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A Note on Transliteration

In this study Russian names and words are transliterated according to the Library

of Congress System (omitting the apostrophes for ь and ъ as well as diacritics).

Except for the names of Russian emperors or saints, which are written in their

English forms according to general practice, I transliterate all names which were

originally written in Cyrillic (such as Genrikh Neigauz or Nadezhda Mandelshtam),

thus doing so with the names of all emigrants as well. This is certainly somewhat

problematic (but I hope, not offensive) because some emigrants transliterate their

names according to some other system (such as Ludmilla Alexeyeva, Joseph

Brodsky, Alexander Yanov or Yuri Slezkine, whose names will be transliterated

here as Liudmila Alekseeva, Iosif Brodskii, Aleksandr Ianov and Iurii Slezkin). My

rationale for this practice is that a great number of the emigrants who figure in this

study are mentioned both when referring to their activities in the Soviet Union

before their emigration or as authors of Russian-language texts and when referring

to them as authors of texts in English or other languages using Latin alphabet

after emigration. Many of them have additionally used several spellings of their

names when writing in languages using the Latin alphabet. However, whenever

mentioning a person for the first time, the alternative form(s) of his name is (/are)

given in square brackets.

Names of Russian (or Slavic) origin, which were given to the person in question

in the Latinised form (among them Noam Chomsky, Alexis Klimoff or Catharine

Theimer Nepomnyashchy) have not been altered.

When quoting an English-language source, the original’s transliteration has not

been altered. Thus, while I write the name of the former Russian President as Eltsin,

occasionally it may appear in such forms as Yeltsin or El’tsin as well. Further

variation in the footnotes is due to bibliographical references because, for instance,

I write both about Iurii Slezkin’s ideas and refer to Slezkine 2004.
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Chapter 1

Igor Shafarevich, a Lightning

Rod for Controversy

What Has Been Said About Shafarevich?

This is a study of the political and philosophical thought and social activity of the

academician Igor Shafarevich, a world-renowned Russian mathematician. During

the Brezhnev years Shafarevich was noted for his work in a dissidents’ independent

human rights committee alongside Andrei Sakharov, surely the best-known human

rights activist of the Soviet Union. He was also the closest associate of the other

leading figure of the Soviet dissident world, the anti-communist writer Aleksandr

Solzhenitsyn whose contribution to the shattering of the Soviet system was proba-

bly bigger than that of any other dissident.1

All the same, outside the sphere of mathematics Shafarevich’s greatest fame, or

notoriety, is due to his old manuscript Russophobia which was published, initially

without his knowledge, in 1988. During the years to come Russophobia was

condemned in many dozens of articles on authoritative forums in the Soviet

Union/Russia as well as in the West. So far known as a human rights champion,

Shafarevich was now written off as an anti-Semite and a dangerous Russian

nationalist. The “Russophobia scandal” culminated when over six hundred

mathematicians worldwide signed open letters deprecating him, and when the US

National Academy of Sciences pleaded with Shafarevich to resign.

In the 1990s and during the first decade of the 2000s Shafarevich authored

dozens of articles, commented on daily politics and took part in political, social,

and cultural enterprises.

Authoritative scholars of Russian intellectual history, reputed journalists and

other literary notables have assessed Shafarevich and his ideas before me. It is thus

interesting to hear first what has been said about him. The following sample consists

1 For the sake of clarity and simplicity, I will use “dissident” in this study in its general meaning,

ignoring the fact that not all dissidents – among them Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn – were very

comfortable with some political connotations attached to this name over the years.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_1, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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of assessments which either aim to encapsulate his ideological development in its

entirety or to nail down something essential about his person. At this point I refrain

from making comments on the substance of these assessments. Even unambiguous

factual mistakes are not yet corrected.

Cécile Vaissié is the author of a comprehensive history of the dissidents of the

Soviet Union (or, as Vaissié puts it – Russia) from the 1960s onwards. This is how

she introduces Shafarevich:

This brilliant mathematician, born in the Ukraine to a family of Jewish origin, became a

professor of Moscow University and a corresponding member of the Soviet Academy of

Sciences in the 1950s. In May 1971 he joins Andrei Sakharov’s Committee for human

rights. At the time he is not an anti-Semite, but this is what he will become during the

1970s.2

John B. Dunlop of the Hoover Institution is a prestigious and experienced

specialist in contemporary Russian intellectual history. In an article dedicated to

Shafarevich, Dunlop assesses him as follows: “From being a moderate nationalist in

the Solzhenitsyn mould, Shafarevich gradually evolved during the late 1970s

towards more extreme positions.” Dunlop continues that

The remainder of Shafarevich’s biography after 1981 [when Shafarevich completed his

Russophobia] may be recounted fairly briefly. The author of ‘Russophobia’ had set out,

apparently irreversibly, upon an extremist path. Shafarevich’s words and actions during the

perestroyka and post-Gorbachev periods have confirmed that fact. The erstwhile dissident

and human rights activist has now effectively become indistinguishable from a host of other

shrill right-wing Russian nationalists.3

The decline and moral collapse of a gifted mathematician and human and religious

rights activist elicits, above all, feelings of regret.4

Adam Michnik, a noted Polish intellectual and the editor-in-chief of Poland’s

second largest daily Gazeta Wyborcza, informed in 1990 the readers of The New
York Review of Books that

[The type of anti-communism] advocated by Igor Shafarevich [. . .] is xenophobic, authori-
tarian, turned toward the past and toward restoring the life of the past. This [. . .] type [. . .] is
distinguished most tellingly by its reluctance to do away with the figure of Stalin, because

he was the founder of the Great Russian empire. Dictatorship, according to this view,

should not be abolished but should rather be continued in a different form.5

Then, David Remnick, the editor of The New Yorker and the former Moscow

correspondent of The Washington Post, writes in his Pulitzer-winning Lenin’s
Tomb:

Igor Shafarevich, a world-renowned mathematician who joined both Sakharov and

Solzhenitsyn in the seventies in a number of dissident causes, turned out to be one of the

2Vaissié 1999, 186.
3 Dunlop 1994, 28–29.
4 Ibid., 30.
5Michnik 1990.
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most dangerous of the intellectual anti-Semites. [. . .] I visited Shafarevich one evening at

his apartment on Leninsky Prospekt. He eyed me suspiciously and denied he was an anti-

Semite. His enormous hound circled the floor of the study, never stopping. Such

accusations, he said, were the result of the Jewish ‘persecution-mania’.6

The next account is authored by Masha Gessen, a journalist, editor and translator

who has worked as the chief correspondent of the journal Itogi and contributed

regularly to The New Republic. She emigrated from the Soviet Union to the United

States in her teens, but has lived in Moscow since 1991. Gessen recounts that:

The truth is, I had to lie to interview him. At first I tried to be upfront about it. In the winter

of 1995 at Moscow’s opulent House of the Scholars [. . .] I approached Igor Shafarevich

following the première of his new film, a sort of cinelecture on Russian history. I said I

wanted to interview him for an American magazine. From his very impressive height,

Shafarevich looked down his nose at mine. Mine, in the extensive Russian vocabulary of

ethnic signifiers, screams ‘Jewish.’ He said no interview, ever. To end the conversation, he

lumbered off the stage and literally ran down the chandelier-lit hall.

Over the preceding years Doctor Shafarevich, a mathematician cum political philoso-

pher, had spent much time denying he was an anti-Semite. Giving him the benefit of the

doubt, I asked a colleague to call and ask to interview him for a German magazine.

Shafarevich cheerily invited her to his home. I wrote down all my questions, prepped the

lucky interviewer, and went along posing as the photographer.

Of course, I reasoned, he could be just anti-American. Either way, he was a man of his

time. Rather, at seventy-one, having lived through several distinct epochs in the history of

his country, he was a man of his many times. What seemed uncanny was his relationship to

his eras: in every period he had stood in the intellectual forefront of an important social

trend. He had been a precocious scholar in the 1950s, a dissident in the 1970s, and a

nationalist in the 1990s. In every incarnation he reached sufficient prominence to become

not merely a product but a symbol of his time. In the mid-1990s he had once again

positioned himself as an authority in an influential school of thought: the ultra-nationalist

philosophy that was spreading steadily leftward of the far right honored him as its guru.7

Further, Peter Reddaway, the former director of the Kennan Institute for

Advanced Russian Studies in Washington and the author of numerous studies on

Russian and Soviet intellectual and political history, and Dmitrii Glinskii [Dmitri

Glinski], a senior research associate at the Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute

of World Economy and International Relations in Moscow, state in their brief

analysis of Shafarevich’s thought that “Shafarevich’s writings deserve serious

attention as the most thorough exposition of mainstream national-conservative

ideology as it has survived, with minor adjustments, until the present day.”8

The characterisation by Mikhail Antonov, a political writer who has taken part in

various opposition movements since the perestroika years is somewhat similar. He

opened his rebuttal of one of Shafarevich’s articles in the stark anti-Eltsin and anti-

Western weekly Duel in 1999 with: “Shafarevich is today the major ideologue of

the non-communist (or it would be more precise to say ‘anti-communist’) ‘Russian

6Remnick 1994, 87.
7 Gessen 1997, 35–36.
8 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 107.
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patriotic movement’, which usually takes his articles as its programmatic

documents.”9 Another encapsulation – by the Russian anthropologist Andrei A.

Znamenskii [Znamenski] now living in America – goes along the same lines:

[Shafarevich] was the first major Russian nationalist ideologist who started to speak up in

the beginning of Perestroika, while others still wrapped their ideas into pseudo-socialist

clothing. [. . .] His calm demeanor definitely sets him apart from such annoying

demagogues as Zhirinovsky or Prokhanov. Though he contributes to a number of national-

ist initiatives, Shafarevich still avoids zealous political activities, his role is mostly

ideological.10

Unlike the other characterisations here, that by Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn,

Shafarevich’s old companion and a world-famous writer, dates from the 1970s.

These are Solzhenitsyn’s words in his literary memoirs And the Calf Butted the
Oaktree:11

All of us are made of warm flesh, none are of iron. The first steps (particularly the first ones)

on the path of ripening to danger and then, sacrifice, are not easy for anybody, not anybody.

Here in Russia we have two thousand people of worldwide renown, many of them much

more loudly acclaimed than Shafarevich (mathematicians roam on earth in feeble scanti-

ness), but because of their cowardice they are all ciphers as citizens. Only a dozen of them

have risen to stand straight – risen and grown into trees, among them Shafarevich.

I happened – yet not so often, not so thoroughly – to observe this noiseless growth of the

trunk of his citizenship. [. . .]
For somebody who has got an education other than humanistic, entering the sphere of

civic life denotes not merely growth of courage but also a turn in the whole of awareness

and attention, a new profession at a mature age, application of intellect to a field neglected

by others (whether then neglecting one’s own field as in the case of many, or not neglecting
it, as in the case of the doubly staunch Shafarevich who remains, to this day, an active and

productive mathematician of world class). When such cases are superficial, we get dilet-

tantism, when they are successful, we observe a strong, vigorous grip by original minds:

they are not packed with slogans drawn from presumptions; they critically sift the wheat

from the chaff. [. . .]
What is more, Shafarevich is from birth inseparably tied to the Russian land and history;

they are one flesh, with a common bloodstream, a single heartbeat. His love for Russia is

little short of jealous – so as to pay back the earlier negligence of our generation? And his

quest to use his hands and head to requite his country in a way worthy of this love is

genuine. Among the contemporary Soviet intelligentsia I have rarely met anyone like him

in his readiness to rather die in the homeland for its sake than to find salvation in the West.

The strength and unassailability of this sentiment said: over the ocean joy is strange, here

sorrow is our own.12

9 Antonov 1999.
10 Znamenski 1996, 45–46.
11While there is an English translation of these memoirs by Harry Willetts, The Oak and the Calf,
here and further in the text the citations from these memoirs do not follow it. This is because

Willetts’s translation, despite its merits, makes Solzhenitsyn sound “tamer” than in the Russian

original, which is a shame in the case of a writer of stylistic virtuosity and originality like him.

However, I have included the page numbers of Willetts’s translation in square brackets after the

actual citation.
12 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 433–434 [English: 405–406].
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Boris Paramonov, then, is a reputed essayist in Russian social and literary

criticism. Since his emigration from the Soviet Union in 1979 he has regularly

contributed to noted Russian-language periodicals and Radio Liberty, occasionally
also to studies on contemporary Russian culture and society. In an essay Shit
Paramonov describes Shafarevich as a pochvennik13– something that “bears evi-

dence of an infantile character” and, as Paramonov explains at length, obsession

with faeces. There is also another aspect to it: “The overestimation of the pochva
[the soil] reflects a persisting inclination to incest (not in the unequivocally sexual

sense of Freud’s but rather, in the broad cultural context of Fromm).”

Paramonov informs his readers that Shafarevich “has written two books

that contradict each other, Socialism as a Phenomenon of World History and

Russophobia, [a matter which] witnesses to diametrically opposite psychic

experiences, to ambivalence of the soul” and “the unresolvedness of an infantile

conflict.” Paramonov explains this with a reference to Freud: “In psychoanalysis it

is called a projection of the maternal womb.” This “ambivalence of the soul” has to

do with “Shafarevich’s morbid dislike of emigrants – people who have dared to be

born, break out, cut their umbilical cord”. Thus, “in Shafarevich’s subconscious-

ness beating of children is taking place.” Paramonov concludes: “Shafarevich is a

person who still needs to be born.”14

The next introductory piece on Shafarevich is by Vladimir Bondarenko. He has

worked as literary and theatre critic and head of the literary section of two

prestigious Moscow theatres Malyi teatr and MKhAT. Nowadays Bondarenko is

best remembered as the co-founder of the controversial Moscow daily Den in 1990.
He remains deputy editor of Zavtra, its successor.15 In 1998, on the occasion of

Shafarevich’s 75th birthday, Bondarenko wrote in Zavtra:

Since childhood, with his immense talent [Shafarevich] has been committed to a fate, not a

biography. The rarest mathematical gift. Some say that if the Nobel Prize was awarded in

mathematics, it would definitely be given to Igor Shafarevich. Although even without it he

has enough prizes – from the Lenin Prize to the most notable international ones. He is a

member of many Academies. And everywhere at various times he ends up being an

undesired laureate. First, in the Soviet Union they gave him the Lenin Prize, and then

did not know how to live with it when Igor Rostislavovich began to make harsh anti-

governmental statements in the 1970s. . . The dissidents wanted to bring him closer to

themselves, but there was no more room for a splendid spokesman of Russianness,

Orthodoxy, national rebirth.

13Wayne Dowler’s translations for pochvennichestvo, the ideology of the pochvenniks, are “the

native soil movement” and “native soil conservatism” (Dowler 1982, 11). Pochvennik was a

coinage by Dostoevskii, who tried to build a bridge between the quarrelling Zapadniks, or the

Westernisers, and the Slavophiles, who drew on the ideas of Russia and the Slavic East (see

Dostoevskii 1992 [1880], 130–146).
14 Paramonov 1997 [1991], 305–307.
15 Brezhnev 1997; Bondarenko, Vladimir.
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Bondarenko continues: “For the compilation From Under the Rubble they [i.e.,

the Soviets] hoped to remove him from the Soviet Academy; the democrats of the

American Academy wished to oust him because of Russophobia.”
He argues that

in truth, in the 1970s, the 1980s, as well as the present – such disgraceful – years, Igor

Rostislavovich defends the very same national interests of his country and his people. He

has been neither red nor white, he feels he is a Russian patriot, and does not want to be

anything else.

Bondarenko cites Aleksandr Prokhanov, Zavtra’s editor, who wrote a travel

account of a journey by several political personalities to Transnistria in 1992:16

Igor Shafarevich amazed us. An intellectual, a scholar with a world-class reputation, no

longer a young man. He walked on a bridge that was being fired at, without crouching in the

face of the bullets. Thus he expressed his feeling of responsibility to defend Russia, the

Russian people. At that moment he was alone with the Cossacks who were fighting at

Bendery, with the home reserves of Transnistria. . . And we marvelled at him.

Shedding more light on the personality of Shafarevich, Bondarenko adds:

It is astonishing how under the circumstances of repression during the Soviet period and

repression after Russophobia Igor Rostislavovich remains such a delicate, polite, peaceful,

sensitive person. Sensitive to ideas, to books, to people. He has principle, but no orthodoxy

[ortodoksalnost, i.e., dogmatism]. He always has living thought.

Further:

Igor Rostislavovich does not draw people to himself by hobnobbing. One finds in him,

rather, intelligence, delicacy, acumen, and respectfulness even towards his opponents. But

he has principle, and a certain sharpness; he never stoops to greeting people whom he finds

displeasing out of submissiveness as others do. He leaves gatherings of the highest rank as a

sign of protest should someone in his presence affront people and historical values dear to

him. This has happened more than once. He is always ready to defend valiantly the ideas

dear to him. He will fight for friends to the end. And this has happened more than once.

Finally, Bondarenko writes about Shafarevich’s standing in Russian society that

Igor Shafarevich’s Russophobia has since engendered hundreds of new works, exploring its

theme. [. . .] As has been said, we have all come from Gogol’s Overcoat.17 Similarly the

patriotic writing of recent decades leans on the classic work of Shafarevich. [. . .] A stream

of insults in the address of the internationally reputed mathematician was splashed about by

absolutely all the so-called democratic publications, not only in Russia but also in the so-

called democratic world. It had, in fact, universal resonance. I think there is no blacklist of

democrats which would not have the name of Igor Shafarevich next to those of Dostoevskii

and Rozanov for a long time to come.

16 An armed conflict between Transnistria, a breakaway region of Moldova, and the rest of

Moldova, the successor of the former Soviet Republic of Moldavia, broke out in 1992 when the

Transnistrians claimed independence after plans to reunite Moldova with Romania had been

mooted. The population of Transnistria is of mostly Russian and Ukrainian origin, but even

those of Moldovian origin have tended to support sovereignty.
17 A reference to Dostoevskii’s famous expression.
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On the other hand, it is hard to evaluate howmuch this work evoked the Russian spirit of

millions of our compatriots, how many young talents felt they were Russians, how easy it

became for other Russian writers, publicists, and historians to start with the new beginning

provided by Shafarevich.18

This introductory round culminates in the words of Aleksandr Ianov [Alexander

Yanov], who has acted as professor of history and politics at the University of

California, Berkeley, the University of Michigan, and the City University of New

York. He is the author of several influential studies on Russian nationalism and the

Russian new right – a concept which he introduced to the scholarly community

back in the 1970s. Ianov worked as a political writer in Moscow until his emigration

in 1974.

In his 1995 book, in a chapter The Personal War of Professor Shafarevich Ianov
writes:

Let us start, as customary, with a portrait. As far as I can judge, having read not only

everything by Shafarevich, but also, it seems, everything about Shafarevich, the most

exact depiction is from the pen of Grigorii Baklanov: ‘Important was not only what

he said, but how he said it – his face at that moment.19 It was the face of a person

sick with hatred; it burned him; it glared from the screen. Pale, distorted, jacket askew,

having slipped down from the other shoulder; hatred was such that even his look seemed

occasionally mad.’

Having reproduced this quotation from Baklanov, Ianov confirms: “this visual

image corresponds exactly to the essence of the character.” Ianov also explains to

his readers

the psychological driving force of [Shafarevich’s] character. Like Marxism, which he

detests, it is triune, and its images are ambition [elsewhere in the article specified as

‘enormous, morbid ambition’ and ‘diabolical ambition’20], hatred and cowardice.

He clarifies:

I saw Igor Rostislavovich Shafarevich only on television. He did not want to meet me in

order to speak about the future of Russia. Prokhanov agreed. And Kurginian too. Even

Sergei Baburin did not evade an encounter. Even Ziuganov. Even Zhirinovskii. Only

Shafarevich refused. I do not know why. Perhaps I embody to him everything that he

detests in this world: non-conformism, Jews, America, the West. [. . .] Nevertheless, I think
that he refused to meet me for an entirely different reason. He just very simply got scared.

Our discussion was supposed to be recorded on tape, and it was clear in advance that it

would not be an interview but a dialogue. An intellectual tournament in which, if need be,

18 All citations, Bondarenko 1998.
19 Ianov does not specify “that moment”. In the original Baklanov is referring to an occasion when

Shafarevich was speaking about the misfortunes Gorbachev and Eltsin had brought to Russia

(Baklanov 1992, 46).
20 This powerful excerpt deserves to be cited: “Imagine yourself, reader, for a moment in

Shafarevich’s place. You are a great, respected scientist – and at the same time, a frenzied anti-

Semite. On top of that you are diabolically ambitious. You dream terribly much about rising above

everyone, and the best thing in the reservoir for this is anti-Semitism.”
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one could also lose. Back off before the arguments and logic of the opponent. This is why it

seems to me Shafarevich got cold feet.

Ianov concludes: “Moscow liberals would probably not agree with me. To them

he appears as a person full of hatred; harsh, unsentimental, ascetic; claiming the role

of a prophet.”21

To sum up, this variety of views of Igor Shafarevich would seem to make it quite

difficult to say something indisputable about the sort of a person or thinker he is.

Almost the only unchallengeable fact is that he engenders staggeringly stark

emotions. Even the most buttoned-up scholarly assessment of him is hardly luke-

warm or lackadaisical. He is despised, even hated but, along with that, admired,

praised, and passionately defended. He is regarded as singularly dangerous or

exceptionally brilliant, or both. He is depicted as an independent, individualist

thinker but also as a representative or even a leading figure of one trend or another.

There is no agreement on whether his ideas have undergone profound changes over

the years or whether he has remained exceptionally solid in his convictions.

It may be noted, too, that all the above commentators cannot easily be located in

particular ideological camps, many of them having both agreed and disagreed

among themselves. Ianov and Dunlop have often been openly critical of each

other’s works. Paramonov and Ianov launched into a fierce debate on Russian

nationalism on Paramonov’s initiative back in the late 1970s.22 Reddaway and

Dunlop have enjoyed consensual and respectful scholarly relations and not seldom

collaborated, and so on.

The confusingly low level of consensus on Shafarevich together with the fact

that opinions about him are nevertheless stark, makes this a subject susceptible to

misunderstanding and controversy. Saying something about Shafarevich would

seem to imply taking a stance towards a host of other issues as well. In this study,

I try to find out what Shafarevich actually says and thinks, and why he has attracted

such attention and engendered such strong emotions.

Why Is It Important to Get Shafarevich Right?

It is my basic claim that in contemporary (scholarly) discourse Shafarevich is far

too often seen from a perspective too narrow, neglecting the arguments which he

himself considers the most essential. I suggest that his words and deeds are

frequently interpreted in ways which have little to do with his own intentions.

I further argue that it is vital to get him right; mishearing, misinterpreting and

mistaking him for something he is not is counterproductive, and not merely for the

sake of fairness towards Shafarevich. The broader conversations in which he is

21 All citations, Ianov 1995, 191–193.
22 Paramonov 1979; Ianov 1980a. For a survey of the debate (and sharp criticism on Ianov), see

Dunlop 1983, 280–281.
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involved concern central issues in the relations between Russia and the West.

Nurturing illusory conceptions about Shafarevich may thus be symptomatic of

other kinds of misunderstanding.

A central principle of the study is that Shafarevich is “presumed innocent until

proved guilty”. Even if he has been chosen to be heard partly because it has not

seldom been alleged that he is a nationalist extremist, anti-Semite, hostile towards

contemporary Western democracy and so forth, none of these charges will be

accepted as premises of the study, or as ready arguments. Any glowing assessments

about Shafarevich – there are plenty of this kind, as well – will not do as premises

either. The same principle must naturally also concern others “heard” in the study.

Without an attempt to hold on to this basic line, the study would be not much

more than labelling. Its results could be disputed ad infinitum, but they would

hardly be meaningful. It would be like trench warfare in which the major task is

to defend one’s own results and to hold back competing interpretations. Instead,

meaningful research resembles confrontation – or, to put it in less bellicose lan-

guage, an encounter. Its stakes and risks are greater but, if it is successful, it can

resolve deadlocks, provide new views on old problems and open up new challenges

underlying the conventional terminology. In the same vein, such concepts as

“democracy”, “conservatism”, “reform”, and “patriotism” are best treated as

approximations and tools for comprehension; signposts halfway to understanding

but not its termini, beyond which there is no way to go.

I further hope that it becomes maximally hard to dismiss the challenges of

Shafarevich’s ideas because I concentrate on him alone. In many contemporary

studies Russian conservatives, nationalists, and patriots (or however they are

characterised) are dealt with en masse. This approach can certainly provide a

general overview but it is also liable to over-emphasising uniformity and producing

generalisations according to the lowest common denominator, even caricatures.

This occurs particularly easily when studying the phenomena of nationalism and

ideologies of the new right, which are – and far from always without reason –

perceived as precarious. It seems most natural to highlight what looks suspicious or

potentially dangerous, or simply appears strangest to the Western eye.

This tendency is further encouraged by the fact that contemporary Western

scholars are under considerable pressure not to be sympathetic of anything that

could be perceived as discriminatory or undemocratic. At worst this may result in a

researcher’s alacrity to compensate lack of thorough research by resorting to labels

such as “extremist” or “reactionary” just for the sake of being on the safe side. In the

sphere of Russian studies there is the additional difficulty that it has traditionally

been typical to highlight the unique, “incommensurable” nature of Russia rather

than to look for common denominators and generalities as is the case in social

sciences.23

23 Pursiainen 1998, 3, 4, 5, 58.
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Among the vexing themes that arise in a study about Shafarevich are the images

and self-identifications of Russia as related to the West, traditionalism, conserva-

tism, radicalism and socialism in the past and present of Russia and the West, age-

old philosophical disputes about organic analogies of society and their implications,

nationality issues such as the Jewish and Russian questions, the nature of contem-

porary techno-scientific civilisation, the role of Orthodox Christianity in Russia’s

history and, related to all these issues, the rows over them among Soviet dissidents,

emigrants, Russian scholars in the West and, later, political groups active during the

perestroika years and beyond.

The next section of this chapter lays the methodological foundation for the study

by outlining the method of history of ideas. Lastly, some words will be said about

my sources and bibliography.

The Guidelines of the Research of History of Ideas

The person of Igor Shafarevich and the discourses concerning him are, indeed, full

of controversies that easily lead to (irrational) emotional outbursts and the “trench

warfare” of preconceived views. Fitting methodological tools are needed to out-

flank this danger and to “cool off” the premises of the study so that predefined

impressions or prejudices will not creep in. The method of history of ideas seems

appropriate for this purpose. It primes one for reading ideological texts without

misconstruing their own ends, assessing them in relation to the world around them

and, eventually, engaging with them in an unbiased dialogue that is meaningful to

both parties. Thus, the advice of specialists on the history of ideas method will now

be considered for the purposes of listening to Shafarevich and other “respondents”

and “informants” – all those who will be heard and consulted in one way or another –

in a fair and reasonable way.

As in most scholarly fields, sinking into the swamp of pieces of methodological

advice is easy, since the discipline of the history of ideas, too, has a wide literature

dedicated to methodological disputes. Here “the method of history of ideas” refers

mainly to the methodological observations by R. G. Collingwood, the renowned

philosopher of history, who is often considered the father of the history of

ideas method, and Quentin Skinner, who has further developed Collingwood’s

ideas and greatly contributed to the study of intellectual history and political

philosophy.

I will also take into account observations on the historical-critical method by

biblical exegetes. After all, biblical studies is one of the most developed disciplines

dealing with ideological texts and their interpretation. Its methodological toolkit is

loaded with cautions about anachronistic or otherwise arbitrarily predefined points

of departure when studying texts. Incidentally, when the time comes to turn to
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Shafarevich’s Russophobia, the substantial expertise of biblical studies will also

come in handy.24

Indeed, to my mind the best definition of any research of ideological texts is of

the pen of two biblical scholars, Timo Veijola and Ville Riekkinen. They simply

define it as a dialogical relationship between the text studied and its student. While,

however, “the text is unquestionably in the worse position of these two parties to the

dialogue”, the main difficulty is more often than not about guaranteeing the text a

chance to defend itself against an arbitrary interpreter and his preconceptions.

These two scholars further stress that the text is able neither to improve its

expressions nor to transmit information about its origins essential to correct under-

standing.25 In the case of Shafarevich, whose mere name stirs passionate reactions,

such a warning seems proper.

Riekkinen’s and Veijola’s definition expresses well that a researcher should

familiarise himself thoroughly with the formulations and expressions of the text

as well as acquire information about the world in which it was written – to get

acquainted with its context. Occasionally, however, historians of ideas settle in

either one of these two camps, that of “contextual orientation” or that of “textual

orientation”. Skinner speaks about them as two prevailing “orthodoxies” which

deserve to be rejected as rigid entities.26 They become meaningful only when

complementing one another.

Respecting the Context and Respecting the Text

Contextual orientation stresses the importance of knowing the context of historical

and ideological texts when attempting to understand them. It warns against

interpreting them as if their authors possessed all the information we possess

now, or as if all our own incorrect or partial views were timeless truths.27 Essen-

tially the same goes for texts written in cultures or political systems or under

circumstances strange to us. Knowledge of specific contexts of writing and the

linguistic traditions and conventions prevailing in them is likewise important. This

is because concepts change over time28 and have different connotations in different

languages and cultural and social contexts.

24 Another authority on the method of history of ideas – even if he might have been taken aback by

the ceremonious title – is Dmitrii Likhachev, the pioneering scholar of the literary tradition of

ancient Rus. He has written down his thoughtful reflections about how essential it is that a scholar

have a respectful attitude to his research subject and be willing to learn and not just preach about

what he already knows or believes (Likhachev 1985).
25 Riekkinen & Veijola 1986, 2.
26 Skinner 1969, 3–4.
27 Collingwood 1965, 127–128.
28 Skinner 1969, 31.
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Knowing the context helps to avoid the danger of seeing a text as a self-sufficient

monument without a relation to the world where it was written. Skinner specifies

that any statement is inescapably addressed to the solution of a particular problem,

on a particular occasion, and is thus specific to its situation in a way that it can only

be naive to try to transcend.29 He stresses that only by knowing the circumstances of

the moment of writing, public opinion, and the prevailing conventions of writing is

it possible to infer what a particular text says.30

Skinner mentions “the mythology of doctrines” and “the mythology of coher-

ence” as typical pitfalls in neglecting the contexts of texts. He has in mind a

researcher’s predefined conviction that the works of a thinker must make up a

closed system, or that throughout his life the thinker has been of one mind as if the

world around him did not change at all and pose him different challenges.31 No

doubt these warnings should be taken with uttermost seriousness in tackling a

research subject like Shafarevich. It is vital to grant him a chance to say what he

finds most important on each occasion of writing. Then again, Shafarevich as any

writer should also be granted the right to be coherent, i.e., to retain his convictions

and values throughout his life.

Lastly, when Skinner advises his readers to take into account the context of texts,

he also warns of another extreme, that of regarding the context as the omnipotent

explainer of a text. The context is, after all, nothing more than a basic framework to

help infer what the writer might have had in mind at a specific point of time and

place. It provides a clue to the conventions of communication he might have

adopted but not automatically the key to the ultimate meaning of his texts.32

Then, textual orientation warns against reading the most fantastic meanings

between the lines of a text. The fact that a text is in a “defenceless” state and not

able to resist incorrect interpretations is worth taking seriously. Textual orientation

highlights that in a normal case the writer has included all those things in his text

that he has felt necessary, and that he has been free to say them as clearly as he has

considered justified. The text needs to be read respectfully, as a unique document,

and its reader must be careful not to over-interpret it.

In Shafarevich’s case the argument about reading between the lines should

perhaps nevertheless be raised. He wrote his earliest texts in the Soviet Union in

conditions where one could hardly speak about a writer’s freedom. Authors learnt to

write in hints what it was not possible to say directly, and the readers learnt to read it

from them. However, Shafarevich was one of those people who chose freedom of

conscience and opinion even at the risk of being sent to prison or a labour camp.33

None of his non-mathematical writings were published in the pre-perestroika Soviet

29 Ibid., 50.
30 Ibid., 32.
31 Ibid., 7–22.
32 Ibid., 49–50.
33 See Shafarevich 1994 [1974]b, the typed Statement in case of arrest Shafarevich wrote in 1974

and entrusted to his daughter.
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Union; he did not even try to publish them. Consequently they were never subjected

to censorship, circulating as manuscripts and being published in the West to be

smuggled back into the Soviet Union.

