchy or an espousal of a typically aristocratic,
elitist theory of knowledge”!é It is the church that mediates the human rela-
tionship with God, and Chaadaev’s criticism of the Reformation is founded
mainly on the latter’s individualistic egalitarianism.

The Fall itself and the consequent corruption of human reason are

explained by Chaadaev as the separation of the egoistic ego from the divine

order of the world, from the “great All”'” The goal of the historical develop-
ment of human thought is therefore to go back to divine reason, which is
embedded in tradition and social intercourse. In the “Fifth Letter;” Chaa-
daev explains his views as follows:

13. Cf. Zeldin, “Chaadaev’s Quarrel with Kant,” 279.
14. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 45.

15. Ibid,, 86.

16. Walicki, Flow of Ideas, 150.

17. Cf. Smirnova, “Problem of Reason,” 11.
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g :deas comes from a certain num-

e ex.ists N ;ﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ ;fe:x transmitted traditionally, and
ol e lilong to any intellectual individual any more
which dofn:ctes of nature belong to any physical individual.
e f Plato, innate ideas of Descartes, a priori of Kant,
:lgc?tfet)sfe;izerse el;ments of thought, which were necessafily
recognized by all profound thinkers as in advar.lce of any kind
£ operation by the soul; as preceding all exp'erlmental knowl-
Zd;f and all the appropriate activity of the mind, all t}}ese pre-
existing seeds of reason without which man would surply be
a two-legged and two-armed mammal—no more, no less . ..
Once this is established, the study that we still have to do is
simple: we only have to investigate the movc.ament of these tra-
ditions throughout the history of humanity, in order to see how
and where the idea, originally put into the heart of man, was

18
preserved in its wholeness and purity.

Ethics

In Chaadaev’s views, the realization of the unity on earth depends .on. t.he
moral progress of humankind, and requires not only. the divin”e primitive
impulse, but also human free will. “The proper activities of man should.be
considered “as an accessory principle (principe occasionel): as a force which
works only insofar as it is united with another superior force, just as t?le
force of gravity works only along with the force of initial thrust*® The dis-
cussion about the theme of freedom and responsibility obviously includes
the tension between individual and super-individual principles, since Chaa-
daev has to consider the ethical consequences of the relationship between
single free will and the submission of the single subject to the providential
designs of the order of the world. The solution expressed in the “Fourth
Letter” is based on the circumstance that the external force that moves every
human being moves him or her in terms of knowledge: “The great problem
of free will, no matter how abstruse it may be, would certainly not offer
any difficulties, if only men understood how to become permeated with the
idea that the nature of intelligent being consists only in awareness and that,
insofar as intelligent being is aware, it loses nothing of its own nature, no
matter how awareness comes to it”? Chaadaev explains:

18. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters;” 66.
19. Ibid,, 54.

20. Ibid,, 55. Cf. Zeldin, “Influence of Kant.” 114.

STEILA—INDIVIDUAL AND “SUPRA-INDIVIDUAL”

Man is constantly stimulated by a force, which he does not sense
at all, it is true, but this exterior action has an influence upon
him by means of his awareness; consequently, no matter how
the idea which I find in my head reaches me, I find it there only
because I am aware of the idea which I find there. But to become
aware is to act. Therefore, I really and unceasingly act at the
same time that I am dominated by something more powerful
than myself. I am aware of it. One factor does not destroy the
other, they occur without negating each other, and one is just as
demonstrable as the other.?!

If my freedom consists in the fact that I determine my will aécording
to my principles, the fact that the ultimate source of these principles is
external does not imply any loss of freedom. On the contrary, I am really
free only by submitting myself to the external power, since freedom con-
sists in acting on God-given ideas. In Zeldin's words: “How I receive ideas
is irrelevant: they are, when I have them, mine; since I always act in terms
of ideas and since my self consists of what I know, it is I, wholly I and not
something external to me, that acts; hence I am free?? If, on the contrary,
I refuse to submit myself to a divine power and decide to follow my indi-
vidual inclinations instead, I cease thereby to self-determine myself, and so
Ilose my freedom. As a result, if the human being acts according to his own
individual and arbitrary will, he will not actually be free, since he would
therefore give up his own nature as an intelligent being, and would end up
in isolation and divisiveness:

A man’s proper activity is genuinely so only when it corresponds
to the law. Every time that we act contrary to the law it is no
longer we ourselves who determine ourselves, but it is our en-
vironment which determines us. When we abandon ourselves
to these outside influences, when we go beyond the law, we an-
nihilate ourselves.?