Many dissident authors, including Shafarevich, have also explicitly stated that in

these strictly controlled conditions the aspiration to express one’s opinion has been

all the more persistent.34 While other means of voicing one’s opinion were limited,

people tried to get said in clandestine writing all they were not able to express

otherwise. These Soviet realities will be handled in more detail later.

Textual orientation lastly highlights that each writer has a personal vocabulary

which is best discovered in their texts themselves.35 From this perspective it should

be an asset for the study that especially from the years after the Soviet era there

exists a very large body of Shafarevich’s writings, interviews and statements. In

particular, the interviews are helpful for the purpose of cross-checking my

interpretations because the interviewer’s questions and counterarguments prompt

Shafarevich to give examples, state reasons for his views, define the circumstances

of his ideas and so forth. Naturally the fact that as I write this Shafarevich is alive

and well and that I have had the chance to put questions to him has also greatly

facilitated matters.

Motive and Intention and Why They Matter

Skinner has further highlighted that when studying ideological texts it makes sense

to take notice of their motives and intentions.

Motive is made up of the occurrences and circumstances preceding a particular

act – in this case the writing of Shafarevich’s texts.36 Shafarevich’s motives are

composed of such things as historical, ideological, social and cultural conditions in

the Soviet Union and Russia. They include Shafarevich’s relation to these

conditions, his own choices and convictions, and so on.

Intention is, then, the writer’s explicit decision to speak in a specific purpose or

to make a statement in a particular way. Thus, for a dissident writer like Shafarevich

the intention of writing may have been, for instance, to encourage his readers to

reconsider Soviet doctrines, to challenge an accepted convention of thinking about

the pre-revolutionary Russia, and so forth.37

To sum up, it is important to consider what the questions are to which

Shafarevich wants to give his own answer and whom he has had in mind when

choosing his forms of argument, his style and expression.

34 Shafarevich 1974 [1971].
35 Skinner 1969, 5.
36 Skinner 1972, 401.
37 Ibid., 401–404.
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Influence: No-one Writes in a Vacuum or Just Recycles Others’
Old Ideas

The issue of the influence which other thinkers’ ideas and texts have had on the

author in question is also relevant. However, while it is certainly worthwhile to

consider the question of influence, the limitations and shortcomings of this

approach need to be acknowledged.

Markku Hyrkk€anen, a historian of ideas who follows the guidelines of

Collingwood and Skinner, has argued powerfully against the analysis of influence.

His example of its senselessness at its extreme are sophisticated film criticisms

which make the reader “marvel at how many film directors the critic knows” but

which do not really say much about the film being reviewed.38 Hyrkk€anen warns

that analysis of influence easily becomes a matter of showing that if writer B has

idea b, idea a of writer A must have influenced him if they have much in common.

He states that this sort of research leads nowhere, because both its assumption and

its conclusion are that B is susceptible to influence.39

In this kind of analysis of influence the shady side of relativism – the tendency to

silence all that might deserve to be acknowledged as original and personal –

becomes too dominant. Then again, certainly nothing is born in a vacuum without

some stimulus, previous tradition, motivation, and interaction.

Hyrkk€anen outlines that it is a fruitful starting point to assume that both ideas

a and b have arisen as responses to similar questions worth pondering. Who

responded to them first is already an issue of secondary importance. Indeed, even

demonstrable influence does not explain why the issue itself has arisen. Besides,

formally similar thoughts can come up in different contexts, and may actually be

answers to somewhat different – even entirely contradictory – questions. Narrow

analysis of influence misses these observations.

Following Collingwood, Hyrkk€anen sees the most meaningful research

questions to be: ‘Which are the questions the writer wants to answer in his text?’

and, ‘What kind of answer he provides to these questions?’.40 These research

questions can then be complemented with that of influence, as long as it does not

lead to neglecting free will and the responsibility of the author. It is also interesting

to consider how the author has chosen to be influenced. One can, after all, be

influenced in a myriad of ways in addition to simply soaking up others’ ideas as

such. One can become traumatised, aggravated or provoked by them, and so forth.

The history of ideas method has been discussed above in such detail because

Shafarevich has such a controversial reputation. It is essential to adopt a method

that prevents me from typecasting him in prescribed roles and relativising him

unfairly. While the study does not intend mindless acceptance of Shafarevich – that

38 Hyrkk€anen 1984, 23–24.
39 Ibid., 11–30. See also Skinner 1969, 25–26.
40 Hyrkk€anen 1984, 30–66.
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would not be fair even towards him – the method should help to relate his texts and

ideas to his own premises and circumstances. Inescapably this means rising to their

challenge as well.

Ideas and Their Limits

The conception about challenges of ideas is closely related to the conception that

each idea has it own “mandate” – its own limits. Collingwood has illustrated the

point. If Marx’s ideas are understood to be highlighting the fact that economic

relations deserve serious attention in industrial societies, his ideas make good sense.

If, however, his ideas are ossified into a doctrine about economic facts always being

the only ones determining the course of history, they become a fatal historical

error.41 This is where the dimension of morality enters the field of the history of

ideas which would perhaps otherwise seem to be disturbingly relativistic: when

ideas exceed their natural mandate, they become harmful almost inescapably.

No doubt, not only an interpreter can ossify an idea – or stretch its limits so that it

explodes like a balloon blown up too full. Its originator, too, can force it beyond its

mandate. When such an idea becomes influential and gains momentum, it can be

more than a trivial matter. These considerations are not without relevance in the

case of Marx, either (incidentally, Shafarevich has also contributed to this debate,

as subsequent chapters will show).

To return again to Shafarevich, only by attempting to understand the limits of his

ideas and by examining whether his ideas do hold within their limits is it possible to

engage with him in a dialogue that makes sense to both parties, intellectually as well

as morally. Of course this ultimately boils down to the centrality of the concept of

responsibility: the researcher of Shafarevich’s ideas can say something meaningful

about Shafarevich’s responsibility only by holding tightly on to his (or her) own.

Sources and Literature and How to Approach Them

Articles, Interviews, Lectures, Films

The primary sources of the study, Shafarevich’s non-mathematical works, have

appeared in various editions in Russian.42 The most comprehensive collection of

his texts up to 1994 is the three-volume Collected Works of Igor Rostislavovich
Shafarevich. Its last volume (consisting of two books) is dedicated to his

41 Collingwood 1965, 39–40.
42Many of his major works are also available on the internet.
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mathematical works but some of its essays are interesting for my study as well. This

collection includes a full-length book, (Socialism as a Phenomenon of World
History), dozens of articles (among them Shafarevich’s three contributions to the

anthology From Under the Rubble and his Russophobia), lectures, speeches, texts
of his talks on television, interviews, appeals, and even an occasional previously

unpublished piece.

As to materials on human rights issues, his collected works are only suggestive.

These materials, among them the great wealth of documents Shafarevich co-

authored while in the independent Moscow Human Rights Committee in the early

seventies, are available in the various reprints of the dissidents’ clandestine bulletin

The Chronicle of Current Events [Khronika tekushchikh sobytii], documents in the

famous Arkhiv Samizdata microfiche collection gathered by the research depart-

ment of the Radio Liberty, and publications such as Proceedings of the Moscow
Human Rights Committee [Dokumenty komiteta prav cheloveka]. Shafarevich’s
report Legislation on Religion in the Soviet Union is also available as an offprint

published in Paris.43

Two briefer collections of Shafarevich’s non-mathematical texts, Does Russia
Have a Future?44 and The Road from Under the Rubble,45 had come out in 1991

prior to the publication of the three-volume collected works. Only the latter

includes materials not available in the three-volume collected works.

In the 2000s a number of book-length compilations of Shafarevich’s works have

come out. The Russian People at the Turn of the Millennium. A Race Against Death,
a collection of articles and interviews published in journals, newspapers or aired on

television or radio since 1994, appeared in 2000.46 Spiritual Foundations of the
Russian Crisis, based on lectures Shafarevich had given in 2000, came out in

2001.47 Three-Thousand-Year-Old Enigma. The History of the Jewry from the
Perspective of Contemporary Russia, an old, unpublished manuscript, a by-product

of Russophobia, appeared in 2002 in a rewritten form.48 Three collections of

Shafarevich’s old texts, Two Roads Towards One Precipice,49 Russian People in
the Struggle of the Civilisations50 and The Russian Question,51 as well as a reprint
of his Socialism came out in 2003.52 These are interesting mainly for their new

43 Shafarevich 1973.
44 Shafarevich 1991b.
45 Shafarevich 1991a.
46 Shafarevich 2000a.
47 Shafarevich 2001c.
48 Shafarevich 2002b.
49 Shafarevich 2003h.
50 Shafarevich 2003g.
51 Shafarevich 2003f.
52 Shafarevich 2003i.
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prefaces introducing his old texts to contemporary readers. The Notes of a Russian
Extremist53 and Why Would Russia Need the West?,54 compilations of both

published and unpublished interviews and articles, came out in 2004 and 2005.

Even after this collections of formerly published texts with new prefaces have been

appearing.55 Dozens of interviews, shorter articles, texts of roundtable discussions,

collective appeals as well as relevant documents about his public appearances have

additionally been published in numerous journals, newspapers, and internet

publications. There have been video and audio tapes with Shafarevich’s interviews

in the market, and during the past years videos have become available in the

internet. As is the case with his plentiful radio and television appearances, their

texts have mostly become available in the press or on the internet as well.

I am fairly optimistic about having practically all of Shafarevich’s major texts

and statements to hand, as well as an extensive collection of more peripheral

materials. This is because he has not cared to be strict with the copyright of his

texts and has allowed them to be printed in several places. Shafarevich himself has

also assured me that the materials I have cover his statements fully sufficiently.

In November 2002, December 2003, October 2008 and April 2011 I had the

opportunity to interview him. The primary aim of these interviews was to clarify

the contexts of published texts and his biography and to double-check my

interpretations concerning his intentions or arguments, not to explore new areas

of Shafarevich’s thinking or to raise subjects he has not written or spoken about.

Professors vs. Professors vs. Literary Notables

The issue of secondary sources is more complicated. The conflicting assessments

and evaluations of Shafarevich cited at the beginning of this study are a demonstra-

tion of this. What, then, is the stance to take towards these conflicting accounts?

Should I choose to give more weight to the words of a Berkeley professor than those

of the co-editor of a Russian daily which is beyond mainstream (to put it mildly),

I should prefer to trust Ianov rather than Bondarenko, whose account was

completely at odds with Ianov’s. The problem is, however, that whereas

Bondarenko’s perspective is somewhat subjective, the same must be said of

Ianov (to put it mildly). Then again, formally objective scholarly style is no

guarantee of a conscientious scholarly enquiry, either.

This issue becomes particularly relevant as well as extremely delicate since

especially in Russophobia, the work which gave Shafarevich’s name its ill repute,

53 Shafarevich 2004b.
54 Shafarevich 2005c.
55 Shafarevich 2005a; 2009a. For more comprehensive information about reprints, see the

bibliography.
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he severely criticises the contentions of many Western and émigré scholars as

distorted. For this reason it is vital to treat all those who are involved in the

discussion as potentially equal informants – but not more – and to grant them a

fair hearing, just like Shafarevich. Indeed, it is important to shake off every

volunteer guide claiming to be an expert on Shafarevich’s person or thinking,

while being prepared to test the observations and claims made by all.

The Structure of This Work

This study follows the chronology of Shafarevich’s life. At certain points, however,

the chronological approach remains subject to the thematic approach for the sake of

clarity and expediency.

Whereas this chapter has served as an introduction to what has been said about

Shafarevich by others, Chapter 2 will be the introduction to Shafarevich in his own

words. It recounts the basic facts about his childhood, youth and professional

interests, laying a foundation for the future chapters which explore his non-

mathematical activities. Chapter 3 is about Shafarevich’s activities in the dissident

movement, most notably his participation and concerns in the independent human

rights committee of a group of dissident notables. It discusses his co-operation with

both Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn and Andrei Sakharov from the end of the sixties to

early seventies, and the difficulties he faced due to all of this during the whole of the

seventies.

Shafarevich almost disappears from Chapter 4, but this chapter is crucial for

understanding the context in which he was to write his future texts: It recounts the

first surfacing disputes about Russia’s pre-revolutionary past and the nature of the

Soviet experience – in the official press as well as in the dissident circles.

Chapter 5 then focuses on the collection From Under the Rubble, the joint

venture of Shafarevich, Solzhenitsyn and some like-minded people. It also explains

in considerable detail the quarrels about emigration from the Soviet Union that

became most topical after Solzhenitsyn had been forcibly exiled in 1974. Chapter 6

concentrates on Shafarevich’s activities and statements in the latter part of the

seventies and early eighties. It introduces certain statements by Shafarevich’s close

friend and collaborator Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn in exile and his subsequent quarrels

about them with some recent emigrant notables. At the same time, Chapters 4, 5

and 6 serve as the background for Shafarevich’s Russophobia which he was writing
in the Soviet Union around the turn of the 1980s.

Chapter 7 begins the second part of the study in discussing the era of perestroika

and after. Bearing a certain resemblance to Chapter 3, which starts by recoun-

ting some cultural ventures portending political changes, it concentrates on

Shafarevich’s very first statements in the official press, almost all of which had to

do with culture and the spiritual condition of the country. Chapter 8 is the longest of

the study, discussing in considerable detail the text Shafarevich is most famous for,
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Russophobia. Its reception is naturally given due attention as well. Chapter 9 covers
all the rest of Shafarevich’s statements and actions since 1988, concentrating on his

reactions to the tumultuous developments taking place until the summer of 1993.

The only texts still left out are finally the subject of Chapter 10: Shafarevich’s

ruminations concerning contemporary Western techno-scientific civilisation, as he

calls it. Chapter 11 is the place for conclusions.

Sources and Literature and How to Approach Them 19



Chapter 2

Shafarevich’s Early Years in the Young

Soviet State

“Absolutely No Room for Anything Transcendental, Higher”

Much of this chapter about Shafarevich’s life and experiences before the 1960s

consists of excerpts from his interviews. His own words evidently provide the best

keys to understanding his way of perceiving things. They also help to comprehend

the motives behind Shafarevich’s decisions and statements to come. Since he has

repeated many of the episodes and experiences recounted here in several

interviews, it is reasonable to assume them to be his most powerful perceptions

about Soviet society – those having shaped his most fundamental convictions.

This chapter also puts briefly on record the most essential in Shafarevich’s

mathematical career up to this day. In whatever projects Shafarevich has been

engaged, he has always been first and foremost a mathematician. In the subsequent

chapters his mathematical career will not be touched upon except when it is relevant

for other matters.

Igor Rostislavovich Shafarevich was born on 3 June 1923 in Zhytomyr

[Zhitomir] in the Ukraine – for the simple reason that while in Moscow his parents

had a small room in a communal apartment, in Zhytomyr his mother’s father, a

director of a local branch of the State Bank, was living in a spacious flat.1 Since then

Shafarevich has lived practically all his life in Moscow. His mother, Iuliia

Iakovlevna Vasileva, originated from a family of Pskov landowners. Before the

revolution she had completed a degree in philology in Bestuzhev courses in St.

Petersburg, the first higher education establishment for women in Russia. A talented

amateur musician, she had studied piano under the tuition of Teofil Rikhter

[Theophil Richter], the father of the great pianist Sviatoslav Rikhter [Richter], in

Zhytomyr.2

1 Shafarevich 2002a.
2 Shafarevich 2001g; 1991h; 2002a; no date.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_2, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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Shafarevich’s father, Rostislav Stepanovich, came from the Ukrainian govern-

ment of Volyn [Volin, Volhynia], from a family of Orthodox clerics. Initially the

Shafareviches stemmed from Southern or Western Slavic territories, possibly

Serbia or Poland. This is where their name, with its root in the word shafar,
a proprietor or host of the house,3 originates as well. Rostislav Shafarevich studied

in Moscow State University before the revolution, graduated from the mechanical

mathematical faculty and began teaching theoretical mechanics in institutes of

higher education such as Moscow Engineering Institute (Technical University of

Moscow).4

Shafarevich has often emphasised the overwhelmingly traumatic experiences his

parents’ generation had to go through. When an interviewer suggested in 1989 that

Shafarevich’s own generation had had to endure so many tragedies that it could be

called “a lost generation”, he answered:

yes of course, in a well-known sense it is also a lost, and pressured generation. The war took

many, moreover, of the best, the most talented people. But on the other hand, if one looks at

it from a larger perspective, it is [. . .] a generation that has found itself, a generation reborn.
It is, perhaps, a generation having experienced Khrushchev’s reforms more distinctly than

others. Before the year 1956 [of Khrushchev’s sensational denunciation of Stalin’s person-

ality cult and the purges] I had the feeling that Russia and its age-old history and culture is

destroyed, dead, and that beauty and meaning could be found only in mathematics or art but

not in the surrounding reality. And suddenly – the dead body starts to breathe, to move. For

me it was like a landslide, like a revelation, like some kind of a miracle. But not everyone

took it like this. My father, for instance – and this was typical for his generation – did not

believe in anything any longer and did not want to believe, meeting all changes with apathy.

Their generation truly could not get out from under the rubble of the past.5

In another interview Shafarevich accounted for what his father and his peers had

had to undergo:

Before [the revolution and the years of the civil war] they used to think that a person whose

parents had a higher education would also get an education, and, consequently, that without

any effort he would live a peaceful life unless he had some extraordinary pretensions. If he

would like to become a more famous scholar, for instance, he would need more effort in

order to be accepted to stay for the preparation of the dissertation and so on. They didn’t

have a slightest doubt that all of that social layer, the intelligentsia, would have a peaceful

life, with at least some material comfort. If it was in the provinces, it would mean large

apartments, a clean shirt every day, domestic help and so on. But instead they collapsed into

something simply incomprehensible for them. It was threat of execution, for example. [. . .]
Simply, because some party came to town,6 or hostages were taken, or just in case, or

because you had boots. My father was twice taken to be shot, he said. And once it all ended

up in him being inspected. They checked what they could take from him and whether it was

3Vasmer translates sháfar, met in various Slavic, particularly Western Slavic languages, as

ekonom or upravliaiushchii of contemporary Russian (Fasmer 1996, 414), and Unbegaun specifies

that it comes initially from the German Schaffner through Polish szafarz (Unbegaun 1972, 279).
4 Biografiia avtora; Shafarevich no date; 1991 [1989]a; 1991h; 2001g.
5 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 219.
6 Certain parts of the Ukraine experienced fourteen different regimes during the period 1917–1920.
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worth shooting him. And when they saw that he had shoes – not boots – he was let go.

Hunger, typhus, death of people in masses. Of which they had had no idea before.7

In the same interview Shafarevich added that in this generation “the mortal fright

they had gone through” could be sensed: “Those who had children were dreaming:

if only to be able to raise our children, what else is there to hope for.”

Shafarevich, who let it be known in public during the Soviet years that he was a

believing Orthodox Christian, has naturally been asked about his experiences

concerning religion. He has recounted that before the revolution many of the

generation of his parents had been quite religious:

They had grown into the life of the church in some sense automatically. They said that

prayer used to be something daily and habitual. A teacher from the university, Boris

Nikolaevich Delone [Delauney],8 said to me, I remember: ‘You know, Igor, I understand

it’s quite foolish, but up to this day I occasionally feel drawn to prayer.’ Father used to tell

me that when they had gone with the whole class to take communion before Easter, it had

been impossible to play tag while everybody wanted to give in.9

Actually, Shafarevich’s father had even considered going into a monastery

before his marriage, having already chosen himself a monastic name, Savvati.10

The revolution and the civil war changed the psychology greatly. My father said, too, that

what he saw and went through during the years of the civil war made him lose his faith in

the kind of God who is good to man; a God whom it’s possible to have personal contact

with. Albeit in old age, I saw, he often made the sign of the cross.11

However, he was not what is called an atheist. Atheist is somebody hostile towards

religion. He, on the contrary, spoke with sadness that he had lost something he had

perceived as beautiful and gentle.12

Shafarevich explains this attitude towards religion among the people of his

parents’ age as a relationship “as if to something hostile or. . . terrifying,

dangerous.”

It was like an attitude to a family where somebody had been arrested. If they were decent, if

they were people close to you, the relations would not be cut. But there was a feeling that

there was something dangerous there. [. . .] Most people shunned [religion] and looked at it

as something risky. But it was not calculation, you understand? It was particular to the

consciousness that had developed and it did not consist of calculating in the sense of

considering that this deed will threaten me with this and that. It was a general atmosphere of

fear.13

7 Shafarevich no date.
8 Delone was one of Shafarevich’s two supervisors, a specialist in analytical geometry. He had

versatile talent in music, art and mathematics (“Boris Nikolaevich Delone”).
9 Shafarevich no date. See also Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 219.
10 Shafarevich 2003m.
11 Shafarevich no date.
12 Shafarevich 2003m, see also 2000 [1997]a, 322 for a similar account.
13 Shafarevich no date.
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Time and again Shafarevich has also recalled the persecution of religion

which reached its most absurd heights during the 1930s when he was going to

school in Moscow.14 A semi-official atheistic organisation The League of the
Militant Godless had set in 1932 as its objective to destroy all the churches by

1935 and, by the time “the godless five-year plan” was to be completed in 1937, to

annihilate the word “god” from the Russian language altogether. Shafarevich

continued, “Before the war, I remember it very well – not that I experienced it

from a Christian point of view, as an attack on myself, but rather like an observer

looking at it – the pressure was very hard.”15 All the same, Shafarevich admits he

has not been able to forget some impressions from childhood. As he says, opposite

their house stood a church, and it had a yard he had to cross to go to school. He

recounts an occasion:

I go past the church, and at that moment the plashchanitsa16 is being carried out of the

church.17 Some old people are present in the ceremony and a howling crowd is gathered

around them. Suddenly three komsomol youths break out, and, pretending to be drunkards,

attempt to shove the priest. The crowd continues to laugh with approval. [. . .] And as each

of my generation, and from the older one even more, has encountered something like this, it

has penetrated into the soul and left a deep mark.18

Then that church was closed down. And it was such a horrifying fact; the starosta19

hanged himself on the gates of the church. Such a terrible thing, for a Christian it is a

frightful sin. . . Or he was hanged, perhaps. I don’t know. And later the church was blown

up – in a very accurate way, so that only the dishes in the houses nearby were clinking.20

It is well-known that the backbone of the Orthodox Church during those

fearsome years were the babushkas – old women, or literally, grannies. They kept

stubbornly attending the services and adhering to the traditions even though open

profession of Christianity was practically outlawed. In the case of Shafarevich, too,

this holds true. His grandmother brought him prosphora, tiny blessed loaves of

bread given to the faithful after celebrating the liturgy. She also took him occasion-

ally to church to take communion. This was the same church opposite their house,

the Church of the Transfiguration of Christ on Bolshaia Spasskaia, which was to be

destroyed in 1938.21

14 See, for instance, Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 221.
15 Shafarevich no date. For further studies, see Tsypin 1997, 196–214; Peris 1998.
16Epitaphion in the Greek tradition – the embroidered cloth depicting Christ in the tomb.
17 This happens on Good Friday, during a cross procession of one of the most solemn services of

the Orthodox church year, a symbolic funeral service for Christ.
18 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 235–236. For a similar account, see Solzhenitsyn’s 1969 story Easter
Procession.
19 A starosta is a warden of a parish, usually chosen by the parish council as its representative to

take care of the church. During these early Soviet years the state authorities saw that sincere

believers were hounded out of the job or simply eliminated.
20 Shafarevich no date.
21 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]a 322; 1994b; 2003m; Sviatyni Drevnei Moskvy, 149.
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The campaign of closing, and often blowing up the churches soon after was so

systematic that in 1939 in the whole of the territory of the Russian Federation only

about a hundred churches were still open. According to the requirements of

contemporaneous political correctness they were demolished for the sake of “the

pleas of the working collectives”, with the aim of “improving the city planning”.22

Shafarevich recounts further:

I had to go two stops on the tram to go to school, and all trams carried the placard Science
and technology have proved that there is no god. This interested me greatly, I was not yet in

the upper classes and for that reason understood that maxim very literally. I reasoned that

somewhere, in some place, some experiment had been made. So I was badgering adults

with ‘How was it proved?’23

I went straight into the second class in school because I already knew how to write. And

so during the first lesson we were told to write the tag line in our exercise books:We did not
get bread from Christ but from the machines and the kolkhoz [. . .] We had to frame these

words with coloured pencils. And of course it was a strong influence, thrusting from you

any religious feeling. But it seems to me, as I remember that time, it was more than that: the

whole of life, the character of life was such that there was absolutely no room for anything

transcendental, higher. It was a strained race all the time: ‘Quicker! More!’24

The udarniks – spearhead workers, or literally, “the hammerers” – visited the

school to tell the pupils how they had exceeded their work quotas, be it 20 times or

100 times.

As if some grandiose machine was at work, in which men perceived themselves as cogs.

[. . .] There was a feeling that it is possible to adopt its rhythm and to turn to the directions

it has been programmed to go, or then try to go in another direction and be instantly

crushed.25

Despite these powerful experiences (and no doubt, also instigated by them)

Shafarevich gradually developed a religious conviction. As a child he had discov-

ered the Gospels at home in a closet full of books published before the revolution: “I

even undertook to learn them by heart, but then for some years again forgot about it

altogether. That happened more than once.”26

Basically, he explains, “the process of coming to God happened as if by itself,

without even leaving a distinct memory.”27

I remember, when I was already in my teens, I started thinking: what is it that we know in

our times that distinguishes us so decisively from our ancestors, say of 500 years back or

even 100 years back, so that they could believe in God but we cannot? And I started to

revolve it in my mind and ended up with the conviction that there is nothing so extraordi-

nary at all.

22 Tsypin 1997, 254.
23 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]a, 322, see also the almost identical account in 1991 [1989]a, 221.
24 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]a, 323.
25 Ibid.
26 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 221.
27 Shafarevich 2003m.
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He added that nowadays man is certainly able to detonate bombs, “but after all,

that does not define our relation to God in any particular direction.”28

The Living Well of Literary Treasures

The 1930s was a notorious decade for the young Soviet state not only in respect to

religion. The purges, denunciations, nightly arrests and executions were accompanied

by the spectacular show trials of the “enemies of the people”. Commenting in 1989

on the peculiar atmosphere during the twenties and thirties, Shafarevich said:

I don’t believe those people who later said and even to this day keep on insisting that then,

at the time of the repression, they did not know or understand anything. As if only after the

20th [Party] Congress [of 1956, when Khrushchev held the so-called secret speech] were

their eyes opened. No, I don’t believe it. People understood everything, but they were

frightened to such an extent that they artificially made themselves not think about the

terrifying things. Such self-deception and self-deformation allowed them to convince

themselves that white is red and red is black. It gave way to believing without a trace of

doubt entirely wild and fantastic arguments and recognise eternal truths as illusions.

However, the more complete the self-deception, the bigger the chances for a career.29

When I asked Shafarevich how he, living in Moscow, knew about the forced

collectivisation, the terrible hunger and other tragedies of the Soviet countryside, he

answered: “Of course I knew about it. Everybody did. No question about it.”30

Trying to explain this atmosphere where the nature of the purges was evident to

everyone, he has recounted elsewhere that as fourteen–fifteen- year-olds he and his

friends were innocently speculating about the show trials primarily from the point

of view of how the confessions of the accused had been obtained:

It didn’t even occur to us that the accused could be Japanese or English spies. Not long ago

one old acquaintance reminded me how, standing in some queue, we were discussing with

him a leaflet exposing the Stalinist terror we wanted to write. People in the line occasionally

cried out at us: ‘Shut up, you fools’, but no-one attempted to take us to Lubianka.31

The years between the two wars were a time of big poverty,

In the sense that we all lived in communal apartments, for instance. I remember fewer

acquaintances of mine living in separate flats than there are fingers in one hand. In school,

for example, was a grand-daughter of an old Bolshevik who invited us to her home. We

went and were struck by a strange vision: you go in and there is only one doorbell!32

28 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]a, 324. See also the almost identical account in Shafarevich 1991

[1989]a, 221.
29 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 226. For a similar statement, see Bukovsky 1979, 101.
30 Shafarevich 2003a, see also 1993g and 2010a, 110.
31 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 227. Lubianka was the infamous headquarters of the state security in

the centre of Moscow where all the newly arrested were brought to.
32 Shafarevich no date.
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In the conditions of severe housing shortage in Moscow it was not uncommon

that friends or relatives would be accommodated. Sviatoslav Rikhter, who was to be

one the most outstanding pianists of the 20th century, stayed with the Shafareviches

in the late thirties and early forties.33 Beside being a former student of Rikhter’s

father, Shafarevich’s mother was a friend of his mother and aunt.34 The communal

apartment in which the Shafareviches had their little room, had formerly been a

music printery. Its engine room had been converted into an apartment of seven

rooms for seven families.35

Shafarevich has repeatedly said that the most enchanting place he knew at home,

and the most valuable treasure he inherited from his parents, was a big closet filled

with old books. There he first made discoveries of Russian fables and folk tales

(skazki and byliny) and myths and legends of the Ancients.36 This liking was to be

lasting: the first item in Shafarevich’s list of favourite readings compiled in 1993 is

“children’s tales [–] not the invented ones, but the collected ones; such as those by

Afanasev and the brothers Grimm”. As he explained in an interview in 1989,

much is said about ‘international upbringing’, but what could be better than folk tales? They

are, after all, deeply international. It’s the well-known problem of ethnography: how can

the storylines of folk tales of totally different peoples, for instance, of the Lapps and the

Caffers, agree at times down to the smallest detail?37

At home he also came to like ancient Greek tragedies, “especially Aeschylus, in

particular Prometheus Bound and Eumenides”. Herodotus’ History is by their side

in Shafarevich’s later-day list of literary favourites.

In the same connection Shafarevich mentions “scholarship on mythology”,

especially Vladimir Propp’s Historical Roots of Magical Tales [Istoricheskie
korny volshebnoi skazki] and Eliade’s Myth of the Eternal Return, and works on

“the history of the Russian soul”, as he puts it. Here he brings up such Russian-

language classics as Dmitrii Likhachev’s Great Heritage, Classical Works of the
Literature of Ancient Rus, Sergei Smirnov’s Father Confessor of Ancient Rus,
Gelian Prokhorov’s The Tale of Mitiai and Cultural Traits of the Epoch of the
Battle of Kulikovo, and Aleksandr Panchenko’s Russian Culture at the Eve of the
Petrine Reforms.38 Obviously not all of these were among the books Shafarevich

got acquainted with as a schoolboy – some of them were even written much later.

However, they do reveal what kinds of books he came to like at an early age which

were to have a profound influence on his literary taste later in life.

The riches of the home library which the young Shafarevich was perusing further

included the classic histories of Russia by Sergei Solovev and Vasilii Kliuchevskii

33Monsaingeon 2001, 40; Shafarevich 2002a.
34 Neigauz 2000a, 35; Shafarevich 2002a.
35 Shafarevich 1994b.
36 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 221; 2002a.
37 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 222.
38 Zavetnyi spisok. See also ‘Zavetnomu spisku’ – 10 let.
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and works by the great Russian religious philosophers Pavel Florenskii, Sergii

[Sergius] Bulgakov, Vasilii Rozanov, and Nikolai Berdiaev.39 Shafarevich’s fond-

ness for literary classics goes back to his youth as well. He has later included in the

list of his best-loved books the first part of Goethe’s Faust, and “classical Russian

literature – in particular Pushkin and Dostoevskii”, accompanied with an addition in

brackets: “but I think this is obvious for everyone, in any case.”40 He concludes,

“[the skazki] together with the Russian culture – the bylinas, The Tale of Bygone
Years, Pushkin, Dostoevskii – have formed that layer of my psychology that has

served as a support in the most difficult moments of life.”41 The fact that

Shafarevich is well-read and has a solid upbringing in the humanities is also

revealed somewhat humorously when he remarks in yet another interview with

incredulity and the utmost disapproval that he has met “American professors who

have not read Dickens.”42

As Shafarevich discovered these literary treasures, a central feature in all social

life was treading the ground of “relics of the past”. In his words:

We were raised to think in such a way, and I apprehended it so, too, that we live in a

country, a state, which had never existed in history.43

What I wanted to be at first was a historian. Some book on history came into my hands.

Not even all that interesting. A translation from German on history of antiquity for grammar

schools. And suddenly I felt that the world was not limited to what is around me but

extended in all directions in time and space.44

I discovered for the first time for myself that I and those surrounding me are only one

link in an endless chain of generations. I instantly fell in love with history, up to the point of

immersing myself in it. I read Solovev, Kliuchevskii, even Pokrovskii45. . . I took part in a

history study circle, wrote papers. I still have a childhood manuscript in which I was

proving that False Dimitrii46 was the real Dimitrii.47

In defining the literature he holds dearest, Shafarevich has said it is that which

“stems from deep national and cultural roots and gathers in a way harvest from an

enormous historical field.”48 He has emphasised several times how the revolution

destroyed not only the culture of the cities and the intelligentsia but also

39 Shafarevich 1991h; 2002a.
40 Zavetnyi spisok.
41 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 222. The Tale of Bygone Years is the oldest known Russian chronicle,
dating from the 11th–12th centuries.
42 Shafarevich 1999c.
43 Shafarevich 2003m.
44 Shafarevich 2001g. See also the almost identical account in Zdravkovska 1989, 26–27.
45Mikhail Pokrovskii had the status of the official Marxist–Leninist historian.
46 False Dimitrii, who reigned in 1605–1606 during the Time of Troubles, pretended to be the son

of Ivan IV.
47 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 222.
48 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 244.

28 2 Shafarevich’s Early Years in the Young Soviet State



another [culture], no less powerful, profound and beautiful: the culture of the countryside

that was inherent in the life of a great part of the population in our agrarian country. Our

revolution reacted to it in such a barbarian way simply because it represented the former

life.49

Mathematics and Music – Two Islands of Beauty

in the Soviet Union

At the age of 12 or 13 Shafarevich’s wish to become a historian changed abruptly:50

I felt the pull of mathematics. First just simply on the level of school textbooks [. . .]. I was
ill and started to read the courses of mathematics ahead for the ensuing years; it captivated

me. Then I started to read books on mathematics outside of the school programmes.51

Shafarevich was attracted to mathematics above all by its “strong aesthetic

element”.52 Even if the confession might seem a little astonishing, for professional

mathematicians such an attitude is rather the rule than the exception. Shafarevich

explains, “As one mathematician and philosopher has put it, if one compares life

with the drama of Shakespeare [. . .], mathematics will play the role of Ophelia. She

is charming and a little mad. There truly is something extraordinary in her.”53

Shafarevich has repeatedly highlighted that mathematics had the magnificent

asset of being entirely non-ideological – something humanists, artists and practi-

cally oriented natural scientists could only dream of: “I could hardly have under-

stood that as a 10–12-year-old boy, but maybe I felt it subconsciously.”54 And since

mathematics was far from all application “problems did not arise about any kind of

plans55 or that you would be sent to manage some construction project and discover

your workers were political prisoners and encounter that terrifying side of life.”56

More than once Shafarevich has compared the retreat to mathematics with going

into the monastery, offering “freedom from the hardships of life and worldly

problems in the monastery of mathematics.”57

49 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 224.
50 Shafarevich 1994b.
51 Shafarevich 2001g.
52 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 223.
53 Shafarevich no date, see also 2004f, 223.
54 Zdravkovska 1989, 27.
55 An essential element of almost all walks of life in the Soviet system was “fulfilling the plans”.

And often, to demonstrate the vitality of the system, it was alleged at least that the plans were not

only met, or “fulfilled”, but exceeded, “overfilled”. Best known were the five-year plans, but there

were also plenty of others.
56 Shafarevich no date; 2004e, 206.
57 Shafarevich 2001g.
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Since ideological freedom was an enticing reason for many other young people

as well to choose mathematics, it became a popular field of study before the war and

in its early phase: “At that time, on the scale of those days, the pursuit of science did

not offer absolutely any advantage of prominence or prestige. And despite that, our

mechanical mathematical faculty attracted a lot of people.”58

True, during the twenties and thirties Moscow mathematicians had also been

accused in show trials59 but not even the most isolated islands of Soviet society

could escape such cases.

Relating how he had entered university in an interview with a former student,

Shafarevich said,

I never entered it. I was a bold kid. While a schoolboy, I came to the dean [of the

mechanical mathematical faculty] and told him that I had been reading textbooks and

that I did not know whether I understood them correctly, whether I really understood them.

This encounter in 1938 resulted in 14-year-old Shafarevich being tested by three

professors who were to become his teachers and supervisors, and he was accepted

as an “external” in the mechanical mathematical faculty of Moscow University,

taking examinations while going to school.60 In a later film made of him

Shafarevich says that his parents, worried that his studies in school might suffer

because of his strong interest in mathematics, gave way to him only on the

condition that he would study geometry in English and algebra in German.61

After having finished the ninth grade in school, Shafarevich started his last year

of university. Late in the 1930s he even appeared in a Soviet propaganda film,

toiling at his textbooks and taking a ski tour in the woods with friends, exemplifying

a paragon of Soviet youth. The text of the silent film reads: A 16-year-old student of
the 5th course of the university, Igor Shafarevich, has been nominated as a candi-
date for the Lenin scholarship.62

He received his university diploma when turning 17 in 1940 and defended his

candidate’s dissertation [approximately the equivalent of the PhD thesis] two years

later, in 1942.63 Commenting on the astonishment of an interviewer about the early

start to his career, Shafarevich explained himself,

You know, it is true that I started early as mathematician. But there is nothing exceptional in

that. It is in any case a feature of mathematics in particular. It does not require remarkable

experience of life, collecting a great number of observations and materials, or some sort of

journeys like for geologists.64

When the war broke out in June 1941 with the unexpected German attack,

58 Shafarevich no date; see also 2004e, 206.
59 Tokareva no date.
60 Zdravkovska 1989, 21.
61 Shafarevich 1994b.
62 Ibid.
63 Zdravkovska 1989a, 21. See also Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 219–220.
64 Shafarevich no date.
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all the postgraduate students were called together and it was announced that we were being

enlisted in the so-called ‘People’s Militia’. They told us that we were first being sent to the

barracks, where we would go through a short training course, and then we would perhaps

live at home but be periodically on duty guarding various objects in Moscow. Then my

teachers B. N. Delone and A. G. Kurosh wrote a letter to the district committee (the militia

was being formed by the district committees) with an appeal to let me return to graduate

school and I was deferred. Soon I was mobilized to dig antitank ditches in the district of

Borodino. This work continued for more than two months, until an artillery barrage could

be heard from the direction of Moscow. We were ordered to move to Mozhaisk, and from

there, under bombing by German planes, we returned by train to Moscow. In Moscow I

found that the university people had been evacuated to Tashkent [in Uzbekistan], and I

proceeded to follow them there.65

Later the university was relocated in Ashgabat (in present-day Turkmenistan),

where Shafarevich defended his candidate’s thesis.66 During the two years when his

faculty was in evacuation, Shafarevich also stayed in Sverdlovsk and Kazan.67

All in all Shafarevich considered the war years as the most powerful experience

of his life. He further recounted: “I remember how an entirely mysterious turn in the

war astonished me. It gives a special meaning to the history of Russia, and to

the existence of man. I remember the feeling of catastrophe at the beginning of the

war.” He returned from Mozhaisk, on 15 October:

Having slept a night, I decided to go to the university in the morning, got to the metro, and it

was not working. It was the only day during all those decades that the Moscow metro didn’t

work. I went walking and met acquaintances who asked: ‘Did you see them?’, ‘Whom?’,

‘The Germans – somebody called us and said the Germans have attacked Moscow.’

That night, taking a stroll, Shafarevich and his friend Rikhter saw tanks, all

going eastwards. The next morning the stream intensified: “it was the beginning of

some sort of a flight from Moscow”. Indeed, on that day, 16 October, the govern-

ment was evacuated to Kuibyshev.

Suddenly they announce on the radio that at 12 o’clock Molotov will make a speech. I wait,

but at 12 o’clock they announce it’s put off for an hour. At 1 o’clock an entirely different

decree of some commander is read, saying that the irregular work of hairdressers, public

baths and some other things had been noticed, and such things should not occur, all services

should work. Something happened during those hours and even minutes in Moscow and in

the country. [. . .] It was the beginning of a turn in the war. [. . .] I then understood that apart
from the number of mobilised soldiers, the amount of ammunition and other visible

material things, a mental posture, some sort of ‘idealistic push’ can also be materialised,

becoming a real factor of life.68

Sviatoslav Rikhter, living at the Shafareviches at the time, told his biographer

about another walk he took with Shafarevich already before this, five days after the

65 Shafarevich 2001a, 236.
66 Shafarevich 2002a.
67 Shafarevich 2011b. See also Nikolskii 2003, 24, 28 and 36–37 for interesting contemporaneous

reminiscences involving Shafarevich of the time in evacuation and straight after it.
68 Shafarevich 2001g, see also 1994 [1991]e for his memories about the war.
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German attack. They had been planning a long expedition for some time and

decided to go before it was too late. Forty kilometres from Moscow they were

stopped by local peasants.

[They] took us to be saboteurs of spies sent by Hitler and bundled us off to the nearest

police station. They discovered the word ‘German’ on my ID card. And when he saw

Shafarevich’s, the chief of police couldn’t conceal his surprise: ‘What’s all this, then?

Nineteen and already in your second year at university? That’s rum.’69 I tried to explain:

‘It’s because he’s very gifted. . .’ Shafarevich found this irresistible and burst out laughing.

The police chief, who had been extremely threatening until now, suddenly relaxed: ‘You

know what you’re going to do? Get on the first train home without delay.’ We were escorted

to the station. Having been disciplined, we followed them to the station, gossiping with

them as we went. It seemed these peasants had taken a liking to us. Everything was sorted

out, though it was two in the morning when we finally got back to the Shafareviches’, where

I was staying at the time.70

Like many mathematicians in the Soviet Union, Shafarevich also loved moun-

tain hiking.71 For instance, he took part with Rikhter in an “Alpiniade” dedicated to

the 20-year-history of Soviet mountain hiking in the summer of 1944. In the words

of Militsa Neigauz, the two youths

hiked in the mountains, enjoyed the beauty of the heights, waded across mountain rivers,

lived in tents, cooked porridge on a camp-fire and went on foot through the Klukhori pass to

Sukhumi [in Abkhazia, Caucasus].72

In his youth Shafarevich also went mountaineering in Central Asia, Karelia and

other parts of the country.73 He retained this custom all his life, as he explained in

1989: “I still go hiking with my students. I stopped hiking in the mountains because

it has become difficult for me. [. . .] But we go outside of Moscow, always with

students.”74 Yet another passion of his was music:

Other than mathematics, I am most interested in history (the applied science, which gives

the possibility to understand what is going on now), and then music. I really used to go to

69When it comes to details, Rikhter’s memory fails him a little. On 3 June, just a few days before

their expedition, Shafarevich had had his 18th birthday. Having got his university diploma the

previous year, he was now working on his first dissertation.
70Monsaingeon 2001, 44.
71 He said, “My love for hiking was Delone’s influence. He was a well-known lover of mountain

hiking. His feeling for natural beauty was surprisingly strongly developed. If you wanted to travel

in the mountains where it is beautiful, the best way was to ask Delone. You could rely on him

100% there. He would always recommend a route, a pretty pass. He would say: ‘Everyone goes

that way, but you go this way, it is more beautiful.’” (Zdravkovska 1989, 28. Almost identically in

Shafarevich 2004f, 224.) Delone himself reminisced how he, Shafarevich who was “still a boy”,

and a mathematician named Nikolskii once walked a full 110 kilometres in one go, making just

short breaks for eating and swimming in the middle (Delone 2005, 143. The story is recounted by

Nikolskii as well, see Nikolskii 2003, 29).
72 Neigauz 2000a, 36.
73 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]d, 221.
74 Zdravkovska 1989, 28. See also Shafarevich 1994 [1990]d, 219.
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the Conservatory very often.[. . .] [A]t that time, before Stalin’s death, music had a special

place in culture because it was in some sense uncontrollable. Not everybody could

understand it.75

Shafarevich’s close friendship with Sviatoslav Rikhter also made him friends

with the family of the outstanding piano pedagogue Genrikh Neigauz [Heinrich

Neuhaus], Rikhter’s teacher. In her reminiscences Neigauz’s daughter mentions

how her family and friends got to know Shafarevich through Rikhter and how, “in

his student years Slava [i.e., Rikhter] spent much time with Shafarevich, often

bringing him to our home. Igor became particularly friendly with Vera [Prokhorova, a

relative of the Neigauz children, and a member of the two famous dynasties of pre-

revolutionary merchants, politicians and patrons of art, the Guchkovs and the

Prokhorovs] and her family.”76 Shafarevich himself mentioned with gratitude that at

the Neigauzes he was introduced to music he would not have otherwise heard at that

time, Stravinskii’s [Stravinsky] Symphony of Psalms, for instance.77 He also

recounted how “at that time, devotees of music gathered in somebody’s home and

played by four hands or performed in other ways works which were not performed in

concerts. It was something like the future samizdat [see Ch. 3], just musical.”78

Late in 1941, Genrikh Neigauz, a native German, was arrested,79 and in the same

year Rikhter’s German father was shot80 – in both cases the allegations had to do

with collaboration with the Germans. In the paranoid atmosphere of the Soviet

Union of that time the fact that Rikhter was living with the Shafareviches was

evidently not without a risk to their family either.

The few encounters the Shafareviches had with the secret police led to nothing

serious, however. In a film made in 1994 Shafarevich, underlining the innocence of

the incident as opposed to the numerous tragedies people had to bear at that time,

explains how the secret police once searched their home while the family was away

at their dacha. Everything was left upside down and the German textbooks of young

Igor confiscated as evidence of suspect contacts abroad. However, as Shafarevich

said with some amusement, his father was later asked to come and pick them up at

the Lubianka, and was even offered an apology for the intrusion. Another time their

doorbell rang around 2 or 3 at night – an infallible sign that the men of the state

security service were coming to arrest someone. The family anticipated the worst

but, as Shafarevich later learnt, the secret police had a habit of ringing the doorbell

75 Zdravkovska 1989, 28.
76 Neigauz 2000a, 35. Militsa Neigauz describes in a charming way how the Neigauzes had a big,

lively family and their home was a meeting place for talented young musicians. And as it usually is

the case, the circles of cultural intelligentsia were small: the first wife of Genrikh Neigauz had

married the poet Boris Pasternak, and the two families had much interaction.
77 Shafarevich 2003a; 2011a.
78 Shafarevich 2005b, 205.
79 Neigauz 2000b.
80 Prokhorova 2000, 46.
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not of the unsuspecting victim but that of a neighbour of the same communal

apartment.81

Yet another account of Shafarevich from 1942 onwards is from the pen of the

writer Iurii Nagibin, albeit written much later. He describes the Prokhorov home,

where the circle of friends of the Prokhorov girls, Rikhter, Shafarevich and Nagibin

himself regularly gathered82 as a place where “Pasternak was deified – here a pure

spirit of universalism reigned”. “These were”, he continues, “the last Mohicans of

the spirit, intelligence, and joyful kindness, which had matured in the soil of the

society of pre-revolutionary Moscow’s patrons”. Here, he confesses, he was almost

healed of his personal traumas.83

To Shafarevich, however, Nagibin is anything but willing to extend his nostalgic

admiration. He is introduced as “a most unattractive personality”; a brilliant

mathematician who turned into the author of the infamous Russophobia – “a

theoretician of Jewish pogroms and one of the fiercest Judophobes of the country”.

Nagibin explains that at the time Shafarevich

was still hiding [his alleged anti-Semitic convictions] or had not yet been affected by the

sacred faith of his teachers [here Nagibin mentions the academicians Pontriagin, “a

zoological anti-Semite”, and Vinogradov, “the grandfather of new anti-Semitism”.]

“But”, he continues,

one thing sounded the alarm: he did not have the naturalness and openness characteristic of us

all. He played a man of another epoch, thrown by chance into our coarse reality, from which

he defended himself with an antiquated slightly off-putting politeness, whistling the ‘s’ after

pronouncing a word like in the old times, narrowing his eyes with the absent-mindedness of a

person who has woken up in the middle of the night. Later he added to this some madness.84

81 Shafarevich 1994b.
82 Close friendships on this scale were relatively rare at the time. As Alekseeva writes: “During the

Stalin era, when informing was the norm, informal socialising between people was cut to the

minimum. In Moscow were practically no homes where there were many regular guests. As a rule,

active socialising was usual among just two–three families.” (Alekseeva 1992, 199.)
83 In Nagibin’s posthumously published autobiographical Darkness at the End of the Tunnel, cited
here, he relates how his own identity as a Jew evolved in the Soviet reality, particularly through

what he experienced as traumatic incidents of hostility or distrust towards Jews. He also explains

in detail how he was later devastated by the discovery that his real father had been a Russian just

like his aristocratic mother, not a Jew as he had believed, and how he refused to feel he belonged to

what he perceived as the mass of Russian idiots and sycophants.
84 Nagibin 1994, 34–35. In this piece written after the scandals around Shafarevich’s Russophobia
Nagibin assesses Shafarevich primarily in the light of the theme of Jewishness: “Shaparevich [i.e.,

Shafarevich], dark-haired, dark-eyed and with a darkish skin, makes believe he is a Belorussian but

it seems to me that he is typical proof of Weininger’s law: anti-Semites are often people carrying a

Jew in themselves.”

With an eye on the future twists of Shafarevich’s life, companionships and reputation(s), it is not

without interest that much later Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn published a piece on Nagibin, Solzhenitsyn

2003a. His assessment is not very flattering, but the reader will hardly be much more sympathetic to

the protagonist of the review than is Solzhenitsyn. This is because Solzhenitsyn, himself sparing in

his use of adjectives, reproduces in direct citations from Nagibin an amazing wealth of dismissive
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The Joyful Discovery of the Mathematicians’ International

Brotherhood

In 1943, at the age of 20, Shafarevich started to work in the Steklov Mathematical

Institute of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, “Steklovka”. In 1944 he began to teach at

the Moscow State University at “Mekh-Mat”, the mechanical mathematical faculty.85

These were the two centres of Soviet mathematics. In 1946, at the age of 23, he

defended his doctoral dissertation in physical-mathematical sciences.86 In practice this

meant that he acquired the title of professor. In 1947 he became a senior researcher

at Steklovka, and was to become the director of its algebra section in 1960.87

On various occasions Shafarevich has spoken about the atmosphere of the Soviet

mathematical world as he came to know it. Prior to 1938 when the 14-year-old

Shafarevich started his studies at the university, the field had been developing

rapidly. Even during the infamous thirties mathematicians had been relatively

free to have contacts with foreign colleagues, to travel abroad to conferences and

to receive foreign journals. However, about 1938, at a time so fateful for all the

Soviet intelligentsia, mathematicians fell into complete isolation which was to last

until Stalin’s death in 1953. Shafarevich recounted afterwards,

In any branch that I would start working in – first algebraic number theory, then algebraic

geometry – there was almost no one to talk with. And in order to create a circle of people

with whom to communicate, it was simply necessary to seek out young people and give

them the taste for it. [. . .]
In my recollections it is hard to tell [. . .] apart [the youth of Soviet mathematics, and my

own youth]. I remember the mood. It is beautifully described by Goethe in Faust. He says:
Da Nebel mir die Welt verh€ullten
Die Knospe Wunder noch versprach.88

Much later, in 1983, the respected German Journal f€ur die reine und angewandte
Mathematik wrote on the occasion of Shafarevich’s 60th birthday that he belongs to

those mathematical personalities of this century to whom our science owes decisive

advances. A great part of his life work is dedicated to the scientific school he founded (in

number theory and algebraic geometry). This school includes outstanding mathematicians

and its scientific influence extends outside of Moscow and the Soviet Union over the whole

mathematical world.89

portrayals of a great number of people, starting with his own wives, colleagues, childhood friends

and ending with the whole of the Russian nation – a word Nagibin finds, incidentally, too flattering

for the Russian “population”. Reminiscing of “Shaparevich” too, Nagibin further characterises him

as “an egoist and egocentrist from top to toe” and “a cold-blooded good-for-nothing”.
85 Shafarevich 2002a.
86 The Russian degree of doktor nauk is considerably more prestigious than the Western PhD. In

1976 Miles Reid illustrated its weight by explaining that, at the time he wrote, there were only 4 or 5

algebraic geometers holding this degree in the Soviet Union (Reid 1976).
87Kto est kto, 727.
88 Zdravkovska 1989, 17.
89 “Igor R. Shafarevich”, 120.
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A festschrift for Shafarevich states that research in number theory, algebra and

geometry has been flourishing in Moscow since the Second World War particularly

thanks to his accomplishments.90 Igor Dolgachev elaborated on this by saying that

During his long mathematical life Shafarevich [has] published no more than 50 research

papers, but the influence of many of them on the development of number theory, group

theory and algebraic geometry is difficult to overestimate.91

With the growing interest in the atomic bomb, the mathematical world experi-

enced another change:

During the war [. . .] the salaries [of scientists] increased all of a sudden by a factor of 2 or 3.
The prestige changed very much. Scientists began to be written about. Most prestigious, of

course, was to be a physicist. The next place, probably, was held by mathematics.92

A rare account of Shafarevich’s political views during the Stalin years (some-

time after 1948) is from the pen of Ilia Piatetskii-Shapiro [Ilya Piatetski-Shapiro],

his former student, who became a well-known mathematician himself.

There was little room at the university for having thorough discussions, so they

met at Shafarevich’s home, as was usual at that time:

I remember that our conversations were not restricted to mathematics, and after finishing

our mathematical discussions we frequently turned to politics. Shafarevich, a son of a

professor, was a well-educated man who knew French and German. Even then, he made it

clear that he disliked the October Revolution. Of course, he did not say it explicitly, which

would have been dangerous. At that time, during Stalin’s rule, no one could dream of being

a dissident. However, it was clear to me that Shafarevich had negative feelings for

Communism. Of course, he never was a member of the Communist Party. More interest-

ingly, he was against all revolutionary movements in principle. At that time, Dostoevskii

was not easily available in Russian, but Shafarevich quoted the very negative depiction of

revolution from the famous novel ‘Devils’.93

Another small but not uninteresting fragment of reminiscence is by Militsa

Neigauz, about 1955. She relates that when one of the regular visitors in the

Neigauz house, Vera Prokhorova, was imprisoned, her friends and relatives sent

an appeal to the authorities for her release and rehabilitation. The appeal was

initiated by Nagibin and signed by him, Genrikh Neigauz, Boris Pasternak,

Sviatoslav Rikhter, and Shafarevich.94 Shafarevich also gave her a fur coat when

she returned from the camps without almost anything at all. As Neigauz explained,

such solicitude was very typical of Shafarevich in general.95

90 Artin & Tate 1983. See also Tikhomirov 2000, which gives a very good overall picture of

Shafarevich’s great significance for Moscow mathematics.
91 Dolgachev 1989.
92 Zdravkovska 1989, 27.
93 Piatetski-Shapiro 1993, 204–205.
94 Neigauz 2000a, 35.
95 Neigauz 2006.
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The late 1940s had brought persecutions to the mathematical world, and they

touched students and teachers alike. Shafarevich recalls,

there were years when only one or two, and sometimes not one student finishing Me[k]h-

Mat would be left to do graduate work. In a big auditorium [. . .] a list was put up of all the

students whom the professors proposed for graduate work [. . .] Then, one after the other,

they were crossed out as unsuitable [by some sort of a committee consisting of

representatives of the “dekanat”, i.e. the chairman’s office, and the local party organization.

S. Z.]. The list consisted of 30–40 people.96

In 1949 Shafarevich was also dismissed from the university, to be hired again in

1953.97 He says of this:

in 1949, many were fired; it was a dark atmosphere at Me[k]h-Mat. It seems that if a teacher

had many students, that was considered bad. [. . .] Many that had part-time positions were

fired. It is not as though we were stripped of our jobs. [. . .] I continued to work in the

Steklov Institute. Foreign mathematicians phoned me asking whether I couldn’t feed my

family. That was never the case. In 1949 there was no rule that you couldn’t teach

somewhere else.98

These last years of Stalin’s regime are also remembered as the time of notorious

suspicion of Jews, to be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. Reminiscing about the world

of Moscow mathematics, Dmitrii Fuks [Dmitry Fuchs], another prominent mathe-

matician and a Jew from his father’s side, commented,

Once (probably it was in 1968) I spoke to I. R. Shafarevich, and mentioned without any

particular motive the year 1950 ‘when all the Jewish professors were driven from

Mekh-Mat.’ ‘Who told you this?’ Shafarevich asked with irritation. ‘Possibly it was

Gelfand.99’ I did not know what to say. Certainly, it was not Gelfand who had told me

this, at least, for the first time; but it seemed to me that everybody knew it. ‘It is true that

Gelfand had to leave Mekh-Mat then,’ Shafarevich continued, ‘but I had to do the same

without being a Jew. They simply fired all the good mathematicians, Jews or not Jews.’

Now it seems to me that Shafarevich was more right than might seem at first glance. Mekh-

Mat would never have been driven into its present miserable state if the policy of its

authorities had been directed only against Jews.100

96 Zdravkovska 1989, 20.
97 Shafarevich 1980, back cover.
98 Zdravkovska 1989, 24.
99 Izrail Gelfand was one of Shafarevich’s first teachers, as well as a close colleague of Fuks, and a

Jew. As to Shafarevich’s relations with Gelfand, Militsa Neigauz, likewise a mathematician, has

recounted in 2006 that Shafarevich not only had many joint projects with him but that their

relations were always warm and respectful (Neigauz 2006).
100 Fuchs 1993, 215. Fuks explains further: “Russia is a very big country, and if you were not to

admit the Jews to Mekh-Mat, or, say, left-handed, or blue-eyed ones, or apply some other arbitrary

criterion, but were to honestly choose the best ones from the rest, then this would be highly unjust

and immoral but would not have had such a terrible effect. The only way to deprive Russian

mathematics of talent is to struggle against the talent, and this is exactly the struggle we were

involved in. For example, those who graduated from the be[s]t Moscow mathematical high schools

were always regarded by Mekh-Mat’s authorities as Jews, irrespectively of their actual origin. And
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During the Khrushchev era, in 1958, five years after Stalin’s death, Shafarevich

was allowed to travel to a mathematical congress in Edinburgh: “There I met people

whom I had never seen but it was like being at home. They knew some of my works

in detail. I also knew their works. It was an unusually friendly encounter. It

continued also afterwards.” In the same connection, Shafarevich speaks about the

warm and meaningful feeling of cosmopolitanism, of some sort of international

scientific brotherhood shared by mathematicians.101

In that year, 1958, Shafarevich was appointed corresponding (i.e., associate)

member of the Division of Physical-Mathematical Sciences of the Soviet Academy

of Sciences – the second youngest Soviet scientist after Andrei Sakharov to be

nominated. However, he was to acquire the title of academician only nearly

35 years later, in December 1991, when the Soviet Union was disestablished and

the name of the academy changed into the Russian Academy of Sciences. In 1959

Shafarevich was given the Lenin Prize for his fundamental contributions in devel-

oping the theory of Galois.102

Reminiscences About Great and Controversial Mathematicians

In later days Shafarevich wrote several articles about his teachers, colleagues,

students and friends in Soviet mathematics.103 These reminiscences are often

much more personal and jagged than mere polite eulogies, also conveying much

about Shafarevich himself. Among the most vivid depictions are those of Ivan

Vinogradov (1891–1983) and Lev Pontriagin (1908–1988). Neither was

Shafarevich’s teacher, but both were central figures in the world of Soviet mathe-

matics. Nor is either one of them without interest when it comes to the subject of

anti-Semitism – something so inescapable in a study concerning Shafarevich. For

these reasons, once again, the excerpts here are rather extensive. A discussion of the

question of anti-Semitism in connection with Shafarevich will appear in Ch. 8.

Shafarevich describes the personality of Ivan Vinogradov – the head of the

Steklov Institute for almost 50 years – as “extremely strange” and “deeply

contradictory”:

For example, any request addressed to Vinogradov as the director would first crash into his

immediate resistance, evenwhen it was perfectly clear that he should be sympathetic to it. As a

rule he pulled his head down between his shoulders and spoke as if reciting: ‘I don’t know. . . I

this is a great (probably undeserved) honor to Jews that they were a priori included in the category

of talented people.”
101 Shafarevich 1990b, 7.
102 “Shafarevich, Igor Rostislavovich”; Kto est kto, 727; “Shafarevich”.
103 Except for those to be cited here are his pieces of Nikolai Chebotarev (Shafarevich 1994c) and

Andrei Lapin (Shafarevich 2001b). Many entirely formulaic pieces where Shafarevich is among a

group of authors have additionally appeared in Uspekhi matematicheskikh nauk.
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don’t know. . . It’s hardly possible.’ But after that he would write on a fresh sheet of paper all
the circumstances and often acceded to the request, albeit after being jollied somewhat. Such

‘negativism’ is a well-known abnormal feature. Altogether, the psychology of Vinogradov, as

I would judge, includedmuch abnormality. Hewas terribly lonely. [. . .] The atmosphere of his

loneliness could be felt whenever paying a visit to his director’s office.Getting out of therewas

very difficult. Vinogradov made up all kinds of new subjects or lapsed into reminiscences,

delaying the moment when he was again left alone by any means possible.

In spite of this, Vinogradov succeeded in creating a brilliant institute, where almost

all the best Soviet mathematiciansworked at some time. Leading the institute was also,

in Shafarevich’s words, “constantly one of the major problems of life for Vinogradov.

Once he said to me, as if it was self-evident: ‘I don’t sleep at night and I just keep

wondering whom to hire for the institute and whom to move to another position.’”

Against the background of Nagibin’s sneer about Vinogradov as “the grandfather of

new anti-Semitism”, it is interesting to see how Shafarevich put the issue in 1991:

In the era of glasnost it seems to me that it would not be right to ignore the accusation often

made against Vinogradov: ‘He was an anti-Semite!’ The question is about a term which is

very elastic, and without substantiating it, such an accusation appears to me altogether

senseless. But, it seems to me, in some interpretations it can be applied to certain aspects of

the activity of Vinogradov. Above all for the reason that he loved to speak about the subject,

saying, for example, that in his opinion the Jews hold the most of the leading posts in many

institutes in the academic world and that only thanks to his efforts has this not happened in

the Mathematical Institute. Nevertheless, when it came to real actions these views were

expressed in softened form. This is evidenced, for instance, by the fact that practically all

leading Jewish mathematicians in the Soviet Union worked for long periods in ‘Steklovka’,

among them Bernshtein, Gelfond, Liusternik, Shnirelman, Naimark, and many others. He

discerned a great mathematical talent with some sort of a sixth sense, and for him talent

surpassed all other considerations. In less obvious cases he was, doubtless, not objective in

this respect. Although it was possible to argue with him and at times even win him over.

[. . .] Later it was hard to understand when it was Vinogradov’s national prejudice that was

forcing its way through and when it was the capriciousness and negativism peculiar to him.

(It is possible that his negativism was simply a defensive reaction; fear of becoming subject

to unfamiliar influence.) For instance, I simply did not manage to persuade him to take into

the institute one very good algebraist (a Russian), against whom he had only one objection:

‘And why does he have long hair?’

In old age Vinogradov, so Shafarevich says, became even more capricious and

refused categorically to resign, even though he should have done so long since. But,

“for him it was equal to a refusal of life.” He concludes, “As it often tends to be,

during the lifetime of Vinogradov mathematicians paid most attention to the

macabre situations having been caused by him. Now, as all of that recedes into

the past, it becomes clearer how much we owe him.” Here Shafarevich refers to

Vinogradov’s great accomplishment in making the Steklov Institute a unique

scholarly centre.104

As to Lev Pontriagin, the subject of Shafarevich’s other interesting mathematical

portrait, Shafarevich characterised him as a strong personality:

104 All citations, Shafarevich 1991d, 97–100, for similar reminiscences of Vinogradov, see 2000f.
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Something like this appears seldom, since mathematics (I think, even more than any other

field of scholarship) entirely ‘suckles’ a person, often greatly weakening his expression as a

personality. At times it even [. . .] helps a person to compensate for insufficient growth or

even a certain unhealthiness in some part of his personality.105

The reason is that “while [mathematics] operates with very abstract concepts, it

does not require experience of life – in principle a teenager has access to the

mathematical creativity.”106

A tragedy Pontriagin had experienced in his youth played an enormous role in

his life, Shafarevich recounts:

He attempted to fix a primus which exploded and as a result of the burns and unsuccessful

treatment Pontriagin lost his sight completely. And the most characteristic thing about

Pontriagin was how, with superhuman exertion, he overcame this tragedy. He simply

refused to acknowledge it. He never used any technical device for the blind. He always

attempted to walk alone, without being accompanied by others. As a result he often had

scratches and grazes on his face. He learnt to skate and ski, went canoeing. [. . .] Perhaps the
hardest thing Pontriagin did was overcome the feeling of defectiveness or inadequacy that

might have arisen because of his misadventure. He never gave the impression of being

unhappy, a victim. On the contrary, life for him was extremely exciting, full of struggle and

victories. [. . .] Even such a sensitive barometer as his relations with women and their

relation to him was evidence of this.107

Shafarevich also describes Pontriagin as a fearless personality in disagreements

with authorities and defending colleagues in trouble. In old age he was engaged in

the struggle against the project to divert the great Siberian rivers.108

Shafarevich also brings up Pontriagin’s alleged anti-Semitism. He considers that

whenever Pontriagin perceived that the suppressive measures of the authorities

concerned not only Jews but rather, were the ordinary Soviet arbitrariness everyone

had to suffer from, he was deaf to the argument that Jews were persecuted. Here

Shafarevich brings up a citation from Pontriagin’s autobiography:

[A postgraduate of mine] stunned me with one of her pronouncements. She complained that

during that year very few Jews had been accepted for postgraduate studies, no more that a

quarter of all those accepted. After all, she said, never before had they been less than half.