As we have seen, reason can achieve knowledge only by submission
to divinely given ideas. Similarly, morality consists of submission to an ex-
ternal law, which is also given, and is the source of all our moral ideas (the
ideas of good, duty, virtue, etc.).* The human mind longs to obey and, as
a result, to join the divine mind; our true freedom consists in the fact that

21. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 55.

22. Zeldin, “Chaadaev’s Quarrel with Kant,” 283. Cf. also her “Influence of Kant”
114.

23. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 56.
24. Cf. Zeldin, “Chaadaev’s Quarrel with Kant,” 282.
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_No wonder Chaadaev prefaced his “Fourth
tation from Spinoza. According to him as well as Spinoza,
qufofreedom requires giving up one’s personal l.iberty. But this
taﬂ;assive subordination to the cosmic order, as it haPpens with

?}?: ;ﬁ;:iecre:l atom, but instead the acknowledgment and the choice of such

an order. In his “Third Letter” Chaadaev asks:

we don't feel our dependence

Letter” with
the maximum

i d push his own
ee what would happen if man coul Py
N(;Ynl;;zisto the point of complete forfeiture of his own free-
py it is clear that this would be the highest level of human

m.. . : - ;
d(e)rfection ... Instead of this individual, isolated idea, which
germeates him at this moment, instead of this personality which

isolates him from all around him and clouds up everyth'ir‘lg be-
fore his eyes and which is not at all the necessary con'dm‘on of
his particular nature, but solely the consequeflce of his violent
alienation from universal nature, in surrendering the fatal pres-
ent ego, would he not recover the idea and also the c‘omprehen-
sive personality, as well as the whole power of pure intelligence
in its original link with the rest of things??®

Without such a basic harmony in the world, any arbitrary action might
lead to destruction. On the premise of the parallelism between moral and
natural world, Chaadaev observes: “Assume that one single molecule of
matter would make an arbitrary movement once, for example, instead of
tending towards the center of its system, it would deviate a little from the
radius in which it is located. What would happen? Would not the whole
order of the world be disturbed at once?”?®

God decided to take the risk of our freedom, when he created humans
in his image and likeness, but “how s it possible to doubt that, since He de-
cided to give us this surprising power which seems to clash with the whole
order of the universe, He did not also decide to give it rules and to let us
know how we should use it?"%

At the beginning Adam understood God’s original word, then G‘?d
illuminated some chosen men, and finally he sent the God-man to reveal “to
us all that we can know about the divine mystery.”?® Christianity represents,
according to Chaadaev, a decisive passage in the process that would lead to
the defeat of individuality.?® In the “First Letter;” it can be read that:

25. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters.” 46.
26. Ibid,, s6.

27. Ibid.

28. Ibid.

29. Cf. Gurvich-Lishchiner, “Chaadaev—Herzen—Dostoevsky; 15.

STEILA—INDIVIDUAL AND “SUPRA-INDIVIDUAL”

Wherever Christ's name is pronounced, this mention alone
sweeps men along, no matter what they may do. Nothing
demonstrates the divine origin of this religion better than this
character of absolute universality, which allows it to infuse it-
self into men’s souls by every possible means and makes it seize
men’s minds without their knowing it; even when they seem to
resist it most it dominates and subjugates them by introduc-
ing into the intellect some truths which were not there before,
by causing the heart to experience emotions it had never felt,
by inspiring us with sentiments which place us, without our
knowing it, in the general world-order. So the function of each
individual is determined by Christianity which makes every-
one strive towards a single goal *

Philosophy of History

However, divine action wants to respect human freedom. Therefore, it has
appeared during the course of history in different ways and different grades.
Chaadaev writes: “It is evident that individuality and freedom exist only
insofar as there is diversity of intelligence, moral powers, and knowledge*!
The universal intelligence, which enables both knowledge and morality,
develops over time, within history. Individuals and nations, endowed with
what Chaadaev called supra-individual “moral personalities,” are the in-
struments of history, in its path toward universality.’? No single individual
belongs directly to humankind, he actually belongs to a nation: “One must
work within the domestic circle in which one is placed and have an effect
upon one’s natural, social family, in order to have an effect upon men; one
must address oneself to one’s nation, in order to speak distinctly to man-
kind; otherwise one will not be heard, and nothing will be accomplished™
Nations, as “moral personalities,” are free in the same sense in which single
individuals are free: they can choose to conform themselves to the objectiv-
ity of the universal law and become truly free, or they can choose to accept
the false freedom of the arbitrary free will, which condemns nations to divi-
sion and isolation. Chaadaev’s social utopia has been defined “collectivist

30. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 29~30.