Shafarevich continues,

For my part I can add that I have already lived a very long life in the sphere of mathematics.

I have taught thirty years at the university, had a great number of students, of many different

nationalities besides; Russians, Ukrainians, Germans, Jews, Tatars. . . and laying my hand

on my heart I can say that I have not been able to assert a special prowess for mathematics

among one nationality or another. The national make-up of the students or postgraduates

has apparently been defined by social factors.109

105 Shafarevich 1998a.
106 Shafarevich 1996 [1989], 391.
107 Shafarevich 1998a.
108 Ibid.
109 Ibid. So far it suffices to note Shafarevich’s words and stances. This issue will be handled more

thoroughly when the time comes to discuss Shafarevich’s Russophobia and the scandal about it in
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All in all Shafarevich considers that Pontriagin “may not be suspected of any

underlying racial or national antipathies, of which the surnames of his friends and

colleagues alone bear witness.”110

In another article about the mathematician Vladimir Rokhlin, who was Jewish,

Shafarevich mentions how Pontriagin managed to get him freed from the Soviet

interrogation camp where he had been taken after the war after having been

liberated from a German concentration camp. Rokhlin had not been Pontriagin’s

student but Pontriagin knew of his troubled position and knew him to be a gifted

mathematician:

Pontryagin [. . .] was trying to get [Rokhlin] out and put him to work at the Mathematical

Institute as his assistant. The administration in the Presidium [of the Academy] did not want

to have anything to do with such a doubtful situation connected with a concentration camp.

Therefore, they sometimes lost the necessary documents, and sometimes said that they had

sent them when they had not. But Pontryagin resolved not to let the matter lie, and he

checked each paper: if it had been lost, then he wrote a new one; if they told him they had

sent it, then he checked to see whether he had received it. And then he was back again with

the same purpose. In the end Pontryagin got what he wanted (such extraordinary persistence

was typical for him). Rokhlin started working at the institute.111

Incidentally, Shafarevich describes Rokhlin as a very similar personality to

Pontriagin – straightforward, fearless, reliable, and with a strongest sense of justice:

Rokhlin possessed [. . .] a feeling of independence of and even resistance to the authorities.
Where most people would agree to satisfy some stupid requirement rather that let it bother

them, Rokhlin refused to do things that clearly went against common sense.112

Shafarevich’s depiction of Pontriagin’s character and his claim that Pontriagin

was equally critical of everybody, but with good reason, gets credence with

Pontriagin’s accout in his memoirs of how he dismissed Shafarevich from the

Academy’s Council of Editing and Publishing.113 True, the first mention of

Shafarevich is positive; Pontriagin recalls how, in another International Mathe-

matical Congress held in Stockholm in 1962, Shafarevich had been the only one

among a group of Soviet mathematicians to bother to see that Pontriagin, unable to

help himself because of his blindness, got something to eat from a Swedish

smorgasbord wolfed down by greedy Soviet colleagues.114 Then, speaking about

the early 1970s, Pontriagin mentions that he found Shafarevich’s suggestion to hire

an inexperienced mathematician of minor importance to write a textbook for

schools totally unacceptable. He continued bluntly that for this reason he decided

the international scientific community; in that connection the issue of discrimination of Jewish

students was raised.
110 Shafarevich 1998a.
111 Shafarevich 2001a, 237.
112 Ibid., 235.
113 Pontriagin 1998, 175–176.
114 Ibid., 136.
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to dismiss Shafarevich from the council.115 However, neither Shafarevich’s nor

Pontriagin’s writings indicate that Pontriagin’s decision embittered Shafarevich in

the least. In fact, as one final citation suggests, he values Pontriagin’s discernment

highly. The excerpt also sheds light on the element of beauty in mathematics

Shafarevich so persistently keeps highlighting:

A completely new style of teaching mathematics was introduced in secondary schools in

the 1970s and new textbooks cardinally different from the old ones were compiled. The

principle that was applied, with some delay from the West, comprised a departure from

intuition and utter formalisation of expression. Moreover, the problem was deeper than may

seem at first sight. The matter is that mathematics (the mathematics taught in school, as

well) has in addition to its ‘applied’ meaning an aesthetical element. This is a very peculiar

beauty – the beauty of ideas. For a creatively working mathematician it is often more

convincing than formal reasoning so that he considers, ‘this reasoning is so beautiful that it

has to be true.’ The sense of the beauty of mathematical reasoning is open to practically

everybody and is an important part of universal culture. The new system of teaching,

however, broke this down.116

It was Pontriagin who achieved a breakthrough in convincing the authorities to

amend the suggested reforms. This Shafarevich considers one of his most valuable

accomplishments.

Shafarevich’s mathematical works have been translated into several languages.

He is possibly best known for The Number Theory, co-authored with Zenon

Borevich [Borewicz], which systematises many central questions of the theory of

algebraic numbers and is considered as a classic. Another book of great popularity

is his Foundations of Algebraic Geometry. In 1989 his collected works were

published in English by Springer117 and in 1996 they were published in Russian.118

He was elected to The London Royal Society, the German Academy of Natural

Scientists Leopoldina, the Lyncean Academy in Italy, the Serbian Academy of

Sciences and Arts, the US National Academy of Sciences, the American Academy

of Arts and Sciences, and he has an honorary membership in the London Mathe-

matical Society. Shafarevich has twice been a member of the Prize Selection

Committee of the world’s most prestigious mathematical honour, the Fields

Medal.119 In 1970–1973 he was the chairman of the Moscow Mathematical Soci-

ety.120 He holds many awards and prizes, among them the Heineman Prize of the

115 Such directness seems to have been very typical of Pontriagin. On the occasion of recounting

how he dismissed Shafarevich, he claims that dismissing one Zeldovich, “academician, triple-

Hero of Socialist Labour”, was particularly hard because of his high honorary titles, even if “his

book was patently bad, never have I come across anything worse, and senseless.” (Pontriagin 1998,

175–176.)
116 Shafarevich 1996 [1989], 393.
117 Shafarevich 1989a.
118 Shafarevich 1996e.
119 Selection Committees.
120 Demidov et al. no date.
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G€ottingen Academy of Sciences, and an honorary doctorate of the University of

Paris.121

To a trained mathematical ear, Shafarevich’s name is familiar, among other

things, for the Shafarevich–Tate [or Tate–Shafarevich] group, known also as the

Sha [ш] group according to his Cyrillic initial, the Shafarevich–Weil theorem,

the Shafarevich reciprocity law, the Artin–Hasse–Shafarevich exponential map, the

Shafarevich basis of the group of principal units, the Golod–Shafarevich theorem

on class field towers, the Grothendieck–Ogg–Shafarevich formula for arithmetic

surfaces [or for curves over local fields], the relative Shafarevich theorem, the

Shafarevich conjecture for holomorphic convexity [or for surfaces of general type

over function fields], the Shafarevich complex, the Kostrikin–Shafarevich conjec-

ture (Ko-S 66), the Shafarevich basis in the Milnor K-groups of a multidimensional

local field, the Néron–Ogg–Shafarevich criterion, the Rudakov–Shafarevich lattice,

and the Shafarevich maps.

121 “Shafarevich, Igor Rostislavovich”; Kto est kto, 727; Zdravkovska 1989, 16. See also “K 70-

letiiu Igoria Rostislavovicha Shafarevicha”; Shafarevich 1994b; Demushkin et al. 1984; Kostrikin

1995; Parshin et al. 2003.
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Chapter 3

Shafarevich, the Human Rights Activist

Paradoxes of “the Thaw”

In 1956 Khrushchev famously denounced Stalin’s repressions and personality cult

in his sensational “secret speech”.1 It led to the freeing and rehabilitating of

millions of political prisoners.2 As Shafarevich put it in 1978, the speech

broke the dogma of Marxism’s infallibility and put the results of experimental verification

of Marxist teaching under question. The main thing was that he was the only person whose

words could not be written off as slander of a class enemy.3

Many were left wondering why the crimes of Stalin had been allowed to happen

in the name of ideology, especially because Khrushchev continued to praise the

ideal of pure Marxism–Leninism. Indeed, in many fields of life Khrushchev’s

attempts to restore ideological purity produced results contrary to those intended.

Destroying priceless ancient churches in connection with a massive anti-religious

campaign incited movements for their rescue and a fashion for collecting icons and

items of peasant culture. The quality of the atheistic propaganda was “so low that no

thinking person could take it seriously”. This prompted many to take an interest in

Russian history and spiritual traditions.4

It was also characteristic of Khrushchev’s ways to solve political problems that

at the same time as the number of court sentences for political offences dropped,

more and more people were bundled off to the psychiatric hospitals for political

reasons without legal sentence. Later, when Brezhnev willingly adopted this policy,

it became a standard Soviet procedure to put the most persistent political dissenters

1Khrushchev 1959 [1956]. For some of Shafarevich’s reminiscences about it, see Shafarevich

2004d, 151–152.
2 Reddaway 1972, 18.
3 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]a, 54.
4 Ellis 1989, 256. See also Reddaway 1970, 62; Dunlop 1983, 29–37, 63–92.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_3, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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to psychiatric hospitals where they were sadistically subjugated to arbitrary medical

treatment.5

During the Stalin era relations between people had been cut to the minimum but

now, after the landslide caused by Khrushchev’s confessions, people threw them-

selves into culture. Daniel sees this as a way to cope with the experience of a

grandiose ideological bluff.6 There was suddenly a plethora of groupings, relations,

and festivities as well as typewriters, cassette players, poems, songs, and

anecdotes.7 Popular pressure was strong for more freedom in culture, not neces-

sarily for politically bolder culture, but simply for independent cultural expression.

The official cultural policy was crystallised in paradoxes, however, not least

because Khrushchev, guided by his strong dislike for abstract art and any tradition

except for that of building communism, suppressed and encouraged cultural

enterprises on apparently arbitrary grounds.8

In 1958 the Nobel Prize for literature was awarded to Boris Pasternak. His novel

Doctor Zhivago had been published in Italy without the knowledge of the Soviet

authorities, and it had become a world sensation. This resulted in fierce vilification

of him by his colleagues and expulsion from the Writers’ Union.9

When considering Shafarevich’s 1989 assessment of Pasternak’s fate, the gen-

erally accepted view of Pasternak as the tragically heroic symbol of his times needs

to be remembered. Replying to a question about the harsh treatment of Andrei

Sakharov, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn and Pasternak, dubbed by the interviewer as the

conscience of the nation, Shafarevich remarked that

It seems to me that these situations were somewhat different. Solzhenitsyn and Sakharov

truly delivered fatal blows to the powers of ‘stagnation’ [. . .] The campaigns against them

were inevitable at that time. But Doctor Zhivago did not shake any foundations. [. . .]
Apparently, the ‘incident’ was mainly created by writers [. . .] clearly angered by its author.
[. . .] In the Khrushchev era it seemed as if everything was starting to work out, and the party

hierarchs’ attitude towards writers was getting warmer, and it was perceived as if

[Pasternak] torpedoed the process with his impatience to publish the novel in Italy.

I think Pasternak’s colleagues took him as a strike-breaker breaking the rules of [. . .]
honest competition, so to speak. [. . .] The great majority are twisting their souls, forcing

their conscience, but as long as everyone is quiet, it can still be tolerated and gradually it

will become possible to adopt a role which makes it even possible to forget the fact you are

twisting your soul; we have, after all, a chance to work for ‘the holy cause of literature’.

Then somebody comes up and ignores this vital principle and then all others end up in a

dubious situation, making it apparent that they have been twisting their souls all the time.10

5 Bukovsky 1979, 196.
6 Daniel 2002, 219.
7 See the vivacious description in Bukovsky 1979, 139–142.
8 See Daniel 2002, 219–221; Dunlop 1983, 31; Brumberg 1970b, 4–5; Monas 1970, 15.
9 Aucouturier 1990, 487.
10 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 230–231. On the same occasion he said that “Pasternak was a quiet

man, he never tampered with anybody, accused anyone.” Shafarevich also expressed his discomfort

with the “saddening iconisation” of Pasternak – “the poet who wrote, ‘being famous is ugly’” –

lamenting that making a cult of Pasternak demeans his personality (Shafarevich 1994 [1990]e, 292).
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These words capture yet another aspect of the peculiar dynamism of “the thaw”:

the system was not only vulnerable to outrageous messages but to uncontrollable

forms of expression as well. The Pasternak episode arguably urged Khrushchev to

grab more control over culture, somewhat paradoxically by means of hurrying to

legalise more of it.

His new cultural policy launched in 1961 offered a chance to publish literature

containing a degree of social criticism.11 The greatest sensation was the 1962

publication of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s story about camp inmates, One Day in
the Life of Ivan Denisovich. The censorship was again tightened in a matter of

months, however, and, with barely a whimper, the literature of “the thaw” was

removed from the libraries.12 In 1964 Khrushchev was packed off to retirement,

Brezhnev came to power and the official Soviet state went on living as if nothing

extraordinary had ever happened. Many seeds fatal for the future of the Soviet

Union were already sown, however.

As was recounted in Ch. 2, for Shafarevich the year 1956 had had tremendous

significance. He had then become convinced that the beauty of Russia’s culture to

which he had grown so attached in his youth was not entirely dead. Before Stalin’s

death

there was a feeling that the existing life, however you’d take it, would be there for centuries.

But soon after a feeling of a certain elasticity of life, of the possibility of changes arose.

Suddenly you felt that what comes next depends on the efforts of each one of us.13

This prompted him to reflect on things more intensely and record his thoughts:

“from such isolated notes by various people developed the first samizdat.”14

Samizdat, “self-published” or “author’s edition” means a typed or hand-written

manuscript, copied and circulated by private persons.15 Individual copies of samiz-
dat could be read by hundreds of people;16 by an unwritten law they were to be

passed swiftly to the next trusted reader. Being an imitation of an abbreviation

known to all Soviet citizens, Gosizdat (Gosudarstvennoe izdatelstvo, State Publish-
ing House), it could also be capitalised and used defiantly as the name of an

alternative free publishing house.17 Texts published in the West, whether written

there or originally smuggled from the Soviet Union, became known as tamizdat, the
prefix “tam” indicating they were published “over there”.

11 Nicholson 1982, 218.
12 Klimoff 1997, 36.
13 Shafarevich 2001g, see also 1994e.
14 Shafarevich 2001g.
15 Daniel 2002, 224; Shanor 1985, 121.
16 Fein 1989, 688.
17 Reddaway 1972, 19.
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Dissidents United by the Defence of Rights

The arrest and trial of Andrei Siniavskii [Sinyavsky] and Iulii Daniel in 1965–1966

was the impetus for an audacious democratic movement in the Soviet Union.18

These writers were convicted for sending their manuscripts to the West for pseu-

donymous publication. The authorities had apparently calculated that broad cover-

age to their case would trigger their spontaneous condemnation by fellow writers as

had happened in the Pasternak case.19

As so often happens, the officials’ calculations failed them entirely. The frenzied

press campaign condemning Siniavskii and Daniel drew public sympathy to them.

The word spread that they had refused to repent in the trial and they became

something of heroes.20 The number of people signing petitions for their defence

exceeded a thousand.21

The Siniavskii and Daniel case had its direct continuation in the case of “the

four” in 1967–1968. When it generated in its turn analogous protest actions and

arrests, a dissident movement was born. These people engaged in the defence of

their activist fellows were not the only dissenters in the country, however. There

were also numerous other lesser known groups of national or religious activists but

in their “archipelago” the Moscow-based “movement for the defence of rights”

made up the most visible peak, or a lighthouse. It became a bond between the

various more distant islands and was instrumental in spreading information about

them to the West.22

Its activists organised infrequent demonstrations, composed appeals to the

authorities and gathered signatures. Around 1968, officialdom tightened its policy

considerably, making it clear that the price for each signature would be high,

18 On Trial.
19 There was, however, also another precursor to the case, the trial of Iosif Brodskii [Joseph

Brodsky] in 1964. Not least because of the involvement of Anna Akhmatova, a major campaign for

his defence was mobilised and the trial protocols started to circulate in samizdat (Daniel 2002,

230). Indeed, this case could have guided the authorities – above all the highest-ranking propa-

ganda functionary of the party, Aleksandr Iakovlev (for Iakovlev’s responsibility in making the

decisions in the Siniavskii and Daniel case, see Albats 1994, 173–175) – to choose another, less

aggressive and less spectacular path of action which would have served the party’s interests much

better.
20 Daniel 2002, 231–232. An interesting source for this and other key incidents of the dissident

movement isMitrokhin Archive (Andrew &Mitrokhin 1999, 400–405). This huge book bases on a

vast collection of notes about the KGB’s secret materials made and smuggled to the West by the

KGB archivist Vasilii Mitrokhin (d. 2004). Since the 1960s he had been systematically making a

clandestine private archive of the top secret documents which went through his hands with the

hope of eventually bringing the information to the West.Mitrokhin Archive – even if not containing
Mitrokhin’s original notes but Christopher Andrew’s descriptions of their substance – is immensely

valuable because the most relevant KGB archives in Moscow remain sealed and plenty of

materials were reportedly destroyed in 1989.
21 Fein 1989, 688.
22 Alekseeva 1992, 192 and passim.
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especially for unprotected ordinary citizens.23 Despite this, signatories defending

“the four” amounted to over seven hundred. One of them was Igor Shafarevich.24

When the authorities adopted the policy of driving those active in the defence of

rights “either to open dissent, to be prosecuted and made social outcasts, or to

become collaborators of repression”,25 certain front lines also emerged among

them. Not surprisingly, signing appeals became a matter of honour and the measure

by which the worth of fellow-dissidents was assessed.26 A recurrent theme in the

memoirs of notable dissidents was who agreed to sign whose appeals, who

abstained from signing and for what reasons, and who, while refusing to sign

somebody else’s appeal, then wrote another one instead.27

Samizdat was an important channel for spreading information about human

rights violations. The human rights movement’s most important samizdat publica-

tion was The Chronicle of Current Events (henceworth The Chronicle). Since April
1968 it came out fairly regularly every couple of months, consisting of short news

items about rights violations and protests from all over the Soviet Union.28 The

activists were increasingly helped by Western correspondents and Western short-

wave radio stations which aired pieces of news about the human rights violations

into the Soviet Union.29

Embedded in the strategy of the human rights movement was a conception of

enlightenment and profound faith in its might. It became habitual to address appeals

to the international (i.e., Western) community and organisations. Indeed, the

emphasis of transparency and publicity became associated with a quest for the

attention of the Western media and influentials. Occasionally, and fairly naturally,

this led to a competition for such attention, which, as became apparent, was not

unlimited but was regulated by the law of supply and demand.30

The emphasis on legality was likewise crucial to the activists’ strategy. Most of

them regarded it as a sufficient goal to get the Soviet state to obey its own, formally

fairly humane laws.31 Liudmila Alekseeva, herself involved for several years in the

human rights movement, considers the pre-revolutionary Russian Constitutional

23 Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 167–168.
24 For the appeal signed by Shafarevich in the defence of the leading figure of “the four”,

Aleksandr Ginzburg, see Protsess tsepnoi reaktsii, 24, 36 (published in English in Brumberg

1970a, 100–102).
25 Smith 1985 [1976], 549.
26 Vail & Genis 1998, 178.
27 For this “genre”, see, for instance, Bukovsky 1979; Sakharov 1990; Alexeyeva & Goldberg

1990; Amalrik 1991 [1982].
28 Alekseeva 1992, 210–212. In the Russian original The Chronicle – Khronika tekushchikh sobytii –
is now available on the homepages of theMemorial Society at http://www.memo.ru/history/diss/chr/

index.htm. In English it was issued by Amnesty International under the title Chronicle of Current
Events. Its most thorough surveys are Reddaway 1972 and Hopkins 1983.
29 Alekseeva 1992, 201–208.
30 Vail & Genis 1998, 182–183.
31 Ibid., 177–178.
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Democratic Party, the Kadets, its ideological predecessor.32 Like the Kadets, its

activists were secular-minded, progress-oriented urban liberals. They were those

for whom it was easiest in Soviet society to find common ground with Western

popular opinion and intellectuals.33

Shafarevich in the Moscow Dissidents’ Human Rights Committee

In Brezhnev’s Soviet Union the reward for open dissent of ordinary citizens was

usually prompt arrest, unless the boldness of actions or some twist of fate gave the

person in question a strong enough protective layer of Western attention.

Academicians, prominent writers and artists could not be gagged quite as easily.

The position of natural scientists was perhaps the most favourable since the Soviet

state was genuinely dependent on their accomplishments. Their relative ideological

independence may also explain why, during the early days of the signing campaigns

(1965–1967), disproportionately many “signers” (podpisants) were physicists and

mathematicians.34

However, when it became obvious that officialdom would not allow any “free-

riders” in the dissident movement, the urge to sign fell away among scientists as

well. Andrei Sakharov later recounted with grief that, despite their relatively secure

position, eminent academics hardly ever excelled in defending human rights.35

Sakharov himself was a matchless personality among them: a member of the

Academy of Sciences, the inventor of the thermonuclear bomb and indisputably

the best-known member of the Soviet human rights movement.

The year 1968 still saw amajor exertion of strength for the sake of human rights in

the mathematical community. Ninety-nine mathematicians, mainly from Moscow

(among them Igor Shafarevich) signed a petition in defence of their colleague,

Aleksandr Esenin-Volpin.36 He had been forcibly taken to a psychiatric hospital

for having defended “the four”.37 Thanks to the extensive publicity abroad, he was

32Alekseeva 1992, 191.
33 See also Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 280.
34 Reddaway 1978, 128. See also Amalrik 1970 [1969], 10–17.
35 Sakharov 1990, 496, 744–745.
36 Original date 9 March 1968. The letter (Arkhiv Samizdata, doc. 20) is reprinted in Podiapolskii

2003, 113–114 and in Abuse of Psychiatry, 4–5 (which also includes an English translation as does
Brumberg 1970a, 173–176. A German translation is available in Gerstenmeier 1972, 272–273

[Gerstenmeier’s study does exist in English, as well]).
37 Esenin-Volpin was an eccentric personality, and his reputation among the dissidents was

fabulous. He had been in the psychiatric hospitals on five occasions since 1946, each time thanks

to his “obsession” for legally guaranteed civil rights. (Bukovsky 1979, 162, see also 234–241;

Daniel 2002, 233.) Shafarevich commented that “[Esenin-Volpin] was, of course, a fairly odd

person. But that is no basis for [putting him to a nuthouse] – mathematicians are almost all

strange.” (Cited in Gessen 1997, 39.) Shafarevich had acquainted himself with Volpin in Ashgabat

during the war years (Shafarevich 2003a).
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rapidly set free. As two experts in the Soviet abuse of psychiatry later commented,

“This large-scale petition within the Soviet Union itself was highly significant, being

the first of its kind in a case of the psychiatric internment of a dissenter.”38

The signatories were subjected to public repudiation, virtually all were denied

the right to attend conferences abroad, and some were dismissed or demoted.39

According to Aleksei Sosinskii [Alexei Sossinsky] many mathematicians under-

stood the letter’s almost immediate publication in the West as

a calculated leak by the KGB, then in the need of a causus belli. In any case, the letter was

the pretext for a crackdown at the Moscow University math department: the administration

at Mekh-Mat and the party leaders were all subsequently replaced by hard-liners. [As the]

‘party line in science’ principle was being widely reasserted, [. . .] any oasis for talented and
honest scientists could not be tolerated.40

This remark captures the Soviet authorities’ peculiar game in regulating non-

conformism: even the KBG could be hired to plead the cause of dissidents if the

primary goal in a given situation was attained and a certain balance of terror re-

achieved. Since scientists had more aces in their hands than ordinary citizens, with

them this game was particularly sophisticated.

The chillier winds that started blowing in the end of the sixties did not muzzle

Shafarevich. Sakharov recounts how Shafarevich walked up to him during the

General Assembly of the Academy of the Sciences in the spring of 1971, concerned

about the abuse of psychiatry, persecution of believers and other human rights

violations infringing upon the spiritual essence of man. He volunteered to take part

in the work of the independent committee for human rights Sakharov and other

activists had founded in the previous November.41

The founding of this committee – the Moscow Human Rights Committee – had

been an occasion of major importance in the country’s dissident circles.42 For

starters, its members had boldly held a press conference for fellow dissidents and

Western journalists publicising their rules and objectives.43 Its original members

were Sakharov, Valerii [Valery] Chalidze and Andrei Tverdokhlebov. Shafarevich

joined in officially on 20 May 1971,44 as the 21st issue of The Chronicle reported as
well. The occasion was noted in a KGB report to the party leadership, stating

38 Bloch & Reddaway 1977, 70–73. See also Zdravkovska 1993, viii; Fuchs 1993, 220; Novikov

1995, 57.
39 Bloch & Reddaway 1977, 70–73; Sossinsky 1993, 236.
40 Sossinsky 1993, 235. For other glimpses illustrating how crucial the backlash created by the

letter was for the mathematical community, see ibid., 236–237; Zdravkovska 1993, viii;

Rosenfield 1993, 82, 95, 98; Fuchs 1993, 220–222.
41 Sakharov 1990, 435–436. Shafarevich’s own account concurs with Sakharov’s, Shafarevich

1991 [1989]a, 233, see also 2004d, 156.
42 For a detailed study of the committee, see Klain 2004.
43 Sakharov 1990, 421–424; Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 255.
44Dokumenty komiteta, 124. An authentic source for the committee’s protocols was the samizdat

journal Obshchestvennye problemy edited by Chalidze.
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additionally in curious KGB jargon that “Shafarevich had been prophylactised as an

anti-Soviet personality in the fifties” – perhaps a reference to his expulsion from the

university in 1949.45 The committee additionally had “experts”, Esenin-Volpin and

Boris Tsukerman [Zuckermann], both well-versed in the legal aspect of human

rights cases, and “corresponding members”, the Nobel Laureate Aleksandr

Solzhenitsyn and the popular songwriter Aleksandr Galich. These two were to

give further credence to the venture by lending it their names.46 The members’

fame, prestige, and legal experience allowed the committee to act openly but

without direct interference of the authorities.47

The goals of the committee, as documented in its charter,48 included study of

human rights issues in socialist societies, furthering legal education, disseminating

documents on human rights, and most importantly, advisory assistance to the state

organs in creating and applying guarantees for human rights. In practice this meant

formulating recommendations for the Soviet government – purportedly much to its

annoyance.

While the committee documents certainly reveal some pomposity, its reverse

was insistence on strict professionalism. Indeed, its members have been called “lay

jurists”.49 The committee became an affiliate both of the Institute for the Rights of

Man in Strasbourg and the New York-based International League for the Rights of

Man.50 The chairman of the latter, John Carey, reported that since July 1971 the

League had “maintained by telephone a regular exchange of views” with the

committee and “regularly sen[t] United Nations documents to [it].”51 Barghoorn

has also noted that the fact that its members “scrupulously observed Soviet law and

assumed the role of respectful petitioners rather than militant complainers”

contributed to the committee being treated far better than an earlier venture of a

similar kind, the so-called Initiative group.52 Rigour in observing protocols and

examining legal complexities nevertheless threatened at times to sidetrack its work.

Commenting on this, Sakharov said later that

45 The KGB File, doc. 31.
46 Sakharov 1990, 424; Alekseeva 1992, 217.
47 Alekseeva 1992, 217; Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 255.
48Dokumenty komiteta, 11–15.
49 Dornan 1975, 389.
50 Bloch & Reddaway 1977, 83.
51 Carey 1972, 6–7.
52 Barghoorn 1975, 65. For the Initiative group, see Alekseeva 1992, 215–216. This group,

founded in 1969, “was an authors’ collective of 15 people”, which, according to Daniel 2002,

239, “soon had to devote a significant part of their letters to the fate of its own members who had

ended up behind bars.”
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Shafarevich and I tried to give priority to the primary tragic issues but Chalidze,

Tverdokhlebov and Volpin had a taste for the paradoxical and the extreme, and their

familiarity with the intricacies of the bylaws allowed them to set the agenda.53

Solzhenitsyn likewise suggests that “once Igor Shafarevich joined, the balance

gradually tipped in favour of action, and the committee made its most important

statements.”54

As a member of the Moscow Human Rights Committee, Shafarevich composed

and signed dozens of petitions addressed to Soviet officials and foreign

organisations – appeals for victims of human rights violations independent of

their nationality, conviction or political views; political and religious dissidents,

human rights activists in difficulty and minority nationalities exiled from their

native regions.55

Religion, a Neglected Issue

A significant monument of Shafarevich’s work on the Human Rights Committee

was the report Legislation on Religion in the Soviet Union, which he presented to

the committee in January 1973. This 80-page survey circulated widely in the Soviet

Union as samizdat, and the Paris-based Russian publishing house YMCA-Press

published it the same year.56 French and Italian translations came out later.57

One of the best experts of the Russian Orthodox Church of the Soviet era, the

late Jane Ellis, stressed Shafarevich’s report’s great significance in conditions

where exact information about the legal limits of religious freedom was available

only to a chosen few. As a corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences,

Shafarevich had access to relevant sources that were practically out of the reach of

ordinary mortals.58

Shafarevich presented laws, instructions, decrees and circulars regulating reli-

gious worship and the rights of believers, repeatedly underlining their mutual

53 Sakharov 1990, 436 [English: 327]. As a rule the excerpts from Sakharov’s Memoirs follow
Richard Lourie’s translation. Sakharov is not the most eloquent writer and Lourie has condensed

the text, making it more readable, but at times he has dissipated nuances and eliminated details.

Hence, I have departed from his text when a more literal translation makes a difference.
54 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 400 [English: 373].
55 See, for instance, The Chronicle’s issues from 1971–1975; Dokumenty komiteta; Sakharov
1974, 218–221, 232–234, 238–239.
56 Shafarevich 1973.
57 Législation sur la religion. Rapport au Comité des droits de l’homme, 1974 [by Seuil] and La
legislazione religiosa nell’URSS. Rapporto al Comitato per i diritti dell’uomo, 1976 [by Paoline].
58 Ellis 1986, 307. See also Rowe 1989, 144 as well as the contemporaneous assessments in

Beermann 1974 and references to Shafarevich’s report in samizdat documents: Volnoe slovo, No.
24, 42, 52, 105.
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inconsistency and equivocal formulations susceptible to arbitrary interpretation.

He pointed out that many laws and instructions flouted the freedom of conscience

the Soviet constitution granted. In addition, some regulations were practically

unobtainable – some had never even been published.59

He compared the legal data with the information about actual conditions for

professing religion. His sources included Soviet propaganda surveys for foreign

readers, the Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate – another publication unattainable
by ordinary citizens –, foreign encyclopaedias and studies, atheistic literature,

Soviet newspapers and journals, statements by church hierarchs, complaints and

pleas to officials by believers and other pieces of information by Samizdat. He

pointed out that there were weighty reasons to assume that the laws and instructions

were routinely violated by authorities, even if in most cases the legislation already

flagrantly restricted religious rights.60 His examples pertained to communities and

private persons, different stages and spheres of life, and covered major aspects of

religious life. He regretted that his data concerned mostly Orthodox Christians, and

emphasised that studies of other religious communities would also be necessary.

Reporting the difficulties he had had in gathering data, he wrote,

For instance, I did not manage to find one single source – be it by the state or by the church –

with such basic facts as the number of Orthodox churches currently open or the number of

the Orthodox clerics. In the Handbook of the Atheist it is possible to learn that the city of

Lubumbashi in the state of Kongo (Kinshasha) has two thousand Orthodox inhabitants or

that the state of Sierra Leone has approximately three thousand members of the Muslim sect

of the Ahmedis, but the book gives no figure of the Orthodox or Muslims in the Soviet

Union.61

In the end Shafarevich gave recommendations for new legislation concerning

religion and legal guarantees for its observance. He underlined that the separation

of state and church in 1917 had been a healthy move. However, religious freedom

should be respected in practice, atheistic education should not be obligatory but

elective, and the same should naturally apply to religious instruction.62 Under

conditions in which the state sanctioned even the slightest public religious expres-

sion of its citizens, it sounded hollow to speak about “the separation of state and

church”, he summarised.63

By and large the report was ambitious and its touch professional and objective.

Shafarevich cited his sources with scholarly precision, rigorously assessing their

credibility and representativeness. He confined himself to pointing out alarming

phenomena and practices in a matter-of-fact tone, carefully refraining from pathos.

Shafarevich’s report can be compared with the famous open letters to the

Patriarch of Moscow by the two parish priests, Gleb Iakunin and Nikolai Eshliman

59 Shafarevich 1973, passim, conclusively in 66.
60 Ibid., passim, conclusively in 66–67.
61 Ibid., 5–6.
62 Ibid., 70–74.
63 For this emphasis, see also his later interview, Shafarevich 1994 [1977/1978], 49.
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(in 1965),64 and by Solzhenitsyn (in 1972).65 It was another solid blow by consci-

entious Russian Orthodox Christians against the fear and sanctimoniousness forced

upon them. Shafarevich’s conclusions about the Soviet authorities’ illegal pressure

against believers, with which the hierarchs of the church were complying at times

seemingly too easily, were concordant with these open letters.

The theological and ecclesiastical implications of Shafarevich’s report were

nevertheless entirely different. Iakunin, Eshliman and Solzhenitsyn had addressed

themselves to the head of the church, calling on him to take better care of his

harassed flock and not to be so fearful of the truth, the ultimate essence of the

Church. This had given way to die-hard disputes among the faithful. Many of those

who were highly critical of Soviet policies and found the situation of the church

intolerable felt that these authors had chosen to throw the first stone (cf. John 8:7).

The burden of the Patriarch, constantly making decisions that affected the fates of

all Orthodox Christians in the country, was unbearable as it was, they argued,

saying that his judgement should thus be left to God. They also said that adoption of

the genre of open letters of reprimand had meant barring the conception of mutual

guilt, mercy and forgiveness.66

These critical arguments did not apply to Shafarevich’s report, addressed to the

neutral audience of the human rights group, for the neutral purpose of getting

acquainted with current social problems. However, circulating widely as a samiz-

dat, it was a strong signal of encouragement, providing a toolkit of legal support to

the believing laymen and church hierarchs alike, although entrusting the making of

pragmatic conclusions to the readers. In addition, Shafarevich’s understanding of

ecclesiastical and liturgical life was so profound that it was obvious to the readers

that he himself was a conscientious Orthodox Christian even if he did not explicitly

declare the fact.67 Finally, the knowledge that the report reached officialdom as well –

and not as a result of their breaking into secret networks but because the committee

shamelessly sent them their official papers, also sharing them with esteemed

international human rights organisations and releasing them to foreign

correspondents – could not but further strengthen the spirit of fearless resistance

of the faithful. It was thus natural that many ordinary people from rural towns and

64German text in an abridged form in Hauptmann & Stricker 1988, 840–848.
65 English text in Simon 1974, 202–205.
66 For major contributions to the debate concerning the Solzhenitsyn letter, see Zheludkov 1972;

Shmeman 1972a; 1972b; Meiendorf 1972; Ioann S. Frantsiskii 1972; Karelin 1972. Especially

Schmemann’s argument seems relevant: due his own sufferings and exceptional courage

Solzhenitsyn’s words weighed more than those of a detached judge. This goes also for Iakunin

and Eshliman, the two ordinary parish priests who knew better than well the Soviet punishments

for such statements and chose to speak nevertheless.
67 In Shafarevich’s case a similar choice of genre as that of Solzhenitsyn’s or Eshliman’s and

Iakunin’s would have ultimately been coquetry or, indeed, throwing the stones of judgement at

others from the safe ivory tower of an Academy member. Now, however, he took advantage of his

high post only because it enabled him to dig up information in places where others had no access.
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villages turned to Shafarevich in the hope of getting practical help from him.68 In

2004 he said that this experience had been agonising because in truth there was very

little he could do save listening and sharing their pain in this way.69

Shafarevich’s report had lastly a function in enlightening his fellow dissidents

and the intelligentsia. The tragic situation of the Soviet believers had thus far

remained something of a family matter only. Sakharov later recounted in his

Memoirs that

The tasks of establishing the freedom of religion and rights of the believers in the Soviet

Union are extremely topical and important. [. . .] Before 1971 I knew very little about these

problems. They acquired a specific place in the work of the Committee, especially thanks to

Shafarevich, who prepared a lengthy and well-argued lecture about the legal status of

religion in the Soviet Union. From this lecture [and other documents and contacts] I learnt

about the whole of the tragic sharpness and, simultaneously, the complexity of these

problems, their huge scale and human depth.70

Valerii Borshchov, a former activist for the rights of believers in the Soviet

Union, elaborates that while all layers of Soviet society had to suffer repression, the

Soviets never had total destruction of, say, the intelligentsia, peasants,71 or soldiers

on the agenda: “But the goal of the full destruction of religion, the Church, and,

consequently, the believers, was declared quite openly”. He highlights that already

before the beginning of the 1920s more than twenty thousand bishops, priests,

monks, nuns, and believing laymen were shot or arrested. At this time systematic

persecutions were diverted at the political rivals of the Bolsheviks only, not larger

groups, except for believers, that is. Borshchov states that

Many members of the intelligentsia, for instance, [. . .] Mandelshtam and [. . .] Akhmatova

then raised their voices in defence of the believers. But, unfortunately, the sarcastic laughter

of Ilf and Petrov72 or Erdman73 at the clergy that was being destroyed was closer for the

majority of the Soviet intelligentsia at that time. Indeed, the Soviet intelligentsia is also

responsible for the tragedy that befell the faithful of all confessions and religions.

Staggeringly, the intelligentsia did not notice how during the thaw, at the end of the

1950s and early 1960s, fifteen thousand churches were closed, and many destroyed. It

did not hear the cry for help of the two priests, Gleb Iakunin and Nikolai Eshliman, in 1965.

It did not take into account the 1972 Lenten Letter to Patriarch Pimen by [. . .] Solzhenitsyn.
[. . .] Against the background of these reactions to the plight of millions of compatriots, [. . .]
Sakharov raises his voice for the defence of believers. This voice was heard by many

members of the Soviet intelligentsia.74

68 See, for instance, Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 236–237; 2011b.
69 Shafarevich 2004n.
70 Sakharov 1990, 451 [English: 337].
71 Borshchov’s statement can be rightfully challenged as to the peasants, however. After all,

millions of them starved to death, perished in the camps and exile and were shot when agriculture

was collectivised.
72 Pseudonyms of the immensely popular Soviet humorists, Ilia Fainzilberg and Evgenii Kataev.
73 Nikolai Erdman, a playwright active in the twenties.
74 Borshchov 1990, 92–93. Cf. Dornan 1975, 380.
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In 1975 a new Religion Act was enacted in the Soviet Union. Gerhard Simon

notes that it “passed almost unnoticed” and brought “practically no real

innovations”. He assessed that its objective was “presumably to standardize State

church law which previously had been badly arranged and even contradictory in

many points. But this aim was not always achieved.”75 It is not entirely far-fetched

to assume that this was an official reaction, however substantially hollow, to

Shafarevich’s report having exposed embarrassingly clearly the utterly unprofes-

sional, wanton character of the religious legislation in the Soviet Union and its

having been widely noticed both in the Soviet Union and abroad.

The Committee Withers Away

During 1971 the Moscow Human Rights Committee released a number of

documents condemning the abuse of psychiatry for political purposes.76 Among

them was an appeal to the Fifth World Conference of the World Psychiatric

Association in Mexico City, instrumental in awakening Western specialists to this

problem. It was published in The [London] Times.77 The struggle for the victims of

psychiatric abuse remained a major concern of the committee up to its end.

By late 1972, the committee had lost two of its members, Chalidze and

Tverdokhlebov, and its two experts, Tsukerman and Volpin. Chalidze had left for

the United States and Tsukerman and Volpin for Israel. Now the committee

consisted of Sakharov, Shafarevich and the physicist Grigorii Podiapolskii, who

had joined in October 1972.78 They continued their weekly meetings in 1973 and

1974.79

In early 1973 the members passed a communiqué to the Russian-language press

in the West answering frequently asked questions about the committee’s activities.

Shafarevich said,

Our country is now facing a host of exceptionally important, difficult problems: economic,

social, and spiritual. It is possible to resolve them only with the exertion of strength, self-

sacrifice, and the initiatives of all citizens. Here the Human Rights Committee can also play

a role, since it is a unique association for our country, being founded on an entirely legal

basis and simultaneously not controlled by the state in any way. I see the most important

task of the committee as familiarising ourselves with the most fundamental social and legal

issues in our life. About many of them we all have an inexcusably vague idea.80

75 Simon 1976, 49–50.
76 Published in Dokumenty Komiteta, 125–237. See also Sakharov 1990, 436.
77 23 Oct. 1971. See also Bloch & Reddaway 1984, 43 and 1977, 83–84; Klain 2004, 56.
78 Alekseeva 1992, 217, 235; Petrenko-Podiapolskaia & Podiapolskaia-Dykina 2003, 3.
79 Sakharov 1990, 519.
80Khronika zashchity. . . , No. 1, 46.

Shafarevich in the Moscow Dissidents’ Human Rights Committee 57



Sakharov continued,

Naturally, we have done substantially less than we would have wanted. In the work of the

committee we have not always managed to avoid a pseudo-scientific approach which leads

beyond vitally important issues. Some documents have been dedicated to questions

concerning only a very narrow group of people. But I think it important that the work has

been started and that it is being continued.81

Only in 1990, when there were no longer strategic reasons to conceal critical

comments, Shafarevich noted that for him the essence of the work of the human

rights movement had been its “unwritten spirit”, defence of human dignity and

righteousness, not jurisprudence.82 He lamented that the committee had become an

organ spreading information about human rights matters rather than a functioning

source of help for those in trouble:

I expected that the dissident movement should work as a power for rightfulness, be

concerned about the future of the country and the people and take responsibility for their

fate. In the committee these expectations were realised only little.83

Sakharov says in his Memoirs that in 1974

we all felt that the Committee had outlived its usefulness. [. . .] Our meetings turned into

information-sharing sessions. We [the Sakharov family] became friendly with the

Podiapolskiis, but as to the Committee, we gradually started to mention its existence

more rarely. Shafarevich had already left our company by this time.84

Another aspect of the truth is that in 1973 and 1974 in particular authorities tried

by every means to hinder the committee from working in a meaningful way.85 This

had to do with a crisis of the whole of the dissident movement.

Even with its weaknesses the Human Rights Committee was a weighty testi-

mony to the morale of those defending the freedom of man both to the authorities

and to the dissidents themselves in their unequal battle of wills. In several instances

Andropov, the head of the KGB, voiced concern about the committee in his reports

to the party leadership. In April 1971 he stated:

Because of Western radio broadcasts and the bourgeois press, the creation of the so-called

Human Rights Committee in the USSR has gained such wide publicity that it is viewed as

some sort of real ‘political force’. Rumours about it are circulating in our country, as well.86

Indeed, the committee was an ambitious and in many ways successful effort to

broaden the work of the human rights activists beyond the small circle of the

Moscow intelligentsia and to direct attention to issues such as defence of (all)

religious believers or (all) forcibly exiled peoples.

81 Ibid.
82 Shafarevich 1990b, 7.
83 Shafarevich 1990a, 97.
84 Sakharov 1990, 519–520 [English: 381].
85 Barghoorn 1975, 65.
86 The KGB File, doc. 28.
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Shafarevich’s Companionships with Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn

Shafarevich and Sakharov shared a common outlook in their work on human rights.

Their accounts of one another have remained cordial ever since.87 Yet Shafarevich

had a much closer friend in Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. Solzhenitsyn has himself

claimed that he had no other soulmate like Shafarevich:

With Igor Shafarevich we were truly together, shoulder to shoulder [. . .] We were united

not by memories of the past (we shared none), nor by our present struggle with the Dragon –

no, we were united by a stronger bond, our common views about the future of Russia.88

When I questioned Shafarevich in 2002, he, too, admitted that before

Solzhenitsyn’s exile in 1974 Solzhenitsyn indeed was his closest friend.89

This is how Solzhenitsyn describes their first encounter:

We had met at the beginning of 1968. Since I attached value to time, but none at all to

grimaces at the dining table, I had turned down many acquaintances, being particularly

disappointed with the academics. So I was dubious about this one too, and went to see him

just for half an hour. The ruggedness, the solidity of the man – not only in his presence but

in his whole way of life – was obvious and likable from the start. But our first conversation

did not become serious. An absurd coincidence even got in the way: He had some coloured

pictures of Adriatic scenery on his desk; he had been there on scientific secondment and

was showing them to me for one reason or another. It was not at all like him – it would be

hard to think of a bigger contradiction. And I decided that he was one of those pampered

with trips abroad (nothing could have been further from the truth!), and that this kind is

hopeless in practical matters. I told him that as many academics as I have met, all love to

talk and even serve up courageous comments, but when the time comes to act they are all

missing. And I left.90 [. . .] Only during the third time we met did we start to see the outline

of the work we would do together.91

Shafarevich’s first impressions of Solzhenitsyn are interesting as well,

A joyful exuberant man with a red beard comes in, bringing to mind a Dutch skipper. He

didn’t resemble for the least that drained writer whose photograph I had seen before.

87 For Shafarevich’s words, see Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 232–233. For Sakharov’s words, see

further in this chapter. Sakharov did sign an open letter in which Russophobia was condemned,

however (“Ochen prostoe predlozhenie”), and his acquaintance later reminisced that Sakharov had

been pained because it was written by Shafarevich, of all people (Perelman 1996, 510).
88 See Solzhenitsyn 1975, 432 [English: 404]. These words have later been quoted for numerous

different purposes, especially in connection with the Russophobia scandal. Andrei Amalrik, for

one, has referred to them sourly and not very convincingly: “Of him alone Solzhenitsyn writes

with praise, albeit more out of duty than warmth”. (Amalrik 1991 [1982], 393.) See also the

lengthier excerpt of Solzhenitsyn’s words in Ch. 1.
89 Shafarevich 2002a.
90 As Shafarevich later recounted, around this time Solzhenitsyn had a great thirst for like-minded

associates after the long years of extreme secrecy and solitude far from the cultural circles of

Moscow. He said further that Solzhenitsyn had a somewhat cunning habit of arranging for himself

an invitation in other people’s homes whenever he wanted to get acquainted with somebody in

order to be free to leave any time himself. (Shafarevich 2008a.)
91 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 432 [English: 404].
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And then he stunned me entirely when he said that most of all he likes pasties. So this is

how we got acquainted. [. . .] In fact, it’s all thoroughly described by Aleksandr Isaevich in
his memoirs. He sent those pages to me in Moscow beforehand through Western

correspondents, asking whether it’s alright to publish them, and won’t it be harmful to

me, remaining in the Soviet Union. I gave my assent.92

Shafarevich was virtually the only man of Solzhenitsyn’s own age whom the

writer occasionally refers to using the first name only. Keeping in mind the

conservative Russian rules on accosting people, this difference between simple

“Igor” and “Igor Rostislavovich” reveals their mutual relations as most cordial and

confidential.93 Shafarevich is also the godfather of Solzhenitsyn’s second son

Ignat.94

Vladimir Maksimov, since 1974 the editor of the émigré journal Kontinent,
remembers Solzhenitsyn having recommended Shafarevich to its editorial board by

saying that “He is the person closest to me in spirit and character.”95 Michael

Scammell, the author of a pioneering, albeit slightly biased biography of Solzhenitsyn,

even claims that Solzhenitsyn had persuaded the other members of the Human Rights

Committee to elect his new friend Shafarevich a member, after which “Shafarevich

seems to have operated more or less as Solzhenitsyn’s agent”.96 This view of

92 Shafarevich 2008b, for another similar account, see 2010a, 110.
93 Knowing that the KGB had a special operations unit to deal exclusively with Solzhenitsyn –

consisting of “theoreticians”, “planners”, and “implementers” (Ivanov 1996 [1992], 677, see also

Scammell 1994 and Andrew &Mitrokhin 1999, 405) – it must have had quite a stock of documents

about Shafarevich as well. Its archives remain sealed, however. Just some glimpses can be caught

among the documents related to the Human Rights Committee and published as part of the

selection in The KGB File of Andrei Sakharov.
As for the KGB file on Solzhenitsyn – reportedly enough material to fill up a small van – it was

burned in 1990 on orders from above. (Fredrikson 2004, 80. This information originates from

Fredrikson’s interview with Vladimir Bakatin, the KGB head since 1991.) Some politbureau

documents discussing Solzhenitsyn’s fate have been published, however. Here, too, Shafarevich

is mentioned. The Soviet Council of Ministers was informed by the KGB, for instance, how “On 9

April [1972], Solzhenitsyn held a dinner party on the occasion of the religious holiday of Easter

[. . .] Apart from the relatives of Solzhenitsyn’s mistress [i.e., future wife Natalia Svetlova], the

dinner was attended by Shafarevich, a corresponding member of the USSR Academy of Sciences,

and Stolyarova [About Natalia Stoliarova, see Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 487–508 [English: 126–148]]

[. . .]. These two fully share Solzhenitsyn’s views and had assisted him in his preparations [to

receive the Nobel laureate’s paraphernalia at the Swedish Embassy in Moscow].” (According to

Scammell 1994, 215, Russian original in Kremlevskii samosud, 221.)
The diary of Lev Kopelev, Solzhenitsyn’s old companion from the prisons, also attests to

Solzhenitsyn’s and Shafarevich’s close relations. Earlier in 1972 Kopelev had celebrated Shrove-

tide at Solzhenitsyn’s in the company of Heinrich B€oll and his wife, who were visiting

Solzhenitsyn in Moscow, and Shafarevich. Kopelev described Shafarevich as “a quiet man with

very good manners who speaks German very correctly”. (Orlova & Kopelev 1990 [1988], 172.)
94 Shafarevich 2008b.
95Maksimov 1994. Maksimov then complained that Solzhenitsyn nevertheless did not care to

defend Shafarevich who has been “maliciously hounded already for years now [i.e., by 1994]”.

I come back to this issue in Ch. 8.
96 Scammell 1984, 795.
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Shafarevich does not do justice to the reality, nor do any other accounts support it in

any way. In fact, among dissidents Shafarevich was regarded as unwavering in his

convictions.97 Scammell, too, balances this statement with another one,

[Shafarevich] was close to both Svetlova [i.e., Solzhenitsyn’s second wife and foremost

confidant, and Shafarevich’s former student] and Solzhenitsyn, and it seems that he

exercised a considerable influence on Solzhenitsyn’s thinking at this time, particularly in

strengthening his feelings of patriotism.98

Indeed, it did not remain unclear to anyone that the views of Shafarevich and

Solzhenitsyn had very much in common. Sakharov, who had persistent

disagreements with Solzhenitsyn on a number of issues, wrote in his Memoirs
that “Shafarevich’s basic position was very close to Solzhenitsyn’s (and I do not

97 See, for instance, Ianov’s word’s in Ch. 1 and Amalrik 1991 [1982], 392–393. Amalrik describes

having gone around Moscow gathering signatures for an appeal he had composed for the defence

of Andrei Sakharov in 1975, after the latter had been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize and a huge

campaign of slander against him had been orchestrated in the Soviet press. Shafarevich refused to

sign, which made Amalrik huffy. Having recounted how the writer Nadezhda Mandelshtam

[Mandelstam] had refused to sign, admitting she was scared to lose the apartment with a private

toilet she had eventually managed to get, Amalrik continued: “I suppose that Igor Rostislavovich

Shafarevich, a corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences, had never had to struggle with

this problem. [As Ch. 2 showed, Amalrik’s sideswipe was groundless.] Nor do I think he was

afraid of signing the petition.” Amalrik specifies that Shafarevich refused to sign because he was

worried that if the authorities were successfully pressured to let Sakharov leave the country for the

ceremony, they would have a chance to strip him of his citizenship and not allow him back – an

argument Amalrik scorns as absurd. (Ibid., 384–385, 392–393.) The issue is connected with

emigration, to be dealt with in Ch. 5, which will show that Shafarevich’s worry was not absurd

at all.

Amalrik also left unsaid that already two years earlier Shafarevich, Galich, and Maksimov had

proposed that the Nobel Peace Prize be awarded to Sakharov in their open statement (quoted in The
New York Times, 8 Sept. 1973). Just a few days before this Shafarevich, being the first Soviet

scientist to do so, had also written a petition for Sakharov’s defence when he had been viciously

attacked in the press (Shafarevich 1994 [1973]b. This statement had been noted prominently in The
New York Times, 5 Sept. 1973). It is thus not entirely far-fetched to assume that Amalrik was

annoyed because Shafarevich had refused to give his prestigious name to his appeal. Incidentally,
The KGB File of Andrei Sakharov (doc. 102) lets it be known that Shafarevich had also been

among those people “hostile to the state and social system of our country” who sent

congratulations to Sakharov when he had eventually been awarded the Nobel Prize.

For another contemporaneous account, see Grigorenko 1997 [1981], 567. Petro Grigorenko, a

Major General in the Red Army, who became a dissident when he openly criticised the party,

recalls his acquaintance with human rights activists, Shafarevich among their number: “[My]

relations with [Shafarevich] characterise perhaps most fully this circle of ours. It is surely not

possible to find two other people whose opinions would diverge so. Nevertheless we managed to

speak and to agree. More than that, I can say that I loved to talk with him, and more than once we

mutually adjusted our views. Even now I miss his quiet voice, as if hurrying ahead.” For

Shafarevich’s warmest and most respectful words about Grigorenko, see Shafarevich 1991

[1989]a, 232–233.
98 Scammell 1984, 671.
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even know which of the two was the leading figure). In later years this was reflected

in our mutual relations, but I never lost my great respect for him.”99

A key to understanding these convictions of Solzhenitsyn and Shafarevich –

which were yet to make them increasingly uncomfortable with many of their

dissident fellows and vice versa – are Solzhenitsyn’s concluding words about his

first encounters with Shafarevich:

That year [1968] was probably the noisiest in the history of the ‘democratic movement’,

and began to look dangerously like the early 1900s: mere rejection, nothing but demands

for freedom! But what next – this is something nobody considered seriously, feeling

responsibility for our hapless country – so as to save her from another ferocious experience,

a second evisceration, at the hands of people who would just as soon see her dead.100

At this point the essence and significance of these worries may still seem

obscure, but the following chapters will hopefully shed more light on them.

Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s close co-operation came to an abrupt end in

February of 1974, when Solzhenitsyn was arrested to be deported to Germany.

Even during these dramatic moments, Shafarevich was present. The KGB patrol

came when they were discussing their common project From Under the Rubble.101

Just before Solzhenitsyn’s arrest the two had been writing an appeal against the

forcible treatment of General Grigorenko in a psychiatric hospital, to be eventually

published in March 1974.102

Soon Shafarevich and Sakharov presented a samizdat compilation of documents

concerning Solzhenitsyn’s harassment, arrest, and deportation for Western

journalists. It was later published in Paris.103 This was one of the last joint ventures

of Shafarevich and Sakharov. Sakharov was to direct his attention all the more to

defence of dissidents and the right to emigration, Shafarevich to the lack of spiritual

freedom inside the Soviet Union, the rights of believers, andRussian national revival.

The Price of Dissent: Difficulties for Shafarevich

David Bonavia, the Moscow correspondent of The [London] Times (himself

expelled from the Soviet Union in 1972), wrote that,

in 1971, despite his association with the Human Rights Committee, [Shafarevich] was

actually reelected a member of the Lenin Prize Awards Committee.104 [. . .] Here is a man

who not only appends his signature to protest documents, and attends dissident gatherings,

99 Sakharov 1990, 436 [English: 327].
100 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 432–433 [English: 404–405].
101 Ibid., 431–439; Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 230; 2008b.
102 Solzhenitsyn & Shafarevich 1996 [1974], see also Solzhenitsyn 1995, 596.
103 Zhit ne po lzhi.
104 The authorities simply could not prevent this since Shafarevich was the chairman of the

Moscow Mathematical Society, which had a right to nominate candidates for the winners of the

Lenin Prize. As a concerned émigré mathematician specified, this right was very formal, however,
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but is apparently not persecuted for it, and has maintained an extremely prestigious job.

[. . .] How long this situation can last is anyone’s guess. Professor Shafarevich appears to be

a pleasant man of wide interests, who speaks good English (he has travelled abroad), and is

prepared to discuss frankly such questions as comparative higher education, which most

Soviet intellectuals would rarely talk about with foreigners, for fear of saying the wrong

thing and having it reported.105

Indeed, up to 1972 Shafarevich could still evade difficulty. He has said that the

mathematician Ivan Petrovskii, the rector of Moscow University – and hence a

member of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet – was largely responsible for

keeping him from falling into the clutches of the ideological functionaries:

I remember one startling conversation a few months before Petrovsky’s death. ‘They are

pressuring me to fire you,’ Petrovsky said. ‘But I’m clever. I told them it’s awkward in the

middle of the semester. It will create a bad impression on the students. And by the end of the

semester they’ll forget about it. In that way I’ve already managed to drag it out for quite

a few years.’106

The conjunction of Petrovskii’s death and release of Shafarevich’s report on the

legislation on religion to the Human Rights Committee in January 1973 portended

change.107 Besides, starting in 1973, the authorities, determined to crush all non-

conformity, considerably toughened their line. They arrested many dissidents, sent

them to forced labour camps and psychiatric treatment, and pressured them to emigrate.

They also tried to sow distrust and discord in their midst, achieving a major victory

when two imprisoned veteran human rights activists broke down under interrogation in

late 1973 and revealed many closely held secrets of the dissident community.108

Although Sakharov and Shafarevich, being members of the Academy of

Sciences, could not be touched directly, the authorities did their best to isolate

them. The KGB also chronically bullied high-ranking citizens involved in dissident

activities with house searches and other everyday trouble, threatening their family

members and punishing less-known citizens assisting them. Scared colleagues

helped to make their position hard and lonely.109

because while the society’s “lists reflect[ed] real value of nominees and their prestige among

mathematicians, [. . .] very few of these nominees have been elected”. (Dolgachev no date.)
105 Bonavia 1973, 14–15. Bonavia continued that “Professor Shafarevich was [at Valerii Chalidze’s

birthday party in 1971], talking freely and articulately to foreigners and openly demonstrating his

alignment with the dissident movement. He expressed willingness to receive telephone calls from

foreigners at home – a very rare thing for a person in such an official position.” (Ibid., 22.)
106 Shafarevich 1977a. (Petrovskii had also invited Shafarevich back to the university towards the

end of the Stalin era after his first dismissal, ibid.) This story is recounted also in Zdravkovska

1989, 23–24.
107 Shafarevich has recounted, though, that Petrovskii’s successor Rem Khokhlov likewise

managed to postpone Shafarevich’s expulsion from the university for some time (Zdravkovska

1989, 24).
108 How this leak affected the community has been explained in numerous studies and memoirs.

See also Andrew & Mitrokhin 1999, 408–413.
109 Smith 1985 [1976], 558. See also Sakharov 1990.
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In August 1973, Solzhenitsyn told foreign journalists that Shafarevich was not

allowed to keep contact with colleagues abroad, that he was being frozen out of the

university and that the careers of his students were being systematically blocked.110

Solzhenitsyn also mentioned that Shafarevich’s phone was being routinely

tapped.111

In 1975 Shafarevich lost his right to lecture and to supervise students at Moscow

University, thus losing his professorship in all but name.112 He retained his

researcher position at the Steklov Institute of the Academy of Sciences because,

according to the rules of the Academy, there was no way to deprive him of it.

Shortly before his expulsion, however, The Chronicle reported that the dissidents

feared official pressure on Sakharov and Shafarevich would lead to their dismissal

from the Academy.113

Miles Reid, a British mathematician who had spent the academic year 1975–1976

inMoscow, wrote a report on Shafarevich’s position since upon his arrival “a number

of mathematicians expressed interest in Shafarevich’s well-being”. Reid recorded

that “mathematically, his school is flourishing” but that there were “continuing

attempts to prevent him from taking on new students, and to prevent him having

the opportunity to influence students in the university.”114 Soon Shafarevich was

expelled from the scientific council of the institute and, in the autumn of 1977, he lost

his position as Assistant Chief Editor of the journal of the Academy of Sciences,

Izvestiia Akademii Nauk.115 There were also incidents in which his name was

dropped from translations of scientific publications.116 When, in 1976, one of his

students was expelled from the university because Shafarevich had attended his

seminar, Shafarevich sent a short communiqué to the West.117

110 Solzhenitsyn 1975 [1973]b, 594. See also Khronika zashchity. . . , No. 4, 23. Some years later

Shafarevich said of himself: “In recent years not a single one of my students was kept for graduate

work at the University.” (Shafarevich 1977a.)
111 Solzhenitsyn 1975 [1973]b, 588: “We are used to speaking in the presence of the state security

service, day and night. When a recording tape finishes, they unceremoniously cut the call in order

to put in another one, and meanwhile we are yelling ‘hello’ in order to get a connection again.

Rostropovich, Sakharov, Shafarevich, Chukovskaia and many other acquaintances of mine are in

the same position.”
112Khronika zashchity. . ., No. 17, 34; Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1975]a. See also Shafarevich 1990a, 98.
113Khronika zashchity. . ., No. 15, 34–35.
114 Reid 1976.
115 Shafarevich 2008a; Spector 1992a.
116 Lang 1977; Reid 1976.
117 Shafarevich 1977a: “A year ago I was dismissed from Moscow University, where I had been

teaching since 1944 [. . .]. At the time, I believed that this action affected only myself, and I did not

publicize it. But now, a year later, my student, A. N. Tyurin, a doctor of physical and mathematical

sciences, has been dismissed from the University simply because I attended his seminar. After this,

I no longer have the right to remain silent.”

This student, Andrei Tiurin, also happened to be the ex-husband of Solzhenitsyn’s wife Natalia

Svetlova, another mathematician. Tiurin had given indispensable help to Solzhenitsyn in hiding

manuscripts and guarding the remaining Solzhenitsyn family after Solzhenitsyn’s exile when they
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It is quite clear that for many years political considerations prevented the

appointment of Shafarevich, one of the most distinguished mathematicians of the

Soviet Union, to Academy’s full membership.118 A contemporaneous memoran-

dum by an émigré mathematician stated that “Shafarevich [was] always at the top of

the list of nominees to Full members of the Academy” prepared by fellow

mathematicians at the Moscow Mathematical Society but that his name was

regularly wiped out by the political organs.119

In these difficulties Shafarevich was remembered by foreign colleagues. After he

had publicly defended Sakharov when the latter became a target of the massive

campaign of slander,120 The Chronicle reported that he had received telegrams

from leading American mathematicians greeting him as “a great mathematician and

courageous man”.121 Influential foreign colleagues also remembered Shafarevich,

“one of the most respected mathematicians of the world”, when he lost his right to

lecture at the Moscow University in 1975. Their open letters were published on the

most prestigious mathematical forums and on the pages of The New York Times.122

Foreign universities and academies of sciences accorded him the professional

rewards he was denied in the Soviet Union for political reasons. He received the

were preparing to join him (Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 531–535, 574). Tiurin’s expulsion may thus have

been a forfeit for his loyalty to the Solzhenitsyns at least as much as it was another attempt to create

a sort of bumper zone of fear around Shafarevich. The KGB was typically playing hide-and-seek

with the dissidents and their helpers, confusing them and connecting things in ways seemingly

most convenient for itself. However, now, again, it was playing at least as badly as it was playing

well. This is because by discrediting Tiurin for a professional reason, and moreover, one in which

Tiurin’s deeds had no connection with the punishment meted out to him, the authorities gave

Shafarevich – who certainly was well aware of Tiurin’s double role as his student and one of the

most trusted helpers of the Solzhenitsyn family – a most convenient reason to alert their Western

colleagues to his case. Consequently, after this the Tiurin case was visibly taken notice of in

virtually all the appeals for Shafarevich’s defence. For some more background, see Persson 2011.