31. Ibid., 68.

32. Cf. Walicki, Flow of Ideas, 150-51; Dobieszewski, “Chaadaev and the Rise of
Modern Russian Philosophy,” 29-30.

33. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,” 89.
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fist? since every nation as well as every single individual
and internationa st, R within history and becomes part of the

g n g

develops its OWT! tc:))f humankind toward an ideal unity. “Peoples are moral
general.m:"esr?zzivi duals are. It takes centuries to educate them, just as it
beings just 2

»35
takes years to educate 2 person.

The unfortunate example of Russia itself clearly shows that without
e un

- +ory no collective consciousness €an develop. From such a point of view,
h;story + famous statement in the “First Letter” concerning Russia means
the mos

h more than a mere condemnation of Russian backwardness:
muc

Isolated by a strange destiny from th.e universal develonnent
of humanity, we have absorbed nothing, not even tradm.onal
ideas of mankind. It is upon these ideas, however, that the life of
people is based; it is from these ideas that the future of people
unfolds and from them comes their moral developrr.lele. If
we wish to take up a position similar to that of other cmh?ed
people, we must, in a certain sense, repeat the whole education

of mankind.*

In the “Sixth Letter? Chaadaev explicitly discusses the plurality of
peoples within history: “in our hopes for future happiness and. deﬁr.ﬁ.te per-
fection we could not initially isolate the great individual nationalities any
more than their less important composite parts. We must accept them as
principles and means for reaching a perfect state. Thus, the cosmopoli.ta.n
future of philosophy is only an idle dream”*” Exactly in the same way it is
with individuals, who should not isolate themselves in order to affirm their
true nature, but who should on the contrary overcome their singularity by
obeying the universal design, so different peoples deteriorate if they sepa-
rate themselves from the human family and become closed in themselves.
Chaadaev asks in his “Seventh Letter”:

Could man ever allow the extremely personal, individual con-
sciousness now found within himself to be supplanted by this
general consciousness which would make him constantly feel
himself to be part of the great moral totality? Yes, without doubt.
Men must realize that besides the feeling of our personal indi-
viduality we also cherish a feeling of our relationship to the fa-
therland, the family, and the community of opinion to which we
belong. This latter feeling is often even stronger than the former.

34. Kamenskiy, “Paradoksy Chaadayeva,” 41.
35. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters;” 22.
36. Ibid,, 21-22.

37. Ibid., 72-73.
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Men must also notice that the germ of a superior consciousness
resides within us in a very genuine way and forms the essence of
our nature, and that the present ego is not imposed upon us by
an inevitable law but has been created by ourselves. Then men
will see that man’s whole aim on earth consists in annihilating
his personal existence and substituting a completely social or
impersonal one for it.*®

The final goal of history, according to Chaadaev is the realm of God
on earth, that is to say “the accomplished moral law. All the work of the ages
in man’s intellectual life is meant to produce this definite result which is the
end and goal of all things, the last phase of human nature, the dénouement
of the universal drama, the great apocalyptic synthesis.”

Chaadaev and Kant

It seems clear that the relationship between individual and super-individual
plays a major role in different aspects of Chaadaev’s thought. Chaadaev’s
attitude toward Kant might shade some light on such a tension between
individual and super-individual, as it appears in Chaadaev’s work. On this
topic, there is a specific, though not very wide, literature. As Teresa Obo-
levitch reminds us in her own contribution to the present volume,* Mary-
Barbara Zeldin, at the end of the seventies wrote that “the major Western
influence on his [Chaadaev’s] views is not Schelling and certainly not, as
some maintain, Hegel, but Immanuel Kant*' A little less forcefully, Petr
Toropygin in 1994 deemed that Kant had a decisive influence on Chaadaev’s
philosophy of history.®? Without entering here this specific discussion, we
will just take into consideration the undoubted fact that Kant has been a
very important discussant for Chaadaev when he was developing his reflec-
tions on the theme of individual and super-individual.

Chaadaev directly knew some of the major works of Kant. While he
was still serving in the army, he famously complains in a letter to a friend
that he could not obtain a copy of Kant’s first Critique in Saint Petersburg.*
For sure, the first and second Critiques, in German, both heavily under-
scored and annotated, appear in the catalogue of Chaadaev’s second library,

38. Chaadaev, “Philosophical Letters,’ 86.

39. Ibid,, 101.

40. Obolevitch, “The Madman’ Appeals to Faith and Reason,” 57.
41. Zeldin, “Influence of Kant,” 111.

42. Toropygin, “Chaadayev i Kant”

43. Chaadaev to Dmitriy Obleukhov, 1812, 7.
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e his coming back from Europe (he had sold his first to a
hich he built after ™
" in-in-law in 1321)'“. . is declared in the well-known pas-
cousi  high opinion of Kant «
chaadaeYs hig Of” where the author acknowledges that “assuredly
“Fl&hdLettfi nost productive of all the known systems is the
- und & nstruct conscientiously an absolutely abstract intel-
hich strives to €0 in order to take the intellectual

o .
ively intelligent nature,

exflli:,lvaczount without going back to the very source of the

n in

ph.e{nomenénd le** Chaadaev ;mmediately emphasizes a limit i-n Kant’s
spiritual E;l ) gm‘:e it is always man in his present state who furnishes the
thought: - ou® ructs its model, it happens that this

i i is system const

als from which this sys ; od n

ma::xr:m shows us artificial reason agaifl, but not original reason”* And as a
® $ 7] .

:Zlatter of fact, on the title page of his copy of the Kritik der reinen Vernunft,

Chaadaev crossed out the title and wrote over these words: Apologete ad-

amitischer Vernun 47 o ' e e
According to Chaadaev, Kant's basic misunderstanding of the real na-
him to raise to the only point of view, from

ture of human reason prevented . f
which one can properly understand both the human being and the world: “the

profound thinker, the author of this philosophy, did not see that there was no
gence which would only will to seek out a.nfi
evoke supreme intelligence; an intelligence with a mode of perfectly legiti-
mate activity, as everything which exists, and intelligence whose.: powe: ;;vould
consist only in an infinite tendency to fuse with this other intelligence. ) Such
a deep standpoint would have saved Kant from what Chaadaev considered
his worst mistake: to confuse the human reason after the Fall with the “truly
pure” reason and to reach, in consequence, “the false teaching about the au-
tonomy of human reason” and “another, even more arrogant philosophy, the
philosophy of the omnipotence of the human ego’¥

In spite of these “mistakes” Chaadaev acknowledges that Kant de-
serves his respect:

sage of the
the most profo
one w
ligence, an

point in representing an intelli

We owe all the healthy ideas in the world today to the movement
which he gave to philosophical knowledge; and we ourselves are
nothing but a logical consequence of his idea. He traced the lim-
its of human reason with steadfast hand; he made it clear that
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reason had to accept its two most profound convictions without
being able to prove them, namely: the existence of God and
the unlimited continuity of its own being; he taught us that a
supreme logic exists, which cannot be fitted under our measure-
ments and which is imposed upon us despite ourselves, and that
there is a world which is contemporary and different from the
one on which we move and that our reason must recognize this
world, because of the opposite danger of falling into nothing-
ness, and that from this we should draw all our knowledge, in
order then to adapt our knowledge to the real world.*

Kant represented for Chaadaev a sort of John the Baptist, as he an-
nounced a new philosophical Messiah. On his copy of the Critique of Prac-
tical Reason he actually wrote down in German: “Er war nicht das Licht,
sondern das erzeugte von dem Licht?*' Chaadaev acquired Kant’s two Cri-
tiques in 1826 in Dresden, where he probably found some new thoughts he
had been waiting for, presumably the same he wrote about in his letter to
Pushkin in 1831: “Man will come bearing the secret of time . . . the move-
ment that will conclude the destinies of mankind will begin”**