Incidentally, Solzhenitsyn has recounted that Sergei Demushkin, another younger mathemati-

cian colleague of Shafarevich’s (as well as his close trusted friend, see Shafarevich 1991e, 555),

was also one of his (Solzhenitsyn’s) invaluable “invisible” helpers at that time (Solzhenitsyn

1996a, 534). Other names flickering in Solzhenitsyn’s book-length tribute to his invisible allies,

which come across when Shafarevich thanks (in the perestroika editions of his books) his own

helpers and supporters, are Igor Khokhlushkin, Margarita Sheffer, and Natalia Stoliarova (ibid;

Shafarevich 1991e, 555–556).
118 See, for instance, Khronika zashchity. . . , No. 4, 23.
119 Dolgachev no date. Shafarevich’s teacher, academician Delone noted in a contemporaneous

interview: “Some strive a lot to become academicians and not corresponding members. To me this

seems quite senseless since it’s an extra 200 roubles, but that’s it. There’s no more honour because

in our country some corresponding members are better than the best academicians. Shafarevich is

a corresponding member and will always be that.” (Delone 2005, 132.)
120 Shafarevich 1994 [1973]b; Sakharov 1990, 533; Spector 1992a.
121Khronika zashchity. . ., No. 4. See also Shafarevich 1994 [1992]a, 402.
122 Ahlfors et al. 1976; Mumford et al. 1977; Atiyah et al. 1977a and 1977b. Western

mathematicians also wrote privately to Soviet officials, alarmed by his treatment. Examples of

these letters are Lang et al. 1977; Lang 1976 and 1977.
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Heineman Prize of the Academy of Sciences in G€ottingen in 1973123 and was

elected an honorary member of the National Academy of Sciences of the United

States in 1974.124

It was Shafarevich’s position as a corresponding member of the Soviet Academy

of Sciences that was crucial in saving him from imprisonment and major persecu-

tion. It certainly also was helpful to have behind him a vigilant army of foreign

mathematicians and to be widely known in the West as a brave human rights

activist. The Soviet officials were likewise aware that his friend Solzhenitsyn,

still at this time the object of greediest interest in the Western media, would be

ready to do his utmost to turn Shafarevich’s persecution to their own humiliation.125

123 Shafarevich 1994 [1973]a. See also Khronika zashchity. . ., No. 20–21, 34.
124 Spector 1992b.
125 This becomes obvious when reading the seemingly endless, and meticulously documented,

speculations of the country’s leadership about how best to deal with the Solzhenitsyn problem at

each point in time, both before and after his exile (Scammell 1994). Solzhenitsyn also wrote an

appeal to the press in defence of Shafarevich (Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1975]a) and applied for

Shafarevich “behind the scenes”, writing letters to leading mathematicians in the West, urging

them to support their colleague in danger. One such letter is included in the unpublished

Shafarevich File (Lang no date) compiled by the late Serge Lang of Yale, the addressee of the

letter. Apparently due to copyright reasons it is missing in its published version, Lang 1998. See

also Solzhenitsyn’s own mentioning in his diaries of the exile years, Sketches in Exile, about the
need to put other works aside to defend Shafarevich (Solzhenitsyn 1998, 142). Had Shafarevich

been, say, imprisoned, Solzhenitsyn would have been sure to raise a ruckus.
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Chapter 4

The First Disputes About the Soviet –

and Russian – Future

Sakharov’s and Amalrik’s Early Contributions

I turn now to some important openings for discussion in official as well as

clandestine writing since the end of the sixties. They brought to the surface many

suppressed frictions of the past decades of silence and established the basis for

future debate. They are also considerably relevant for understanding Shafarevich’s

statements and emphases to come.

First, I will briefly introduce two very famous early samizdats, Andrei

Sakharov’s Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence, and Intellectual Free-
dom and Andrei Amalrik’s Will the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984?, both of

which Shafarevich would later comment on. After this, some polemics in the

official press will be discussed. They illuminate the Soviet ideology’s perverted

relation to the Russian cultural traditions that, as Ch. 2 revealed, Shafarevich felt

deeply bound to. Lastly I will present the samizdat (and tamizdat) collection

Metanoia which likewise concerned the cultural and spiritual traditions of the

Soviet Union and Russia. Shafarevich later said that many of his more recent

texts, Russophobia among them, were written with the intention to counter and

question some of its ideas. His earliest commentaries onMetanoia appearing in the

compilation From Under the Rubble as well as his ensuing direct and indirect

commentaries on all these debates will be discussed in the next chapter and

thereafter.

Andrei Sakharov’s 1968 Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence, and Intel-
lectual Freedom1 can be dubbed with good reason as the unofficial opening of the

political samizdat discourse. It attained unprecedented attention primarily due to

Sakharov’s enormous scientific value to the Soviet state and his consequent

untouchability as a samizdat author. It not only circulated widely inside the country

but was published in more than a staggering eighteen million copies around the

1 Sakharov 1974 [1968–1973], 55–114. For its history, see Sakharov 1990, 371–383.
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world in 1968 and 1969.2 Nevertheless, Sakharov’s stature as a foremost moral

authority in the country owes not as much to this text as to his practical deeds as a

human rights activist during the years to come.3 His text was hardly even half as

bold as Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s open letter to his fellow members of the Writers’

Union the previous year, another landmark of Soviet samizdat writing.4

In the spirit of convergence very popular in the West, Sakharov endorsed

rapprochement between the socialist and capitalist systems and a stop to the arms

race. He later summarised his pamphlet’s leading idea as follows:

Economic, social, and ideological convergence should bring about a scientifically

governed, democratic, pluralistic society free of intolerance and dogmatism, a humanitar-

ian society which would care for the Earth and its future, and would embody the positive

features of both systems. [. . .] I freely acknowledged that my vision was somewhat utopian,

but I remain convinced that the exercise was worthwhile.5

Sakharov’s theses were based on arguments about the prospects of economic

growth as well as other socio-economic factors, not on ideology as such. He was

careful not to show socialism in a compromising light and had apparently genuine

hopes for “socialism with a human face”.

The text was met with enormous enthusiasm in the West. Even the “notoriously”

modest Sakharov noted himself that it was “well received by liberal intellectuals

abroad. [My views] coincided in large part with theirs.”6

Andrei Amalrik’s samizdat response to Sakharov, Will the Soviet Union Survive
Until 1984?,7 became another samizdat classic. It is worthy of note here as a target of

Shafarevich’s later critical comments in From Under the Rubble and Russophobia.
Amalrik, a former exile to Siberia convicted for “parasitism”, was one of those who

had actively supported Siniavskii and Daniel during their trial. At the end of the

1960s he was known as the Moscow dissidents’ “first – and practically only – regular

2 Sakharov 1990, 381.
3 As Shafarevich later noted, not being the only one to do so, Sakharov had an astonishingly pure

and uncompromising personality which was particularly evident in his refusal to profess shame for

doing what he thought to be right (Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 232. See also Solzhenitsyn 1975,

396).
4 In this letter (Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1967]) Solzhenitsyn called the Union to free itself from the

suffocating grip of the ideology with an unprecedented boldness. This letter circulated widely and

whipped up battle spirit among his dissenting contemporaries. For one, Leonid Pliushch, a

dissident to-be from Kiev, saw in it a flash of “hope that the intelligentsia, at least in the

humanities, had been awakened and would not be silent any longer.” (Pliushch 1979, 210. For

documents on the backing Solzhenitsyn received, see Labedz 1970, 81–169; Slovo probyvaet,
211–241. For an overview of the major contributions to the samizdat discourse, see Krasnov

1988.)
5 Ibid., 374 [English: 282].
6 Ibid., 282 [English: 288–289]. A representative example of the Western reactions is Barghoorn

1975.
7 Amalrik 1970 [1969].
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‘connection’ with theWest”.8 Hired to write articles on cultural life for the state news

agency, he had developed contacts with Western correspondents.

InWill the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984? Amalrik scorned aspirations about

convergence, although not mentioning Sakharov by name. Rational changes, he

said, would be possible only if life was based on something at least partly rational,

but this was not the way it was in the Soviet Union. Its system would fall,

succumbing to its own impossibility. He hinted that Soviet irrationality and persis-

tent attachment to authoritarian ways had their origin in the Russian character.9

Lamenting that Marxist ideas had never really taken root in Russia, he claimed that

the system was now reinforcing great-Russian nationalism, and giving way to a cult

of power and expansionism. Compared with these prospects for the future, the

horrors of revolutions would seem idyllic, he prophesied.10

Soon after Amalrik was arrested, and he spent the following six years in prison

camps and in exile. In 1976 he was allowed, or forced, to emigrate – depending on

one’s point of view [for the peculiarities of Soviet emigration, see Ch. 5]. He died in

1980.11

Sakharov had a more permanent adversary in the person of Solzhenitsyn. His

When Breathing and Consciousness Return, to be discussed in Ch. 5, was another

direct reply to Sakharov. It can even be maintained that almost all of the later

discourse of dissidents and emigrants about the essence of the Soviet system, the

future of the country and modern social life was in one way or another commentary

on the notions of these two thinkers, Andrei Sakharov and Aleksandr

Solzhenitsyn.12 This is understandable because with people of their stature the

officials were forced to act more gently, thus providing them the opportunity to

spread their ideas. Their reputations also made it easier for them to attract the

greatest attention among the samizdat readers. Paradoxically the massive official

campaigns of slander against them in 1973–1974 only strengthened their status as

the unofficial leaders of the dissident world.

The Controversy over Nationalism, Soviet Style

Another controversy triggered in 1968 had not only a profound impact on the future

dissident debates but it also shaped considerably the ideological atmosphere of the

country. As such it is instructive in terms of understanding Shafarevich’s future

statements.

8 Alekseeva 1992, 209.
9 Amalrik 1970 [1969], 27–31.
10 Ibid., 35–36.
11 Litvinov 1991, 3, 4.
12 For this claim, see Fein 1989, 702; Krasnov 1988, 358–364; Kelley 1982.
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A prominent literary journal Molodaia gvardiia published a series of articles

which elicited passionate reactions. Dunlop has called two of them, Viktor

Chalmaev’s Great Quests13 and Inevitability,14 “the most sensational salvos in a

patriotic barrage that burst forth from Molodaia gvardiia in the late 1960s”.15

Indeed, even if ideologically orthodox in many ways, these texts went against the

official interpretation of Russian history in a rather striking manner.

Chalmaev pushed the notion that Russian historical, cultural and spiritual

traditions were of value and worth preserving. He hinted, outrageously from the

point of view of official doctrine, that the October Revolution was a continuation of

the valiant spirit of Russian history and its national traditions.16 According to the

dogmatically correct interpretation he should have claimed that revolution had

marked the birth of a new rational, international man free from the prejudices and

yokes of the past. He mentioned in a positive tone such persona non grata as

Russian saints and pre-revolutionary religious philosophers. Chalmaev also

condemned the penetration of Western “barbarism in cellophane wrapping, in a

‘modern’ cover” into the Soviet Union.17

Most notable among the many reactions triggered by these pieces in Molodaia
gvardiia was the harsh attack by Novyi mir, undoubtedly the most liberal of the

Soviet “fat” literary journals which had published, for instance, Solzhenitsyn’s One
Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich.18 It is indisputable that the article by its

Aleksandr Dementev was stylistically and intellectually of better quality than

those by Chalmaev, whom he took to task. Dementev’s line of argument was not

very original, however. His basic accusation was that Chalmaev had not discussed

the issue of “Russia and the West” in the language of “our contemporaries” but

“Slavophile messianism”. Chalmaev and his kind who were throwing hopeful

glances at peasant culture had it all wrong: “As if the meaning and purpose of

life were not in what is material, but in things spiritual, ideal and moral, in

following of the traditions of the fatherland.”19 In general, Dementev claimed, for

Molodaia gvardiia the magical key words of soil and church cupolas were more

important than literary quality.20 He scorned it for consistently contrasting poets of

the “asphalt” and the “soil” to the advantage of the latter.21

13 Chalmaev 1968a.
14 Chalmaev 1968b.
15 Dunlop 1983, 218.
16 Chalmaev 1968a, 293.
17 Chalmaev 1968b, 260–261.
18 Already before Novyi mir was involved, the Molodaia gvardiia pieces had been roundly

criticised in the press. They had then also been defended by Moskva (Metchenko 1969) and

Molodaia gvardiia itself (Lanshchikov 1969).
19 Dementev 1969, 222.
20 Ibid., 224.
21 Ibid., 232.
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Solzhenitsyn commented on the Chalmaev–Dementev clash in his literary diary,

thereby decoding it into understandable language. Much later he was to remark:

“When, in 1971 [. . .] I paid disproportionate attention to the dispute between Novyi
mir and Molodaia gvardiia, I was myself surprised why I felt this to be so

indispensable.”22 Indeed, he was intuitively right in doing this because this

exchange illustrates well the curious way in which issues of nationalism and/or

patriotism were discussed in the Soviet Union, providing thus background informa-

tion for understanding future rows over similar issues – and Shafarevich’s

reactions.

Solzhenitsyn conceded readily that Chalmaev’s texts in Molodaia gvardiia had

been “messily constructed, splotched together from muddled material, ignorant in

quality and vehemently declamatory in style, larded with irrelevant citations”.23

Their national spirit was a blatant caricature, with praise of Russians knowing no

limits and rebukes of the West totally overblown. It was remarkable, however, that

unlike the regular Soviet interpretation they did not entirely identify national traditions

and religion with the official enemy number one – bourgeois infiltration – thus

dooming them to perish entirely, but allowed them some positive value of their own.24

Surmising that Chalmaev had had “someone cleverer looking over his shoulder”,

Solzhenitsyn explained his inklings about the authors’ psychology: Up to 1934 any

expression of “Russianness” – as well as of religion and traditional peasant culture –

had been a reason for executions and exiles. Later it had been accepted, “albeit

smeared in red, swaddled in crimson, and promptly marked with the branding-iron of

atheism.”25

However, the children of peasants (and merchants? or even clergy?) having managed to

save their skin and grow up, degenerated, having been contaminated by lying, having sold

themselves for little red books, experienced at times – as if longing for the lost paradise –

the imperishable genuine national feeling. This made some of them write these articles.26

He noted, not without appreciation, that in the Soviet press such patriotic

sentiments were peculiar to Molodaia gvardiia.27 Solzhenitsyn pointed out that

members of Novyi mir’s editorial board had understood – and quite correctly, he

22 Solzhenitsyn 2000, 136.
23 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 267 [English: 245].
24 Ibid.
25 Ibid., 269 [English: 247]. This change of policy in 1934 was motivated by Stalin’s realisation

that the aggressively anti-national Soviet symbols would hardly be enough to motivate the people

to loyally defend the country in the war which was already looming. (For a more systematic

discussion, see Ch. 6 and Dunlop 1983, 9–12.)
26 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 269–270 [English: 247–248].
27 Shafarevich has later noted in a very interesting article dedicated to Vadim Kozhinov that of the

two Soviet “fat” journals where these sorts of Russian national-patriotic sentiments were

expressed, Molodaia gvardiia’s authors were “to a greater extent penetrated by the communist

spirit” whereas “the articles appearing in Voprosy literatury [. . .] were less connected with the

communist ideology”. (Shafarevich 1993a, 171.)
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considered – that Molodaia gvardiia had attacked the West “not only as the

capitalist West”, “but also as a euphemism for all kinds of free currents in our

country, the intelligentsia and Novyi mir itself”.

But in our country things are so gloomily strained that if you pronounce the word ‘folk’ in

an approving tone, it is already interpreted to mean ‘hit the intelligentsia!’ [. . .] Pronounce
the word ‘countryside’ approvingly, and it is a threat to the city; the word ‘soil’, and it is an

accusation against ‘asphalt’.28

“Europe” was another codeword for some loosening up of the totalitarian rule,

but the best way to earn a right to pronounce it was to scorn Russian folk traditions,

folk songs for instance, and to maintain that they could as well be substituted by

Western pop music and jazz, the urban sounds of modernity.29

Solzhenitsyn who, like the rest of contemporaneous literary liberals, considered

Novyi mir as “the only ray of light” of Soviet intellectual life,30 was appalled by its

demonstration of such logic of absurd juxtaposition: It defended freer thinking by

hitting other expressions of resistance to the all-powerful ideology with that very

same ideological orthodoxy. “[Is] this cold heartless poverty offered to us by our

beloved Novyi mir – not Pravda – [. . .] furthermore, as its programme?”31

The journals’ wrangle continued for a considerable while, bringing it closer to an

ideologically orthodox culmination: Novyi mir was first accused (by the magazine

Ogonek32) of flirting with the capitalist West, supporting Czechoslovakian diversant

activity, and cosmopolitan integration. Then, in the winter of 1969–1970, it fell into

the leaden Soviet mainstream when the key members of its editorial board were

removed and its legendary editor Tvardovskii was given the final signal that he had

better resign.33 In 1970 Molodaia gvardiia’s transgressions, in turn, were

programmatically condemned by the journal Kommunist,34 known to give “final

and unappealable” sentences.35 The following year the editor mainly responsible

for the appearance of Russian national traditions inMolodaia gvardiia’s columns was

relocated.36

28 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 271 [English: 249].
29 Ibid., 273 [English: 252].
30 For apt assessments of Novyi mir’s role in Soviet society, see Spechler 1982, 225; Brown 1985,

201; Shlapentokh 1990, 151. See also Solzhenitsyn 1975, 36–39, 65.
31 Ibid., 272–274 [English: 252].
32 No. 30, 1969. For backgrounds to the Ogonek letter, see Petelin 1999, 194–195 [this reference is
from Mitrokhin 2003, 356].
33 Spechler 1982, 227–230.
34 No. 17, 1970.
35 Yanov 1978, 54–55. Brezhnev also condemned Molodaia gvardiia in a Politbureau session at

the end of the year (Politicheskii dnevnik, 702).
36 Lebedev 1999.
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In a somewhat puzzling way, many latter-day commentators37 have drawn the

conclusion from this chain of events that its criticism of Molodaia gvardiia’s
Russophile opinions had been decisive in causing Novyi mir to perish whereas

Molodaia gvardiia had essentially survived the skirmish with a stern warning.

This interpretation has been largely established by Aleksandr Ianov38 – whose

well-informed study has, like all historical research, in addition to its many incontro-

vertible facts, many subjective conjectures. The aspect of subjectivity is further

emphasised by the fact that before his emigration Ianov was very much implicated

in these very quarrels with the “Russian patriots” of Voprosy istorii and Molodaia
gvardiia. This was after he had written in 1968 a rather reductionist article about

Slavophiles, unceremoniously identifying them with the notorious pre-revolutionary

“Black Hundreds”.39

Perhaps even to a greater extent the interpretation about Novyi mir’s
victimisation by Molodaia gvardiia has been established by John B. Dunlop,40

whose study is another deservedly authoritative work. Precisely because Dunlop is

generally considered to be Ianov’s most distinguished opponent, having duly

challenged his interpretations in many other issues related to Russian nationalism,

Dunlop has effectively cemented Ianov’s view about the treatment of these two

journals. This is because in this matter he has entirely subscribed to Ianov’s

interpretation.41 Another authoritative conclusion along these lines is by Walter

Laqueur: “The nationalists, unlike the liberals, had well-wishers and protectors

among the supreme party leadership”.42

However, the treatment of these two journals, Novyi mir andMolodaia gvardiia,
gives no hints that Russophile notions would have been met with lenience.43

Indeed, their vicissitudes were very similar. Novyi mir, the first Soviet journal to

take on the role of interpreter of Khrushchev’s disclosures, had become the channel

for the authorities through which they could regulate ideological overheating and

ensure that the intelligentsia would remain ideologically faithful. When, in the

words of Spechler, “propitiating the population [. . .] ceased to be a major objective

of the new leadership”, the official line towards Novyi mir became harsher.44

Spechler recounts in detail how the noose around Tvardovskii and his journal had

37Although not all, see Horvath 2005, 161.
38 Yanov 1978, 50, 54–55.
39 For bibliography and discussion, see Paramonov 1979.
40 Dunlop 1983, 223–224.
41 Basically, though, Dunlop had good reason to take Ianov seriously. In the 1970s Ianov had

unequalled information from inside the Soviet nomenklatura as well as a good grasp of the

paradoxical logic of the Soviet ideological moves. Nevertheless, his view of an insider had also

another side to it: as he openly recounts, he had very firm subjective opinions on all these matters.

See also Horvath 2005, 161.
42 Laqueur 1994a, 66, see also 94.
43 This is also the conclusion in Lebedev 1999.
44 Spechler 1982, 228.
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been steadily tightening in 1965–1969 when he had repeatedly stepped over the line

of the politically permissible.45

With Molodaia gvardiia the logic was essentially the same. Khrushchev’s quest

for lost ideological orthodoxy had found an expression in aggressive campaigns

against religion and historical monuments. As Dunlop notes,

The assault conducted on Russian antiquity during his rule produced a state of near-

desperation among a considerable segment of the Soviet intelligentsia, but all efforts to

ameliorate or reverse the situation were rebuffed by the first secretary and his associates.46

As a natural backlash, Khrushchev’s fall stimulated spontaneous initiatives for

the preservation of architectural monuments and folklore. In these conditions the

Brezhnev leadership was tactically wise to approve of the founding of some

symbolic organisations and to put them under the protection of the state organs,

thereby seeing to it that they remained ideologically impotent.47 It was also sensible

to allow for a tiny pay-off on the pages of Molodaia gvardiia to those put off by

Khrushchev’s excesses. At this time the first works of village prose – fiction about

human fate in the kolkhozes, or ecological problems – were published in Nash
sovremennik and Molodaia gvardiia.48

The verdict passed on Molodaia gvardiia in about 1970 was a clear signal that

the brief honeymoon with national traditions was to be ended by way of a prompt

divorce and that from now on only the most perfunctory flirting could be tolerated.

All else would be taken as infidelity towards the ideology. Thus, the only winner in

the dispute betweenMolodaia gvardiia and Novyi mir was the Soviet regime which

45 Ibid., 213ff. It is noteworthy, however, that in this thorough study dedicated to Novyi mir, she
does not even mention Dementev’s critique, let alone any of its consequences, apparently

considering it just a minor chapter in Novyi mir’s ideological battles. Ianov, on the other hand,

reports that he had heard “more than once from members of the staff of the Central Committee that

Dement’ev’s article was, if not the cause, then the occasion for the ousting of Tvardovskii” (Yanov

1978, 50). Of course, these two accounts do not necessarily contradict one another. The Soviet

authorities typically would lay in ambush for a victim they were after, awaiting (and often also

creating) a setting in which they could fire the decisive shot in such a way that the victim would fall

on the ground in the most disgraceful way in the eyes of all principled opponents of the system, or

then, in a way which would effectively kindle mistrust and feuding between all those challenging

the system’s stability in one way or another. When Dementev involved Novyi mir in theMolodaia
gvardiia wrangle, it granted the authorities such a setting. For this interpretation, see also Soulet

1982, 355.
46 Dunlop 1983, 65.
47 Ibid., 63–92. For such initiatives, see also Mitrokhin 2003, 300–337.
48 Another expression of this brief flirtation with national traditions was the Moscow initiative

Russkii klub, or Russian club. This informal club which organised lectures and attracted some

dozens of people to its weekly meetings – mainly Molodaia gvardiia’s writers and their

sympathisers – was active from 1967. It had sprung from the ideologically neutral movement of

protecting cultural monuments, VOOPIiK (Vserossiiskoe obshchestvo okhrany pamiatnikov

istorii i kultury), and managed to operate until 1972. (Mitrokhin 2003, 321, see also 320–326.)
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had succeeded in sowing misunderstanding and bitterness between the two boldest

organs of its opposition.49

In 1986–1988 the dispute again surfaced in Soviet literary journals, which attests

to its significance. The division between the two camps had simply deepened in the

meantime. Now it was habitual to accuse Molodaia gvardiia and its supporters of

the persecution of Novyi mir’s Tvardovskii, the symbol of liberalisation, even if the

accusation is anachronistic and factually wrong.50 Those in the Molodaia gvardiia
camp were in turn angered by these accusations and given to unfairly belittling

Tvardovskii’s difficulties and struggle with the regime.51

When discussing in Ch. 7 the controversies of the glasnost years concerning the

fair treatment of pre-revolutionary Russian history, these old disputes as well as the

strifes to which they gave rise can be again remembered.

The Official Verdict on Russia, Religion, and Historical Memory

When Molodaia gvardiia had been duly punished for its Russophilism with a

curious Soviet label, a 1972 issue of Literaturnaia gazeta published a lengthy

diatribe Against Anti-Historicism.52 This was, in Mitrokhin’s words, “the most

famous example of the struggle of the official Soviet powers with Russian nation-

alism in the 1970s and the early 1980s.”53

Indeed, this article was to be the baseline for many future discussions and it

would keep haunting many samizdat writers during the years to come, and with

good reason. It was written by Aleksandr Iakovlev, the acting head of the Central

Committee’s Agitation and Propaganda Department. As he recounts himself, he

had previously “participated, by Suslov’s request, in the preparation and final

redaction” of the Kommunist’s ultimate assault on Molodaia gvardiia.54 Iakovlev
likewise contributed actively to the removal ofMolodaia gvardiia’s editor and like-
minded people in Nash sovremennik and other periodicals.55

Well summarised by Dunlop,56 the ideas of the Literaturnaia gazeta piece can

be reiterated briefly: Iakovlev hammered through the conception that prior to the

enlightenment brought by the revolution, Russian history had been sheer misery in

social, cultural and moral terms. He said that the socialist traditions had absolutely

49 Lebedev 1999.
50 See, for example, Trifonov 1986; Burtin 1987; Ilin 1988.
51 Lobanov 1988, 154–159. See also Lobanov 2002, 115 for later reminiscences of the incident.
52 Iakovlev 1972.
53Mitrokhin 2003, 131.
54 Iakovlev 2000, 178.
55Mitrokhin 2003, 133.
56 Dunlop 1983, 227–233.
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nothing to do with this rotten past and that it would be a disastrous ideological

mistake to claim anything else. The piece was, as Dunlop put it, “consistently and

sharply anti-religious”.57

While none of these emphases were untypical of Soviet ideological addresses,

they certainly reached their extremes in Iakovlev’s text. Perhaps the most striking

example of this was his uninhibited praise for the collectivisation of the country-

side. Even if this tragic undertaking in the history of the Soviet state which took

millions of human lives had never been officially acknowledged as a mistake of any

sort, there was, nevertheless, an unwritten rule that praising it was somehow out of

place. It was thus not surprising that Iakovlev’s article called forth protests,

including fromMikhail Sholokhov, the patriarch of Soviet literature and the official

interpreter of the Soviet countryside.58 Samizdat likewise issued many direct and

indirect replies to it.59 And, as was said, it would keep troubling many as a chilling

signal that the Soviet ideologists’ insistence on destroying all religion and national

and peasant culture had not disappeared anywhere during the past decades of the

Soviet rule.

The motives and intentions of Iakovlev’s tirade as well as its aftermath are

likewise important to take into account. On the one hand, conclusions drawn from

them were a motive to samizdat authors to choose their lines of argumentation in

future disputes. On the other, the views presented about them in scholarly studies

have been somewhat one-sided, at least until lately, and this, again, is not without

interest concerning Shafarevich’s further texts, their motives and intentions.

Mitrokhin recounts some contemporaries to have assumed in interviews and

memoirs that Iakovlev’s incentive for writing his tirade had been a desire to

demonstrate his ideological reliability and be promoted.60 Apparently he had

been motivated by genuine convictions, as well. He was one of those Soviet

functionaries to whom Stalin and Stalinism represented the worst of evils but

who cherished Lenin’s heritage above all else. Even his 2000 memoirs witness

this with astonishing clarity, despite the fact that by that time Iakovlev had of course

cast off his skin and reemerged as the champion of exposing the horrors of

totalitarianism, not to mention his newly acquired role of a selfless defender of

Russian monasteries and honest Orthodox faith.61

Khrushchev’s Secret Speech at the 20th Party Congress seems to have been for

Iakovlev the transcendent yardstick which determined all ideological phenomena as

either good or bad. For him, open declarations of anti-Stalinism and references to

Khrushchev’s speech seem to have indicated things axiomatically true, whereas

failure to highlight them unequivocally indicated the opposite. Consequently,

57 Ibid., 228.
58 For a reference to Sholokhov’s letter, see Mitrokhin 2003, 134–135 which cites extensively an

interview with Valerii Ganichev.
59 Dunlop 1983, 229–233.
60Mitrokhin 2003, 132.
61 See Iakovlev 2000, 266–268, 416–418.
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failure to emphasise – along the lines of Khrushchev’s credo – that Lenin and the

revolution had brought something of a revelation to the rotten Russia was a grave

transgression. Apparently this clear-cut dualism had now motivated Iakovlev to

attack the trend of “anti-historicism” that had recently infected Molodaia gvardiia.
As he explained in a rather revealing way in 2000: “Novyi mir truly adhered to the

outlook of the 20th Party Congress but Oktiabr andMolodaia gvardiia were against
it. Strictly speaking, the latter held anti-Party positions, if judged according to the

criteria of the 20th Congress.”62

Soon after the appearance of Against Anti-Historicism, Iakovlev discovered that
the yearned-for promotion was slipping out of his grasp. He was sent to the Soviet

Embassy in Canada where he remained the ambassador until 1983. Many scholars

writing in the 1980s and 1990s have again taken Iakovlev’s ousting to signify that

the party leadership was nationalistically minded and that he was punished for an

alleged ideological faux pas – attacking Russian nationalism.63 Most apparently,

however, he was punished for a blunder of a totally different kind, for lacking

sensitivity to Brezhnev’s most essential principle, “no excesses!”64 As Spechler

plausibly explains:

Both the style and substance of Brezhnev’s leadership were deeply affected by his deter-

mination not to make the mistakes that cost his predecessor his job. It was this consideration

[. . .] that determined his stance on the treatment of ideological and political deviance.65

Indeed, Bondarev’s explanation seems correct:

Iakovlev was sent to comfortable exile to Canada because, on the one hand, he was clearly

‘one of us [i.e., ideologically faithful]’, but at the same time overly ‘communist’ [i.e., too

ideologically oriented, in conditions where certain pragmatic ideological skepticism had

started to be considered virtuous] for this epoch of dissolution and confusion.66

Besides, since this was not the first time that Iakovlev had resorted to an unwise

“overkill approach” it is not so surprising that Brezhnev felt safer sending him

away. After all, not so long ago, in the mid-sixties, Iakovlev had made a horrible

strategic miscalculation when he had orchestrated the flamboyant media onslaught

62 Ibid., 173–174.
63 The frontrunner in establishing this interpretation has again been Yanov 1978, 59–60. See also

Carter 1990, 86, which recounts inaccurately the fate ofMolodaia gvardiia, as well: “Powerful forces
within the Brezhnev leadership, we conclude, must have been supporting the Russophiles. While

Yakovlev was demoted, the editorial board ofMolodaya Gvardiya remained virtually intact[.]” The

emphasis by Reznik is similar: “In literary circles everyone understood the meaning of Yakovlev’s

dismissal. If there still were a hope that the fanning of national-Stalinist sentiment was limited to the

initiative of a number of authors and editorswho,whatever influential protectors theymight have had,

were not omnipotent, it vanished.” (Reznik 1996, 23.) As to Stalin’s curious relation to Russian

nationalism, to which Reznik referred and which was briefly touched upon when recounting

Solzhenitsyn’s earlier comments, I will discuss this properly in Ch. 6.
64 Lebedev 1999.
65 Spechler 1982, 228.
66 Bondarev 1992, 12.
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of Siniavskii and Daniel67 and thereby involuntarily, yet effectively, contributed to

the birth of an indignant dissident movement.

Not even Iakovlev himself later claimed he had stepped on the toes of “the

nationalists” of the regime. Instead he assumed that his coming out with a major

ideological proclamation shortly before the 50th anniversary of the Soviet Union

and Brezhnev’s major speech had made Brezhnev feel affronted.68 This might have

of course been an additional factor. In any case, Iakovlev’s acknowledgement that

he depicted himself as competing with Brezhnev as the interpreter of the purest

ideology is telling.