According to Zeldin, “the real disagreement between Chaadaev and
Kant is not a matter of autonomy as such; it lies in their concern for the
other two objects ‘to which all the speculation of reason . . . is directed;
the existence of God and the immortality of the soul”® Their difference
being that Chaadaev accepts revelation, while Kant does not, at least as far
as epistemology is concerned. But another clear element of disagreement
consists once again in the nature of reason and its use as the instrument for
obtaining knowledge. In the “Fifth Letter,” Chaadaev wrote:

Note how the most certain, the most positive, the most strict
philosophy of our time proceeds. It begins with the establish-
ment of the fact that, since our reason is the given instrument
of knowledge, it is necessary first of all to study how to know
our reason. Without that, the philosophy says, there is no way
of making suitable usage of reason. After that, this philosophy
attempts to dissect and to analyze this reason as best it can. But
how does this philosophy perform this preliminary work, this
indispensable work, this anatomy of intelligence? Is it not by
means of this reason itself? Thus, since in this, its most primary
and most important operation, this philosophy is forced to

so. Ibid., 65-66.

51. John 1:8; Chaadayev, “Zametki na knihakh,” 612; “Kommentariy,” 706.
52. Chaadaev, “Fragments,” 151.

53. Zeldin, “Chaadaev’s Quarrel with Kant,” 285.
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¢ which by its own admission it still does
an instrumesf; how can it come t0 the knowledge which
u Y

54
ossible to understand.

utilize
not know how to
it seeks? This is imP .

employ an artificial or abstract reason, without cop.

Kar? wam?d . d its history. But, according to Chaadaev, both in the
sidering its origins an ld S'n e mordl world, Kantian reason proves to be
sgherek G inlce without God human beings are disabled both
limited and P (?werlests.,; without God, they cannot obtain any knowledge,
in the(_)ry an(:;n spur aC;rt ;hey cannot behave according to morality.
ey hppdmits this basic disagreement, Mary-Barbara Zeldin

Am?ough s te sme important analogies between Kant and Chaadaev,
Fried tosingle Zkuesher thesis about Kant’s influence on Chaadaev more
. Or.der t°T‘;‘e comparison sometimes seems to be a little arbitrary, for
‘Consmenvt\;hen Zeldin emphasizes that, for both thinkers, moral law is “a
;:::a\::;?ch man must recognize before he can a.lttain tru.e pers.onality,”ﬁ
while in point of fact the recognition happens in opposnte. e'thlc frame.s:
the dignity of the autonomy of reason in Kant, and the‘ passw'xty o'f f)bedx-
ence to the divine order in Chaadaev. But, from ou.r pou.lt of view, it is very
interesting that Zeldin emphasizes a possible re}atlonshlp between the‘two
philosophers exactly as regards the idea of “unity” as the furthest horizon
of morality and, at least for Kant, on the transcen:lental 'level, of human
knowledge as well: for both, according to Zeldin, “there is, and for bf)th,
there ought to be, an ultimate union of the natural and moral realms into
a kingdom of God on earth.”*

Second, concerning the destiny of humankind, Zeldin observes that
“for Chaadaev the moral progress involved in achieving the kingdom of
God is inherited by succeeding generations and individuals; for Kant the
progress exists only for mankind as a whole, not for the individual person,
that is, it exists only in the sense in which, for Chaadaev, all men form but
one single man”

Finally, in regard to the relationship between the individual and the
whole, Zeldin recalls that “generalized, for both Kant and Chaadaev, deter-
mination according to moral law will result in the achievement of a moral
world, the kingdom of God or the kingdom of ends, a world in which each
person has absolute value in a systematically organized whole*®
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One might argue that such positions do not correspond exactly to what
Kant might have thought. But what is interesting to us here is that Chaadaev
might have read Kant in such a perspective. As Toropygin suggests at one
point, a sort of “Kantian” element in Chaadaev’s views on individual and
the whole can shade some light on the differences between Chaadaev’s “col-
lectivism” and the Slavophiles’ perspective.”® For the Slavophiles, considered
roughly as a whole in spite of all their differences, the proper relationship
between individual and totality was realized first of all in a historical commu-
nity, in this case in the Russian past. Chaadaev wanted to sketch a complete
picture of the world and its history, where the relationship between individual
and totality defines itself within history, but according to an a priori design,
which represents the meaning of both history itself and the world.

Translated by Lucia Pasini
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