The New Coming of the Landmarks Debate – Metanoia

I lastly turn to the sphere of samizdats and tamizdats. Here a collection of pseudo-

nymous articles, Metanoia, proved to be a significant attempt to re-introduce an

unharnessed discussion about Russian history, national traditions, Russian Ortho-

doxy, the essence of patriotism, and the role of the intelligentsia in the contempo-

rary Soviet context. Metanoia became the basis for future discussions, triggered

heated disputes and contributed to the emergence of factions among the dissenting

intelligentsia, inciting its members to articulate and analyse their differences of

opinion. Dunlop has aptly stated that “In a sense, the articles were reminiscent of

Petr Chaadaev’s famous ‘Philosophical Letter,’ published in the journal Teleskop in
1836, which galvanized the renowned Slavophile–Westernizer controversy.”69

Metanoia circulated as a samizdat since 196970 and it was published in the West

in 1970, in the 97th issue of Vestnik russkogo studencheskogo khristianskogo
dvizheniia (Herald of the Russian Students’ Christian Movement).71

As already mentioned,Metanoia also stimulated Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s

undertaking, From Under the Rubble, as they have since recounted. A reason they

took Metanoia’s challenge so seriously was that it had been modelled after the

legendary 1909 Landmarks anthology. There noted religious philosophers had

analysed Russia’s past, warned about fateful mistakes in the future, and stressed

67Albats 1994, 173–175. Nowadays it is also commonly forgotten – not entirely without

Iakovlev’s good offices – that he had likewise had a visible role in suppressing the Prague Spring

of 1968, see Chekhoslovatskie sobytiia, 179.
68 Iakovlev 2000, 190, for a similar earlier explanation, see 1991 [1990], 60–62. In the post-Soviet

era, Iakovlev made the best of his “exile”, creating for himself the reputation of an outcast of the

system and a “dissident” too brave for the party even if the reason for his “exile” was a fanatically

ideologically orthodox article.
69 Dunlop 1983, 234.
70Meerson-Aksenov 1977, 347.
71 Later the journal was renamed Vestnik russkogo khristianskogo dvizheniia. I will abbreviate it as
Vestnik R[S]KhD or simply Vestnik.
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spiritual life to be “the only solid basis for all social development”.72 Their stance,

later shared by the authors of Metanoia and From Under the Rubble, had thus been

diametrically opposed to the socialist credo preached by the likes of Dementev and

Iakovlev.

The Paris-based Vestnik RSKhD that published Metanoia was edited by Nikita

Struve, one of the pillars of the old Russian émigré community in France. Struve

had established an efficient secret channel for smuggling texts from the Soviet

Union. Thanks to this, in 1970 – the year ofMetanoia’s appearance – he managed to

transform Vestnik into a thick, ambitious, and regularly appearing journal.73 This

reaffirmed Vestnik to be in the vanguard of the émigré press.

Struve’s channel led to the community of Father Aleksandr Men, a charismatic

priest of the Russian Orthodox Church known for bringing innumerable members

of the intelligentsia to Christianity. It has later been revealed that the members of

Men’s community had authored a great number of Vestnik’s contributions through
the seventies and early eighties.74

A key figure in channelling of materials to Vestnik was a young art historian

Evgenii Barabanov.75 Nikolai Mitrokhin, who extensively interviewed former

Russian nationalist activists in the Soviet Union, also names Barabanov as one of

Metanoia’s pseudonymous authors. The following is his quote of the words of the

widow of Feliks Karelin, an Orthodox samizdat author:

[Metanoia] was written by disciples of Aleksandr Men, and as long as people [i.e., Karelin,

Anatolii Levitin-Krasnov, the Orthodox priests Men, Dimitrii Dudko, Gleb Iakunin,

Nikolai Eshliman, and their younger friends and spiritual children] had all been together

before this, they of course knew one another very well and could fully identify from the

style who had written what in that compilation – Barabanov, Misha Meerson and still

somebody else.76

Mikhail [Michael] Meerson [Meerson-Aksenov, Meierson-Aksenov, Aksionov

Meerson],77 like Barabanov, was an active member of Father Aleksandr’s commu-

nity. The two were also close friends.78

72 See its preface, Gershenzon 1991 [1909].
73 Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 541, 544; Durova 1999, 170.
74 Bessmertnyi-Anzimirov 1996, 72.
75 Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 538. The KGB later accused Barabanov of systematically transmitting

manuscripts to Vestnik (Ellis 1990, 54–58). For Barabanov’s biography, see Meerson-Aksenov &

Shragin 1977, 599.
76Mitrokhin 2003, 514.
77Meerson-Aksenov was a young writer of religious and philosophical samizdat who organised

underground religious seminars. He emigrated from the Soviet Union in 1972. For his biography,

see Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 595–596. For his role in the circles around Men, see also

Kornblatt 2004; “Otets Mikhail Aksenov-Meerson. . .”; Glazov 1998; Maslennikova 2001, 151.
78 Durova 1999, 157; Men 1992, 293; Bychkov 1996, 64–65 and 2004; “Otets Mikhail Aksenov-

Meerson. . .”; Kornblatt 2004, 76. Kornblatt, relying heavily on interviews with Mikhail Meerson-

Aksenov, gives the impression that he, too, was very much involved in the channelling of samizdat

materials to Paris (ibid., 62).
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Elsewhere in his study, relying on interviews with two lesser-known former

activists in Orthodox circles, Mitrokhin names Meerson, Barabanov and Mikhail

Agurskii – another, older member of Father Aleksandr’s community – as the three

authors.79 This particular piece of information cannot be entirely right, however,

because it has long been known that one of the Metanoia contributions, that by the

pseudonymous Altaev, was from the pen of late Vladimir Kormer.80 All the same,

since Kormer, too, knew well the community of Father Aleksandr Men and since

his autobiographical novel81 depicts an easily identifiable Men and a number of

people around him in the late sixties and early seventies, the fact of his participation

certainly supports the assumption that Meerson-Aksenov and Barabanov were the

two other authors.82

On the basis of thematic and stylistic comparisons of theMetanoia contributions
and contemporaneous articles written by Meerson-Aksenov, it seems extremely

probable that he was its pseudonymous V. Gorskii.83 The piece by the pseudony-

mous Chelnov, in turn, is strikingly similar in its style, theme and emphases to texts

by Barabanov so that the hypothesis about his authorship is most plausible as well.

As for Agurskii – whose name was not mentioned in Karelina’s interview, either –

his writings have nothing significantly in common with Metanoia’s unidentified

contributions, and there would seem to be no reason to assume him to have been

involved, unless one would then take the certain resemblance of the names Agurskii

and V. Gorskii as one.84

Metanoia was introduced to English-language readers in a 1977 anthology of

samizdat translations compiled and edited by Meerson-Aksenov and Boris Shragin.

By that time Meerson-Aksenov had emigrated to the United States. These two

editors reckoned, entirely correctly, that

The dominance of critical motifs against Gorskii and the polemical direction in a series of

recent articles of the national-patriotic tendency forces us to assume that many of them

79Mitrokhin 2003, 513.
80 His authorship was revealed by his close friend, the poet Iurii Kublanovskii (Kublanovskii

1988), and in 1989 the Altaev piece appeared under Kormer’s name in the prestigious Voprosy
filosofii (No. 9). For Kormer’s biography, see Kublanovskii 1987.
81 Kormer 1987.
82 It has incidentally been claimed that the protagonist of Kormer’s novel, the Orthodox neophyte

and to-be priest Melik, is based on Meerson-Aksenov or Karelin. The first claim has been made by

Iakov Krotov whose internet library includes very accurate and detailed information about the

circles around Men (Krotov no date), the second is in Kornblatt 2004, 82.
83 In a study based on interviews of a large group of Russian scholars, politicians, religious writers

and former dissidents, Philip Boobbyer connects on one occasion the Gorskii pseudonym with the

Leningrad philosopher Grigorii Pomerants (Boobbyer 2005, 125) but he specified privately that

this assumption originates from interviews with third parties and must be treated with plenty of

skepticism (Boobbyer, e-mail to the author, 18 Jan. 2009).
84Most probably, however, the pseudonym was taken after the Archpriest Aleksandr Gorskii

(1812–1875), the rector of the Moscow Spiritual Academy and a great authority in the discipline of

church history (Platonov 1994).
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were written as refutations of Gorskii’s article and that his article provoked the formulation

of the ideas of a whole tendency.85

Indeed, among the Metanoia contributions, Gorskii’s article was to become the

target of the greatest objections. While it was typical of many critical pieces to

nominally attack Metanoia as a whole, it was the Gorskii piece and the short

anonymous introduction to the collection which they primarily criticised. It is

also apparent that the desire to dispute these two pieces in particular was a major

incentive for Solzhenitsyn and Shafarevich to plan their own samizdat project.

Taking into account Solzhenitsyn’s and Shafarevich’s irritation, it is interesting

to learn from Solzhenitsyn86 and Sergei Bychkov,87 himself a member of the

community of Father Aleksandr Men, that the youths among whom Metanoia’s
authors emerged, cherished good personal relations with Solzhenitsyn.88 Bychkov

mentions that they were nurtured and inspired by Solzhenitsyn’s texts.89 In addi-

tion, Barabanov – just as another active member of Father Aleksandr’s community,

the above-mentioned Mikhail Agurskii – later contributed to Solzhenitsyn’s and

Shafarevich’s From Under the Rubble.
Then again, it deserves to be highlighted that among young samizdat writers,

dissidents and members of the intelligentsia gravitating towards Christianity,

Solzhenitsyn’s spiritual and moral influence was enormous in the whole country.

This should also probably be kept in mind when recounting in future chapters the

émigré and dissident intellectuals’ quarrels which Metanoia largely triggered.

Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich, his letter to the Writers’

Union and a number of other texts had had a decisive role in encouraging many to

express and develop their own independent thinking and to become morally

liberated from the pressure of the Soviet system and ideology. The words of a

Jewish member of the contemporaneous Soviet intelligentsia cited in Judith

Kornblatt’s study are just one example of how great was the role of Solzhenitsyn

85Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 353.
86 Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 538.
87 Bychkov 1996, 64.
88 Solzhenitsyn’s and Men’s accounts of one another reveal more about their mutual relations.

Solzhenitsyn writes: “[W]e needed to establish a new and permanent ‘channel’ of our own to the

West. [. . .] Just in time I made the acquaintance of the charming Father Aleksandr [.] [He] was the

spiritual leader of a faction that, though still small, was seeking its path within the Soviet-

dominated Russian Orthodox church. He conducted unofficial seminars and was mentor to a

group of young people. [. . .] We met – and formed our own direct link in the network – at Father

Aleksandr’s home, where we arranged for consignments to be sent out using their route. After that,

to minimize the risk to their channel to the West and to the group as a whole, I not only met them

extremely rarely – no more than three times in four years – but Alya [i.e., Solzhenitsyn’s future

wife Natalia Svetlova] saw little of them as well.” (Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 538–539 [English:

191–192]. For confirmation of this, see Durova 1999, 121ff., in particular 170.) For Men’s

similarly sympathetic characterisations of Solzhenitsyn, see Delo Tserkvi – delo Bozhie and

Men 1992, 293.
89 Bychkov 1996, 64.
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in the minds of many: “it’s easier to become religious in [a Russian] Orthodox way

[than to adopt Judaism]. Just because it’s widespread and besides it’s connected

with the author Solzhenitsyn.”90

Against such a background it is not very surprising that many of these same

people later attempted to demarcate their own thinking especially in relation to

Solzhenitsyn and that it became very important for them to polemicise with him in

particular. When considering the chapters to come, this fact will possibly also

explain why many took anything that did not please them in his thinking very

personally and why they were so offended and agitated when Solzhenitsyn

criticised their or their friends’ ideas.

It should lastly be noted that traditionally Russian writers and literary critics

have been quick to tell their counterparts their honest opinions about each others’

works. In such a milieu even the harshest criticism was far from always perceived

as something improper. In the samizdat sphere – the only realm of free speech in the

Soviet Union – this tradition of taking others’ texts seriously to the very end ought

to have been doubly valued. In other words, however severely Solzhenitsyn and

Shafarevich would later criticise Metanoia, the polemic may, albeit with some

caution, be taken as a family matter conducted in a spirit of constructive dialogue

and mutual respect.91

Gorskii’s Declaration of War on Russian History

Metanoia’s brief preface, a sort of an introductory roundup of its themes, was

evidently written jointly by its three authors. However, thematically, stylistically

and even lexically it mostly recalled the piece by Gorskii, which probably speaks

for Gorskii’s, or as I assume, Meerson-Aksenov’s, role as the initiator of the

venture.

This introduction to Metanoia said that the most significant thing going on in

Russia was a frail inner awakening of the intelligentsia. Upon it was “the apparatus

of violence and lies, and underneath ‘the mass’, aggressive towards culture and

freedom.” The piece then stated that

[T]he revolution and Bolshevism were to some extent a forfeit for old sins, God’s punish-

ment for lawlessness. Bolshevism is neither the Tatar Yoke, nor the invasion of the

Varangians: the revolution was not done by Jews only. The communist regime is [. . .] an
organic result of Russian life.

This introduction claimed that communist rule had roots in Russian history, “the

messianic ‘chosenness’, centuries-long pride of ‘the Russian idea’” and “the whole

90Kornblatt 2004, 66.
91 See also Solzhenitsyn’s commentary in Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 549 and his words cited on the first

pages of Ch. 5.
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sin of centuries-long division, enmity, all the repulsiveness of great-power ostenta-

tion, to which the Russian intelligentsia was fastened.” It exclaimed: “Russia has

brought to the world more Evil than any other country. It is impossible to return to a

state prior to sin (which never existed in Russian history). It is only possible to be

born again through repentance.” This Evil cannot be fully compensated for even by

the death and suffering of millions and millions of Russians in the past, the author(s)

proclaimed, because it was not always “an acknowledged and voluntarily offered

sacrifice”.92

It is not difficult to envisage the author(s) as young, recently converted religious

believer(s) in the community of a charismatic missionary priest who had earned a

reputation as the spiritual father of the Russian intelligentsia. Even if perhaps not

exactly fanatical, the piece is categorical, somewhat elitist and judgemental.

O. Altaev, or Vladimir Kormer, then analysed the Soviet intelligentsia in The
Doublethink of the Intelligentsia and Pseudo-Culture,93 seeing it to have evolved

into something of the bourgeoisie taking pleasure in its relative comfort.94 He

gauged that since communism was the intelligentsia’s brainchild, its members

often lacked the psychological strength to denounce its ideas, tending to regard

them as good, “albeit distorted”.95 It was particularly prone to the temptation to

enlighten the people and of technocracy; here Kormer’s gentle criticism of

Sakharov’s Reflections was obvious. However, none of its typical temptations –

whether based on democratic, patriotic or scientific ideals – were any bad as such

but “only insofar as an easy solution is sought in them, insofar as they cover up the

complexity of the problems, and insofar as they are used to deceive oneself.”96

Then, like the introductory piece, V. Gorskii’s Russian Messianism and the New
National Consciousness97 was categorical in style and expressions, bearing little

kinship to Kormer’s composed tone. Gorskii aimed at assessing Russia’s future once

the era of socialism would be over. This was just a matter of time, he believed. He

characterised Marx’s teaching as Old Testament tribalism and pitiful pseudo-reli-

gion which rejects not only God but also man. Russia had fertile soil for such Old

Testament tribalism because “Muscovite imperialism”, “Russian messianism”, and

“Russian maximalism” had “been intoxicating Russian consciousness for four

centuries”, since the monk Filofei [Philotheus, Philotheos] had formulated his

notion ofMoscow as the Third Rome. This, Gorskii explained, was “themessianistic

doctrine of Moscow as the mystical centre of the whole world [that] became the

groundwork for the great-power consciousness of the whole Russian nation.”98

92 N. N. 1970 [1969], 4–7.
93 Altaev 1970 [1969].
94 Ibid., 10–12.
95 Ibid., 18–19.
96 Ibid., 30 [English: 145].
97 Gorskii 1970 [1969].
98 In Ch. 8 these notions will be explored. So far it suffices to take notice of Gorskii’s thematic

choices and rhetoric modes applied by him.
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Moreover, confusing Russian messianism with “the usual hypertrophy of

national feeling, peculiar in greater or lesser degree to almost all nations” would

be a mistake. Even if national independence and autonomy could flourish else-

where, in Russia this was “impossible in principle”: “The consciousness of the

Russian man, be it that of the orthodox communist or the oppositionist, is still taken

with by the proud homily of the elder Philotheus regarding Russia’s special

calling.”99 Indeed, “despite all the differences in the religious, political, and social

ideas”, “national-messianistic anticipations exist in almost every Russian.”

The revolution had been so fatal in Russia because its idea had suited the

Russians’ belief in their particular calling, and how could it not, since “the main

content of the revolution was the ‘Russian idea’”.100 In addition, anti-nationalism,

the nihilism of the revolutionary intelligentsia, and the pseudo-religious elements in

Marxism and bolshevism “fit in fully with traditional Russian messianism”.101

Gorskii declared that “It is not surprising for a nation with the psychology of slaves

to wish slavery upon other nations.”102

Gorskii understandably found Christianity dramatically opposed to such think-

ing. At Pentecost, when the apostles miraculously understood all languages,

differences between nations had been blessed, not only overcome, he noted,

continuing that Christianity confirms nations as ultimately equal in worth, making

their evaluation and comparison in terms of goodness or viability transcendently

meaningless. However correctly Gorskii here recounted the Christian logic, his

words sounded somewhat hollow. This is because from the rest of his text one can

only draw the conclusion that this blessing had never touched Russia and that this

reality had never concerned it. Due to the defectiveness of the Russian soul, which

was seemingly almost genetic, only the ugly side of national particularity had

perpetually manifested itself in Russian history.

“[Russians’] inability to live in the present, the chronic helplessness before the

tasks of organisation and design, appear in the spatial dimension as a limitless

movement towards extensiveness and external colonisation”, Gorskii declared in

his turgid style, explaining that “the key to the secret of imperialistic consciousness

of Russian man” is that “the imperialistic ideology is compensation for the still

persisting submissiveness and slavish dependence on authority; it is a subconscious

substitute for passivity and fear of forms.”103 He concluded: “Repentance is the

only path towards the birth of a new consciousness on the basis of which a new life

and national consciousness must be built.”104

99 Gorskii 1970 [1969], 33–39 [English: 354–355, 360, 356].
100 The “Russian idea” is the concept which the Russian philosophers and historians have tradi-

tionally adopted when attempting to answer such perennial questions as what is the essence of

being Russian and what is the “Russian soul”.
101 Gorskii 1970 [1969], 46–51 [English: 370, 374–375].
102 Ibid., 61 [English: 386].
103 Ibid., 36–46 [English: 358–359].
104 Ibid., 64 [English: 389].
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All through his article Gorskii based his allegation about the notorious Russian

messianism on quotations from such authoritative religious philosophers and

church historians as Fedotov, Berdiaev, Kartashev, Solovev, and Florovskii. The

anonymous introduction to the English translation of his article in the volume

edited by Meerson-Aksenov and Shragin says that Gorskii – whose article is

“one of the most brilliant, serious, and provocative articles in [Metanoia]” – has

among his

major virtues that he stands in the best tradition of religio-social and historiosophic thought

of 19th and 20th century Russia, in the tradition of Solov’ev, Berdiaev and Fedotov. The

author is definitely an expert on Russian historiosophic thought and successfully carries it

on with his own article.105

However, it could as well be claimed that Gorskii’s eclectic collage of citations

from these searching thinkers obliterates the fact that they perceived the “Russian

idea” far from uniformly. They approached it from a historical perspective in some

cases and discussed it in metaphysical or ethical categories in others, giving it

various meanings. Gorskii, however, pays very little attention to the question of

these philosophers’ intentions, their choices of genre or other such things essential

for the study of the history of ideas.

It is tempting to see Nikolai Berdiaev as a paragon Gorskii attempted to emulate.

In his historical-cross-sections-cum-metaphysical-analyses Berdiaev discussed

“Russian messianism” with fervour. However, whenever Berdiaev knocks down

something he perceives as cheap, he makes clear with equal intensity his endorse-

ment for what he perceives as the worthwhile potential in the same phenomenon,

however embryonic, thus retaining the tension of his argument. Gorskii’s analysis,

in contrast, lacks tension since all its points of reference rest in the category of

uttermost evil. The only “process” it describes is the bad becoming worse (if that is

at all possible after the encompassing gloom of the opening)106 whereby even the

sublime climax of repentance actually only denotes ultimate condemnation, a state

where Russians curse themselves for being Russians.

It should certainly be highlighted that if Meerson-Aksenov indeed was the

author of the Gorskii piece, he wrote it at the age of 24 or 25. Eight years later, in

1978, he was ordained as a priest of the Orthodox Church in New York City and has

105Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 353.
106 For instance, at the time of the elder Filofei’s “great pretensions and undertakings” were “in

fatal discrepancy with the empirical poverty of cultural and religious life.” (Gorskii 1970 [1969],

38–39 [English: 360].) The schism and the reforms of Peter I “dealt a serious blow” to the

messianistic idea so that it “frequently appeared in the crude forms of aggressive imperialism or

unbridled chauvinism” (ibid., 40, 35 [English: 362, 356]). When the messianistic idea is adopted

by Slavophiles, it “loses religious depth”, becomes coloured by the “tribal and naturalistic

primordial power of peasant life”, and then “messianism finally reveals itself as an unruly

nationalism and imperialism and the God-chosen status appears in the form of external, crudely

materialistic power.” (Ibid., 42 [English: 364–365].)
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since refrained from taking part in political debates.107 His later words about his

youthful zeal can also be noted:

If we take the theocratic or ideocratic communistic society of Stalin and the post-Stalin

period, it had so much of perverse religion in it, that, when you leave, you look for any kind

of religious substitute. [. . .] I would say my conversion helped save me from becoming a

political terrorist.108

Later in the seventies, still before his ordination but already in emigration,

Meerson-Aksenov was an active tamizdat author, contributing to the anthology

Self-Cognisance [Samosoznanie] [to be discussed in Ch 6], among others. His

interpretations and boldly opinionated claims in these texts (which, however,

have very little in common with any texts written after his ordination) are glaringly

similar to the interpretations in Metanoia’s preface and the Gorskii piece. He

highlighted in them the significance of uniquely Russian “messianism and great

power chauvinism” and claimed that this Russian messianism and “Marxist interna-

tionalism” were “the two component elements of bolshevism”, making statements

like “Russian patriotism is a very deeply pathetic phenomenon”.109

Lastly, Metanoia’s conclusion, How to Be? by M. Chelnov – or, assumingly,

Barabanov – is a spiky analysis of Soviet communism as a demoralising pseudo-

religion. Unlike Gorskii, Chelnov did not discuss Russian history before the Soviet

era, and whereas Gorskii had found fertile soul for Marxism in the Russian soul,

Chelnov found it simply in the human inclination to rebel against God.110

As noted,Metanoia – above all Gorskii’s article – engendered pieces of passion-
ate criticism in samizdat, some of which Vestnik RSKhD soon published.111 The

most essential of their arguments were to be formulated in From Under the Rubble
to be discussed next. Aleksandr Ianov later called the fierce reaction provoked by

Gorskii’s article in nationalistic samizdat “scarcely credible”. He said it had united

all the factions of the dissident Right [. . .] in a fit of indignation [and a wish] to wipe

the author of this blasphemous ‘anti-Russian’ appeal for a ‘struggle for freedom’ off the

face of the earth. [. . .] But what had really happened? What is so terrible about an appeal

for the abandonment of national messianism, and for a struggle for freedom and

spiritual values?112

107 Kornblatt 2004, 57–58.
108 Kornblatt 2004, 68–69. For contemporaneous impressions about Meerson, see Shmeman 2005,

for instance, 61: “Long talks with Misha Meerson who lives with us. On the one hand, I am

constantly astonished how it is possible to speak with him – a boy of 29 years – in the same

language, even in nuances. On the other, I am anxious about this intellectual and emotional Sturm
und Drang. It’s all ideas, ideas, ideas.”
109Meerson-Aksenov 1977, 345; 1976, 103; Aksenov Meerson 1980, 108, 111–112.
110 Chelnov 1970 [1969], 69–74.
111 Nos. 104–106. For more texts, see Volnoe slovo, No. 17–18. For an exact bibliography and

additional information, see Mitrokhin 2003, 460–462; Dunlop 1983, 238–240, 44; Meerson-

Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 353 which also declares: “it must be admitted that not one of the

articles polemicizing with Gorskii comes even close to the level and persuasiveness of his ideas.”
112 Yanov 1987, 178–179.
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However, Gorskii’s article was much more than an appeal for “freedom

and spiritual values”. Despite his final magnanimous words his major message

was about a perpetually slavish species of Russians fallaciously enthralled by

their messianistic calling. This, and nothing else, triggered the indignation of

Gorskii’s compatriots.
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Chapter 5

Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s Joint Project,

From Under the Rubble

Further on the Road Guided by the Landmarks

From Under the Rubble,1 the samizdat anthology by Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich and

five others, was a major reply to the openings for discussion dealt with in the

previous chapter. As such it reveals many of Shafarevich’s basic positions, making

it possible to consider his arguments in the general context of time.

Firstly, it commented on the debate triggered by Sakharov about the future of the

Soviet Union. Secondly, it was both a continuation of and a critical reply to

Metanoia’s attempt to revive the tradition of Landmarks,2 assessing the spiritual

state of the country and its intelligentsia. Thirdly, being an earnest effort to analyse

the damage done by the Soviet nationalities policies, it was a comment on the recent

debates in the official “fat” journals – just as Gorskii’s contribution inMetanoia had
been. In addition to this, it was certainly also a reaction to Iakovlev’s programmatic

piece which had appeared as some sort of a culmination to these earlier discussions

in the official press in 1972.

All the same, FromUnder the Rubblewas, as Dunlop puts it, a “proto-programmatic”

work by its authors,3 one of the first opening moves in a freshly started discussion

still devoid of rhetorical patterns. When it incited its critics to write further

1Agurskii et al. 1974. Scammell recounts that “The English title of the book [Iz-pod glyb in

original Russian] was provided by myself when I prepared the English translation after discussing

it with Solzhenitsyn, but it is not very satisfactory.Glyb suggests something heavy and immovable,

as well as what has settled in one place for a long span of time.” (Scammell 1984, n794.)
2 Even its title, as is habitually mentioned, was a reference to Landmarks’ lesser-known successor

by mainly the same authors, De Profundis [Iz glubiny] (1918), which, in turn, was a reference to

the Psalm 130.
3 Dunlop 1983, 44.
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anthologies, mainly in emigration, and when Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn were

writing their replies, the debate became more like trench warfare of mutual indig-

nation, frustration and repetition of arguments. Thus, its extensive handling now

provides a basis for many things to be discussed in the later chapters.

The idea of From Under the Rubble was Solzhenitsyn’s4 who had originally

been playing with the idea of a whole samizdat journal.5 After this, Shafarevich’s

stake was apparently no less significant; Solzhenitsyn relates that when they

prepared it jointly in 1971–1974 he felt “together, shoulder to shoulder” with

Shafarevich, like with no other:

For the two years when we were continually discussing our compilation [. . .] and the

materials that were flowing into it, Shafarevich and I had to articulate it all somewhere

under the open skies, pressed to this by our Soviet conditions. For this purpose we used to

take long walks.6

It was these texts that the two had been discussing when the KGB patrol came to

seize Solzhenitsyn and to effect his deportation to the West in February 1974.7 His

exile postponed the anthology’s appearance for some months.8 Some Western

commentators have tended to speak of “a collection edited by Solzhenitsyn”9 but

such a formulation was obviously never his own intention. It was emphatically a

joint project.

Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn contributed three articles each. The other five

pieces were by Mikhail Agurskii10 and Evgenii Barabanov, who both figured in

Ch. 4, Vadim Borisov,11 and two pseudonymous authors, A. B. and F. Korsakov.

4 Solzhenitsyn 1995, 704; 1994 [1974]a, 31; Shafarevich 2004c.
5 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 318; 1997a, 206; Shafarevich 1990a, 99. Shafarevich specified later that the

initial idea about a journal had to be abandoned due to the lack of willing authors, and then the next

idea about periodically appearing collections of articles was abandoned because there was material

for one volume only (Shafarevich 2010a, 110–111).
6 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 434 [English: 406].
7 Ibid., 431–441, 455; Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a.
8 Solzhenitsyn 1998, 90.
9Most notably, see the introduction to its English edition, Hayward 1975, v.
10Mikhail [Melik] Agurskii was a cyberneticist, and later the author of works on Russian history

and politics, as well as a human rights and Jewish emigration movement activist who emigrated to

Israel. For his biography, see Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 596–597. See also Agurskii

1990; 1999–2000; Kornblatt 2004, 76–78. For Agurskii’s account of how Solzhenitsyn became

interested in him and asked him to participate, see Agurskii 1996, 361–363.
11 Vadim Borisov (d. 1997) was a young Church historian and close friend of the Solzhenitsyn

family. Because of his participation in the collection, his studies were hampered by officialdom.

(Davydov 1997; Solzhenitsyn 2003b; Korotko ob avtorakh.)
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They have later been identified as Mikhail Polivanov12 and Feliks Svetov13

respectively.14

In 1974 the compilation was “released in Samizdat” and published in Paris in

Russian. English, German and French translations followed almost immediately.15

In addition to these at least a Swedish16 and an Italian translation exist.17

The appearance of From Under the Rubble simultaneously as a samizdat and a

tamizdat, accompanied by public press conferences put up by its authors, produced

a major pique for the Soviet organs which had recently launched a concerted

campaign to crush the stubborn dissidents. As part of this, the Soviet Union had

ratified an international copyright convention, not only to please the West but also

because the conception of automatic, legally binding authorship better enabled the

state authorities to hold samizdat authors to account for sending their works abroad

for publication. This is because by so doing they were now interpreted to “contra-

vene the state monopoly on external trade”.18

The preface of the tamizdat edition of The Rubble was from the pen of

Solzhenitsyn.19 It proclaimed that repression of free thinking in the Soviet Union

had not resulted in its petering out completely. However, arguments were easily

distorted and contemporaries’ awareness of each others’ views became flawed. The

silenced discussion was readily replaced by the arbitrary accounts of outsiders.

Thus, “We start to protest and at once bog down in polemics, as a result of which we

are in danger of missing the wood for the trees”.20

12Mikhail Polivanov (d. 1992) was a quantum physicist, a colleague of Shafarevich from the

Steklov Institute, a friend of Solzhenitsyn’s, and, among many other things, a friend of the

Pasternak and Neigauz families (see “Pamiati Mikhaila Konstantinovicha Polivanova”;

“Predvarenie dlia chitatelei”).
13 Feliks Svetov (d. 2002), a Jewish convert to Christianity, was a literary critic, human rights

activist, and religious writer. In 1985–1987 he was in prison and in internal exile convicted for his

dissident activities. (Korotko ob avtorakh; Solzhenitsyn 1999a.)
14 See also Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 512.
15 These were by Little & Brown and Collins and Harvill in 1975 [further reprints were by Bantam

Books 1976; Fontana Collins 1976 and Regnery Gateway 1981 and 1989], by Luchterhand Verlag

in 1975 as Stimmen aus dem Untergrund. Zur geistigen Situation in der UdSSR, and by Seuil as

Des voix sous les décombres, 1975.
16R€oster ur ruinerna, by Lindfors, 1978.
17Voci da sotto le macerie, by Mondadori, 1981.
18 “Prava bespravnykh avtorov”, 2–16. In March 1973 Sakharov, Shafarevich, and four others had

addressed an open letter to the UNESCO, calling the Western community not to give the Soviets

this pretext for legalising their state censorship (ibid., 6–7).
19While there has never been any disagreement about his authorship, the piece was originally

anonymous and entitled From the Authors (see, Solzhenitsyn 1997, 553–554) as to emphasise that

none of the group rose above their fellows.
20 Ot sostavitelei [English: ix]. This and all succeeding quotes follow the excellent English

translation made under Scammell’s direction. On very few occasions only – when a more slavish

translation is best when highlighting a specific point – I diverge from it slightly (but indicate this in
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These words are no doubt correctly read as Solzhenitsyn’s self-critical confes-

sion of his hope that his and his fellow authors’ sharpest words could thus be

softened, should they render themselves guilty of shooting a fly with a cannon.

Perhaps these words are best kept in mind when reading his own The Smatterers.

Responsibility, Repentance and Self-limitation

Solzhenitsyn’s publitsistika – texts on political and social questions – has been

summarised on several occasions.21 I will nevertheless present his, as well as the

other authors’, contributions to The Rubble to illustrate how greatly their basic

concerns coincided with Shafarevich’s. Indeed, perhaps more than any later under-

taking in which Shafarevich – or Solzhenitsyn – has ever participated, The Rubble
was a joint venture of like-minded people.

Solzhenitsyn’s opening As Breathing and Consciousness Return22 was based on

his private 1969 reply to Sakharov’s Reflections on Progress, Coexistence and
Intellectual Freedom.23 Sakharov’s ideas had changed a great deal since then, he

admitted, but the same ideas continued to be espoused by many Soviet and Western

intellectuals. Solzhenitsyn further highlighted that it had been Sakharov’s courage

in speaking out about things long silenced that had inspired him to state his own

objections with the same frankness.24

The first of these objections was that Sakharov, just like most Soviet authors, had

a perennial habit to list all the imaginable vices of the capitalist world before daring

to say anything negative about their own society. However, “we have the moral

right to make judgements on problems of other countries only if we take cognizance

of our own internal problems and repent our faults.”25

Solzhenitsyn considered a fixation with “Stalinism” another standard manifesta-

tion of intellectual dishonesty and of the desire to disentangle oneself from “the

guilty ones”. Instead of endlessly harping on the shame of Stalinism alone, blame

should be put on all of the socialist ideology and its advocates, including Lenin and

Khrushchev and their numerous companions, helpers, and adherents – ultimately,

as Solzhenitsyn reckoned, “all of us” having been implicated to a greater or lesser

extent. He noted dryly that for many communists and Western leftist liberals

“Stalinism” was a convenient conception, because while judging “Stalinism” they

the footnotes). While English and Russian are syntactically quite different, this may backfire as

inelegance. But, as on similar earlier occasions, it is a conscious choice for the sake of accuracy.
21Most notably in E. Ericson 1993; Shturman 1988; Ericson & Klimoff 2008; Ericson &Mahoney

2006.
22 Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1969].
23 For this, see also Sakharov 1990, 382.
24 Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1969], 7–12.
25 Ibid., 12 [English: 8, slightly altered].
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could justify their sticking to their morally and logically untenable Marxist credo.

Besides, he added, Stalin himself had never tried to establish any distinctive

doctrine, and “given his intellectual limitations he could never have created one”.

Alarmed by a claim by Sakharov that there are “situations in which revolution is

the only way out of an impasse”, Solzhenitsyn said: “let us not wish either

‘revolution’ or ‘counter-revolution’ on our worst enemies.” By their nature,

revolutions justify horrible acts of violence and despotism in the name of “an

ideal”. Supporters of socialist revolutions tend to expect morals to fall from heaven

like manna if only property is socialised. However, socialisation of property has

always given free rein to anarchy, cruelty, and pillage.26

His reservations about “progress” – the struggle for commodities, comfort,

technology, and control – were similar: when the pursuit of progress is taken for

the primary task of a society, it easily slips into the pursuit of privileges when “the

right of the strongest” becomes the norm – especially in conditions where even

saying the word “morality” out loud seems somehow out of place. The elimination

of privileges is not a political task but a moral one, Solzhenitsyn stressed, thus

referring to the fallacies of progress and revolution alike.

As to intellectual freedom, it is a desirable gift but, like any freedom, a gift with a

conditional value: When freedom is not in the service of morality, it is transmuted

into the right of the strongest and the most brazen.27 Then again, man does not lose

the ability to proceed toward moral goals or his calling to do so even in an unfree

environment.28

Solzhenitsyn’s next piece, Repentance and Self-Limitation as Categories of
National Life29 can be read as an independent moral treatise, but it was also an

earnest counterclaim to Gorskii’s theses. Indeed, while Solzhenitsyn would later

call this text a comment on the Metanoia collection (as a whole),30 actually he

primarily criticised arguments presented inMetanoia’s short introductory piece and
the Gorskii article.

Solzhenitsyn was frustrated by Gorskii’s declarations that Russian national

consciousness never could produce anything other than evil arrogance and by his

tendency to see Russian national consciousness at the root of all the tragedies of

Soviet history.31 Clearly challenging him, Solzhenitsyn declared that the borderline

between good and evil does not run between individuals, peoples or countries, but

ultimately inside each human heart. In addition, depending on our deeds and

thoughts, their realms are in constant flux.

26 Ibid., 14, 17 [English 10, 13].
27 Ibid., 18.
28 Ibid., 22.
29 Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1973].
30 Solzhenitsyn 1995, 704.
31 Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1973], 130–136.
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Solzhenitsyn shared Gorskii’s conviction that acknowledgement of one’s

wrongdoings and repentance are vitally important, calling them the only realistic

precondition for lasting relationships, between nations just as persons.32 He also

agreed with Gorskii when he accepted, albeit guardedly, the idea of repentance of

entire nations: to his mind it was not right to write off this idea as outmoded or

dangerous as was sometimes done. Members of a nation tend, after all, to share

historical experiences and not infrequently do they also act in the name of the

nation. However, whereas Gorskii had implied that Russians need to repent for all

and everything in Russian history in order to have hope for the future, Solzhenitsyn

stressed that the idea of national repentance may be applied only to clearly defined,

concrete historical events – never to all of the life of nations.33

He then raised the subject of national antipathies. While often founded on

illusions and varying among groups of individuals, they exist, “and only hypocrisy

forbids us to talk about it.” But they, too, are tied to time – they result from some

historical events and die out with time. Solzhenitsyn highlighted that

Every nation without exception, however persecuted, however cheated, however flawlessly
righteous it feels itself to be today, has certainly at one time or another contributed its share

of inhumanity, injustice and arrogance.34

He illustrated this mentioning the guilt of the British, French and Dutch peoples

for their contribution to colonialism, the guilt of the Turks over the massacre of the

Armenians in the early 20th century, and the considerable contribution of Latvians,

Poles, Finns, Jews, Hungarians and other non-Russian peoples to the Russian

Revolution.35 He also raised the perhaps best-known case of national guilt of the

20th century, the genocide of the Jews by the Germans, and called Germans’

repentance before the Jews and Israel after the Second World War as an honourable

expression of collective national repentance. He then firmly stated that for him, a

Russian author writing for Russians, it made most sense to concentrate on Russia’s

vices and its need to repent. He added that he would not be writing if he did not have

faith in Russia’s capability to repent and be healed.36

Indeed, Solzhenitsyn did not consider, like Gorskii, that Russian history had

been virtually devoid of a pursuit of repentance. He argued it to have been an

important part of the Russian spiritual and social tradition before the reforms of

Patriarch Nikon and Peter I, rationalising this with the strong influence of Orthodox

Christianity and its many traditions of repentance, forgiveness and reconciliation.

He did not deny that the treatment of peasants and serfs had often been very cruel

32 Ibid., 115–120.
33 Ibid., 119.
34 Ibid., 120–121 [English: 111].
35 Ibid., 121, 135. As to this last point, I shall discuss it more closely in Ch. 8. Here it suffices to say

that the claim about the non-Russian peoples’ disproportionally great role in the Russian Revolu-

tion was historically based.
36 Ibid., 124.
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but argued that the living spirit of repentance had nevertheless also contributed to

the loosening of their yoke. The shameless persecution of the Old Believers, which

went on in milder form until the revolution, and the “Petersburg period of our

history – a period of external greatness, of imperial conceit” were fateful for the

health of the nation. Both of them

drew the Russian spirit [. . .] farther from repentance. So far that we managed to preserve

serfdom for a century or more after it had become unthinkable, keeping the great part of our

own people in a slavery which robbed them of all human dignity. So far that even

the upsurge of repentance on the part of thinking society came too late to appease angry

minds[.]37

Solzhenitsyn’s stand was firm: all Russians are partly guilty for the sufferings of

their neighbours. This is especially true because those having had to suffer from the

transgressions of Russian history have usually been Russia’s own population:38 “we

are all guilty, all besmirched”. As the principal victim of its own cruelty, Russia

also deserves pity. All the same, only repentance will provide the strength for

recovery.39

His expressions certainly had affinities with Gorskii’s, but whereas Gorskii had

practically maintained that Russians should repent for their national consciousness

until it had altogether vanished, Solzhenitsyn saw repentance as a means to revive it

by way of gaining national self-confidence which was essentially very similar to the

healthy (and thus, responsible) self-confidence of individuals. To his mind, Gorskii

was going against Sergii Bulgakov’s maxim that only suffering love gives one the

right to reprehend one’s nation. With his caricature of repentance Gorskii was

pulling the rug from under those Russians who hoped for its healing gifts.

Solzhenitsyn implied that Gorskii’s categorical judgement of Russian national

consciousness was a mirror image of the kind of idealisation of Russianness he

had criticised inMolodaia gvardiia’s line. Both rendered the conception of respon-
sibility altogether useless.40

Evidently referring to Molodaia gvardiia’s red national patriots, Solzhenitsyn

added in distress that it had recently become all the more popular to maintain, as if

in the spirit of patriotism, that Russian history had never had any stains, either

during the centuries before the revolution or after it. According to this view

atheism, Orthodox Christianity and Marxism were all good and beneficial, provided

they were Russian. And naturally the criterion for being a Russian was blood,

Solzhenitsyn lamented.41

37 Ibid., 125 [English: 116].
38 Solzhenitsyn did not claim that the victims were ethnic Russians only, any more than that they

were non-Russians only. Whereas he first mentioned the sufferings of Russians, he later moved

over to the Russians’ guilt towards the Poles, the peoples of the Caucasus and the indigenous

peoples of Siberia (ibid., 137–138).
39 Ibid., 126–128 [English: 118].
40 Ibid., 130–136.
41 Ibid., 128–129.
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To his mind patriotism should be comprehended as faithful love for one’s

country but not as servility or support for unfair demands; as frank assessment of

the nation’s burdens and sins, and as repentance. The only natural step after

repentance was self-limitation. Since natural resources are limited, it is wiser to

abstain from material growth on one’s own rather than to be impelled to it under

duress. In practice, self-limitation denotes for Russia that it must stop hankering

after world power, and keep out of other countries’ affairs.42

The Soviet Intelligentsia’s Moral State Leaves Much to Be Desired

The Smatterers,43 Solzhenitsyn’s last contribution,44 was a forceful statement

against elitism. It was an attempt to analyse the Soviet intelligentsia and consider

its spiritual state, thus involving him in debates peculiar to Russian social thought.

Acknowledging that demarcating the “intelligentsia” is notoriously problematic, he

chose a pragmatic approach: Members of the intelligentsia are all those who

demand to be called by that name.45

Referring to the analysis of the pre-revolutionary Landmarks, Solzhenitsyn
stated that back then “intelligentsia” had been a name hogged by students, literary

critics, and journalists prone to looking down on all others as reactionaries. They

had been people susceptible to the temptation of radicalism and revolution, so much

so that this had become the intelligentsia’s most important characteristic. Not even

such writers as Gogol, Dostoevskii or Tolstoi were regarded as its members any

more than the clergy or engineers, agronomists or scientists. In line with the

Landmarks authors, Solzhenitsyn implied that without these groups the intelligent-

sia was missing both pragmatic wisdom and spiritual and moral vision.46

There was a similar tendency now, he hinted: those who did not have the moral

fibre for the role of the elite they were hankering after were quick to count

themselves among the intelligentsia. He criticised these self-appointed intellectuals

for their cowardice and opportunism, and their proneness to idealise and legitimise

42 Ibid., 141–142, 130–136.
43 Solzhenitsyn 1974. Obrazovanshchina of the Russian title is Solzhenitsyn’s neologism, a

reference to the pejorative intelligenshchina used by Berdiaev in Landmarks. Obrazovanie,
education, at its root implied that these smatterers who took pride in belonging to the intelligentsia

possessed formal education but barely excelled in things higher than that.
44 He had completed this piece, one of the last ones to be finished for The Rubble, in January 1974,
just some weeks before his imprisonment and exile. The fact that its text jumps out a bit of the

general line of the compilation with some of its not-so-delicate formulations, may be

understandable for this reason. The others had not yet had time to give their comments or point

out formulations they saw as too categorical.
45 Solzhenitsyn 1974, 217.
46 Solzhenitsyn 1974, 217–228.
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these traits.47 Here he scornfully quoted a pseudonymous samizdat author, Semen

Telegin,48 who had demanded of the intelligentsia

first and foremost not courage [. . .] but the gift of persuasion [. . .], the ability to awaken the
attention of the people and hold it over a long period of time without attracting the attention

of the authorities [. . .] And surely, with our philosophy [. . .] we shall be able to cope with a
problem that even semi-illiterate preachers of religion have tackled successfully?49

Solzhenitsyn commented: “this is where the smatterers betray their arrogance

and shortsightedness, for it is not a question of literacy, but of spiritual power.”50

The driving force for beneficial social change is people’s

thirst for truth, a craving to cleanse their souls, and the desire of each one to preserve around

him an area of purity and brightness. That is why even ‘illiterate sectarians’ and some

obscure milkmaid down on the collective farm are also members of this nucleus of

goodness [i.e., the only people who may create anything lasting for future], united by a

common striving for the pure life.51

He repeated the basic message of When Breathing and Consciousness Return:

When oppression is not accompanied by the lie, liberation demands political measures. But

when the lie has fastened its claws in us, it is no longer a matter of politics! It is an invasion

of man’s moral world, and our straightening up and refusing to lie is also not political, but

simply the retrieval of our human dignity.52

Oh, we crave freedom, we denounce (in a whisper) anyone who ventures to doubt the

desirability and necessity of total freedom in our country [. . .] But we are waiting for this

freedom to fall into our lap like some unexpected miracle, without any effort on our part,

while we ourselves do nothing to win this freedom.53

He honoured those who “continued to risk their necks and make sacrifices – by

openly or in wordless secrecy keeping dangerous materials, by fearlessly helping

prisoners or by paying with their own freedom.”54 However, others had

discovered an ingenious alternative: to flee the country! Thereby preserving their own

unique individuality (‘over there I shall develop Russian culture in peace and quiet’). Or

saving those whom they had left behind (‘from over there we shall be better able to defend
your rights here’). Or, finally, saving their children, who were more precious than the

children of the rest of their compatriots.55

At this point it can be noted that when Solzhenitsyn made his conclusion of the

weaknesses of “the smatterers”, he consistently used the word “we”:

47 Ibid., 220 and passim.
48 Telegin was later revealed to be the Ukrainian physicist Gertsen Kopylov (Levinton 1999).
49 Solzhenitsyn 1974, 241 [English: 256–257].
50 Ibid., 241 [English: 257].
51 Ibid., 253 [English: 271].
52 Ibid., 257 [English: 275].
53 Ibid., 233 [English: 248].
54 Ibid., 237 [English: 253].
55 Ibid.
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But all this would be forgiven to us, would arouse only sympathy – our downtrodden

degradation and our subservience to the lie – if we meekly confessed to our infirmity,

our attachment to material prosperity, our spiritual unpreparedness for trials too severe

for us to bear[.]56

A tendency to explain moral weakness as a virtue and to rationalise general

cowardice was leading to absurd modes of thought. One was the idealisation of

internationalism – the idea that local cultures will soon die anyway and that it is

ethically suspicious to expect national rebirth. Solzhenitsyn considered that such

thinking was often coupled with the view that speaking of the “fates of nations” is

somehow beside the point. According to this view, sacrificing one’s nation – both as

a concept and as a reality – ought to be accepted as something inevitable. A painful

example of this was how the majority of the intelligentsia in the Soviet Union had

never really paid attention to the destruction of the peasants, the core of the Russian

nation, in the 1920s.57

As already noted, Solzhenitsyn used consistently the word “us” – not “them” –

when speaking about how low the contemporary intelligentsia had sunk, making

crystal clear his own involution in its vices. He was thus certainly true to his earlier

claim that the borderlines between good and evil run inside each human heart, not

between them. When harshly criticising his fellow samizdat writers he readily also

gave them credit whenever he considered it in order. In spite of all this, however,

Solzhenitsyn’s masterful style – and in particular, his masterful sarcasm – easily

makes the most powerful impression.

Socialism as Fear and Rejection of Life, Creation, and Freedom

Shafarevich’s first contribution to The Rubble, Socialism,58 is a systematic analysis

of the history of the idea of socialism. As Shafarevich has recounted, it was written

as a result of his disputes with Solzhenitsyn, who, in Shafarevich’s words, had

some sort of an unclear conception of socialism. I made comments on this subject, we

argued, at times even in presence of others. . . Once I lamented to him that I’m not able to

write long texts on non-mathematical themes. He replied: ‘So don’t attempt to write a book,

write an article, and it will help you to make a book out of it.’ I thought about it and

agreed.59

This process indeed helped Shafarevich to write a whole book on the same

subject, Socialism as a Phenomenon in World History.60 Even if Shafarevich had

56 Ibid., 237–238 [English: 253].
57 Ibid., 245–250.
58 Shafarevich 1974.
59 Shafarevich 2010a, for Solzhenitsyn’s influence, see also 2008a. For Solzhenitsyn’s own

account, which is very flattering to Shafarevich, see Solzhenitsyn 1975, 435.
60 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a.
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finished the book a year before The Rubble come out, it took three more years for it

to appear as a tamizdat in France. Rapidly after this translations in French, Spanish,

English, German, and Italian followed.61 Much later came also Bulgarian, Serbian

and Hungarian editions and an Italian reprint62 – not to mention the numerous

reprints in Russian.

Solzhenitsyn wrote to this book a foreword.63 He praised in it Shafarevich for

leaving no room for attempts to remain blind to socialism’s repulsive practical

manifestations, either by ignoring them or explaining them away as “Asiatic” or

“Russian” aberrations or by the personality of one dictator or another.64 With this

Solzhenitsyn referred not only to arguments of samizdat debates or the official

Soviet explanations but also to the arguments of authoritative Western scholars and

intellectuals. The anti-communists among them often argued that socialism was so

fatal because of the alleged Russian authoritarian tradition at its root. The more

numerous leftists, in turn, often referred to “socialism with a human face” and

spoke highly of Marx, believing that once his ideas were purified from “irrational

Asiatic” aberrations, they would contribute to creating a progressive and

enlightened society free of the imperialistic prejudices of the past. Indeed, at the

time of its writing Shafarevich’s rebuff to socialism was not exactly in the spirit of

the time.65

At the basis of his analysis was his own experience as a citizen of a socialist

society and scrupulous study of its classics, above all, of course, Marx and Engels.

Shafarevich reckoned that it was misleading to consider socialism as a mere

economic arrangement. It was, much rather, an ideology that penetrates into all

spheres of life.66 To begin with, socialist scriptures were militantly anti-religious.67

Another staggering feature of the socialist ideologues’ programmatic texts was the

61 These are Le phénomène socialiste, 1977 [by Seuil], El fenómeno socialista, 1978 [by Editorial

Magisterio Español], The Socialist Phenomenon, 1980 [by Harper & Row], Der Todestrieb in der
Geschichte. Erscheinungsformen des Sozialismus, 1980 [by Ullstein], and Il socialismo come
fenomeno storico mondiale, 1980 [by La Casa di Matriona].
62 These are Sotsializmŭt kato fenomen v svetovnata istoriia, 1995 [by Monarkhichesko-

konservativen sŭiuz], Socijalizam kao pojava svetske istorije, 1997 [by Svetigora] (accompanied

by Shafarevich’s preface to the Serbian edition together with an introduction by Metropolitan

Amfilohije (Radović) but lacking Solzhenitsyn’s foreword) andA szocializmusmint világt€orténelmi
jelenség, 2002 [by Kairosz]. The Italian reprint appeared in 1999 [by Effedieffe].
63 Solzhenitsyn 1997 [1976].
64 Solzhenitsyn 1997 [1976], 499–501. Later, writing in the freer genre of literary memoirs,

Solzhenitsyn said that Shafarevich tackled the problem of socialism “with that uninhibitedness

and sarcasm that is today unattainable by the Western world hypnotised from the left”.

(Solzhenitsyn 1975, 435 [English: 407].)
65 Shafarevich 1974, 29–30.
66 Ibid., 31–32.
67 His extensive quotations from the classics of socialism throughout the book are fascinating.

Relevant primary sources are to be found also in Marx & Engels 1964.
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demand to annihilate the family, raise children separated from their parents, share

wives and promote impersonal sex.68

It seemed, Shafarevich outlined, that socialism was characterised by an ideal of

equality, understood expressly as sameness or equivalence,69 as the suppression of

individual personality.70 In terms of detailed analysis, Shafarevich certainly defined

socialism’s essential characteristics somewhat differently at different points of his

writing. Since this fluidity and formal inconsistency was almost programmatic, it

was hardly unintentional.71 It is evident that he wanted to convey a general idea, not

to forge a categorical definition.72

Shafarevich classified a variety of societies in world history as socialist: ancient

Egypt and China, Mesopotamia, the Empire of the Incas and the Jesuit state of

Paraguay. To his mind they were all distinguished by elimination of private

property and the tendency to conceptualise human societies as mechanisms – this

was expressed, among other ways, in their megalomaniac construction projects.

Serfs or workers were treated primarily a parts of this mechanism, their function

being to safeguard the smooth performance of the state machine.73 Even if

Shafarevich had not invented these things himself but relied on classic studies,74

here his cautious words in the preface of the book are perhaps most appropriate:

Working on this book without official permission, under the conditions prevailing in our

country, I encountered great difficulties in obtaining the necessary literature. Given this

situation, I am aware of the likelihood (and [probably] even the inevitability) of error in

certain specific questions and of the shortcomings of my arguments, which may have been

presented earlier and more effectively by others. My only justification is the urgency of the

theme and the special historical experience of our country.75

As if anticipating the comments of a doubtful reader, he admitted readily that

consequently most societies in history could indeed be called socialist to

some extent. While thus explicating the fundamental ideas of socialism in certain

68 Shafarevich 1974, 32–34; 1994 [1977]a, 220–221, 260, 270–275, 290. As he recounts, during

the first Soviet decade there had been efforts to annihilate the institution of marriage and hand over

all responsibility for raising children to the collectives. When divorce rates and the numbers of

homeless children were quickly rising, the official policy had taken a turn toward more traditional

values.
69 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 222–227.
70 Ibid., 289–296.
71 See, for instance, ibid., 220–227, 285–296.
72 He later willingly confirmed this in an interview, Shafarevich 2003a.
73 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 153–218; 1974, 34–40. He likewise pointed to the same conception

in Shigalev’s “plan” in Dostoevskii’s The Possessed, which was based on the documentary

material of early Russian revolutionaries, mentioned Stalin’s famous toast to the Soviet citizens,

“the cogs”, and referred to the studies of Lewis Mumford, who had criticised the dehumanising

tendencies in modern urban culture (Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 288–289).
74Most notably on Fritz Heichelheim’s An Ancient Economic History (1958) and Karl Wittfogel’s

Oriental Despotism (1957).
75 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 13 [English: xvi]: The quotes from Socialism here and henceforth

follow William Tjalsma’s translation, which is very accurate.
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ideal-typical form and extending his definition to cover a whole range of societies,

he went against the conception of socialism as somehow inherent namely to

Russia. Rather than tying it to specific geographical surroundings, historical eras

or cultural or social contexts, he characterised it as inherent in human nature.76 Yet,

while having a constant set of basic characteristics no matter what the context,

socialism certainly has local “variables”, he suggested. For instance, socialism

distinct to Western civilisation has often taken the form of a Christian utopia.

Here Shafarevich made a stipulation concerning his notion of anti-religiosity

intrinsic to socialism. He explained that he had in mind something more than mere

confessional (nominal) atheism, however militant; the question was, rather, of

a deterministic conviction, whether formally religious or secular, that people

were unconditionally shackled by the laws of the material world and fated to be

its prisoners. Should this conviction occur in the sphere of influence of a religious

credo, it tends to be manifested in extreme hostility towards unbelievers, the “sinful

world”, and finally, all life on earth. It reserves no room for freedom of choice, joy

of creativity, or ultimately, morality.

Early mystical sects strongly influenced by Christianity and hostile to the

institutional church – and thus, heretical from its perspective – based their life on

the principle of sharing both property and women. Their heritage was passed on to

the late Middle Ages, which saw the flourishing of heretical Christian groups in

various corners of Europe and the Middle East. These sects shared a militant

conviction about the material and spiritual worlds being hostile towards one

another, which led them to regard all expressions of distinct individuality as evil

and to cherish communitarian principles. They exhorted violence against all earthly

institutions, be they church, state or society. Many more sects reacted with abhor-

rence against the decay of the Catholic Church, concluding that all earthly life was

cursed.77

The Reformation formalised a detached stance towards religion and lowered the

barrier to criticise the Church. In social thought this gave way to scorn for religion,

and later still, explicit atheism. This trend was discernible in the new genre of

socialist utopias which again nurtured ideas of shared property, wife-sharing, strict

regulation of social life, and cruel penalties for indulging in the most innocent

personal liberties. With the Enlightenment, religious convictions about a process of

salvation were shoved aside by a new faith in material progress, the supreme

product of which is human reason. Starting in the 18th century, secret societies

attempted to bring these ideas to fruition by way of revolution. In the 19th century,

socialism broke out of the salons and its ideologues started to toil to win over the

man in the street.78

76 Shafarevich 1974, 40, 48–50.
77 Shafarevich 1974, 43–45; 1994 [1977]a, 28–96.
78 Shafarevich 1974, 41–48; 1994 [1977]a, 97–152.
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Shafarevich thus envisages contemporary socialism at least in part as a secular

continuation of apocalyptic millenarianism, which he again assumes to have been

influenced, among other things, by the socialist utopias of antiquity, most notably

Plato’s The Republic and The Laws.79 He affirms this not only through affinity with

their ideas but direct influence as well. Mediaeval heretics acknowledged their debt

to Plato, and the 18th century socialist thinkers referred enthusiastically to mediae-

val heretical sects, the Inca state, and so forth.80

Indeed, even if Shafarevich’s manner of incorporating chapters dedicated to

ancient Egypt or the Inca state into his study might seem odd to contemporary

Western readers, this was based on his conviction that an ideology can be best

79 Shafarevich 1974, 42–43; 1994 [1977]a, 20–28. He points to the amazingly congruent

quotations from the Communist Manifesto and what he perceives as the caricatures of Plato’s

social philosophy in Aristophanes’ comedies Assemblywomen [Ecclesiazusae] and Wealth
[Plutus]. Sommerstein (writing in Oxford Readings in Aristophanes) has later credited

Shafarevich’s demonstration about the affinities of Aristophanes’ conceptions with the prevailing

ideas of utopian socialist thinking as “brilliant” (Sommerstein 1996, 266, see also notes on 264,

253). Ultimately, though, he is reluctant to accept Shafarevich’s hypothesis that Aristophanes was

making fun of Plato without specifying his reasons, however (ibid., 277).

Of course historians of ideas have discussed the relations of the influence between Aristophanes

and Plato long before Shafarevich or Sommerstein, but like Sommerstein, they seem to have

rejected the hypothesis about Aristophanes parodying Plato, in spite of the fact that Aristophanes

had distinguished himself in cruelly satirising political ideas and luminaries of Athenian society.

One of the most popular arguments in these historians’ rationale (if they bother to state their

reasons) is that the preserved edition of The Republic is believed to be some years younger than

Aristophanes’ Wealth or The Assemblywomen (see, for instance, Dover 1972, 200; Manuel &

Manuel 1979, 6). This does not drastically change the matters, however, because Plato was

disseminating his ideas orally in his Academy for many years even before this. (This goes naturally

also for Socrates, who left no literary heritage but whose ideas Plato filtrated and presented – and

who also appeared as a comical figure in Aristophanes’ The Clouds. Leo Strauss’s Socrates and
Aristophanes could serve as an inspiration for further elaboration of these questions.) Hence,

Shafarevich’s hypothesis seems very plausible, given his impressive textual evidence. Certainly he

also considered Plato’s The Republic as “morally, ethically and even in purely aesthetic terms far

superior” to practically all other conceptions of socialism. (Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 27.)

It would even be tempting to assume that the hypothesis about Aristophanes having made

ruthless fun of Plato’s conception of socialism has been simply too blasphemous for many

scholars. First, in the field of ancient philosophy Plato’s veneration is one of the basic premises

of research and, secondly, socialist ideals have tended to be very popular among Western

philosophers and intellectuals of the 20th century.
80 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 222–227. The words of the eminent Katerina Clark may also be cited:

“It is a sign of this time of great millenarian fervour that, soon after the Revolution, state publishing

houses put out Russian translations of several of the classic utopias, which advocate founding

kingdoms of science.” She mentions Lenin’s, Lunacharskii’s and Marx’s enthusiasm over utopian

writers, and notes that the Bolshevik leaders in particular attempted strongly to rise above them. For

instance, Lenin had called the Marxist theory “the first to convert socialism from being utopian to

being a science”. (Clark 1990, 260–261. Clark’s entire article is excellent and stimulating reading.)

Another eminent scholar, Robert Conquest has pointed out how “There was a strong tendency

among Marxists to accept pseudosciences” and that “An extraordinary array of officially endorsed

pseudosciences attended triumphant Marxism in the USSR” (Conquest 2000, 52).
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comprehended by following the reasoning of its most fervent believers. Hence, as

long as the ideologues of 19th and 20th century socialism had clearly been inspired

by earlier ideological traditions, this was worth taking seriously, independent of

whether their specific claims about the Inca state or ancient Egyptian society were

ultimately historically tenable. Incidentally, Shafarevich’s insistence on the univer-

sality of socialism is also fully in line with the classics of modern socialism which

propagate its revolutionary idea as international and universal.

As to the logical viability81 of socialist ideas, Shafarevich is very critical. They

are namely utopias – promises not meant to be kept.82 They call people to libera-

tion, but in fact draw a picture of

disobedient citizens turned into slaves; informers; work and life in paramilitary detachments

and under close supervision; passes that are needed even for a simple stroll, and especially the

details of general leveling depicted as they are with great relish (identical clothing, identical

houses, even identical cities). [. . .] In the most popular work of Marxism, the Communist
Manifesto, one of the first measures of the new socialist system to be proposed is the

introduction of compulsory labor. And it is predicted that this will lead to a society in

which ‘the free development of each will be the condition of the free development of all’!

[. . .] Or how to reconcile the impassionated condemnation of the old order and quite justified

indignation at the suffering of the poor and the oppressedwith the fact that the same teachings

envisage no less suffering for these oppressed masses as the lot of whole generations prior to

the triumph of social justice? ThusMarx foresees fifteen, perhaps even fifty years of civil war
for the proletariat, and Mao Tse-tung is ready to accept the loss of half of humanity in

a nuclear war for the sake of establishing a socialist structure in the whole world.83

It is significant that Shafarevich is nevertheless ready to acknowledge

socialism’s initial motivation in “a protest against human bondage to matter and

the suffering that ensues from it”. In referring to Sergii Bulgakov’s84 Christianity
and Socialism he notes, however, that by turning its attention exclusively to the

material dimension, socialism flattens life into mechanistic activity. Consequently

it does not surprise him that in attempting to solve social problems socialism resorts

to external means and to the use of force as if dealing with a machine.85 By the same

81Of course the issue is about moral viability as well, but Shafarevich apparently believes – surely

quite correctly – that it is ultimately impossible to distinguish between the two.
82 In their reputed Utopian Thought in the Western World (1979) Frank and Fritzie Manuel

(Manuel & Manuel 1979) describe the development of utopian thought essentially as Shafarevich

did of socialism (but of course, skipping Plato in such a context), starting with mediaeval sects,

culminating in Marx and Engels and Herbert Marcuse’s “Freudo-Marxist hybrid”.
83 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 10–11 [English: xiii–xiv].
84 Bulgakov was a convinced Marxist in his youth but became then one of the best-arguing critics

of Marxism. Shafarevich wrote later an interesting article about Bulgakov’s ideas about Marx as a

religious thinker (Shafarevich 1990d).
85Writing in the genre of religious philosophy Bulgakov had referred to socialism as Christ’s

temptation to turn stones into bread. (Cf. Luke 4:4 “Man does not live on bread alone” [i.e., but on

the protection of the Holy Spirit as well.]) In one way this also clarifies why Shafarevich sees no

essential difference between religious apocalyptic sects and militantly atheistic socialistic groups.

Neither of them gives any room for creativity or mercy, the most important expressions of the

spiritual life of humans.
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logic, while speaking about the ideal of equality the ideologues of socialism in fact

seem to be speaking about the ideal of sameness, of making people interchangeable

among themselves. Another typical trait of socialist societies is hostility towards

culture and traditions, and a tendency to scandalise the idea of each man’s personal

responsibility for the fate of humankind.86

Hence, in Shafarevich’s view, socialism’s driving force is fear of life and

creativity. Although he harshly criticises Freud, seeing in his ideas reminiscences

of socialism because they reduce life to something psycho-physiological, denigrate

the sphere of the spiritual and hardly grant value to ethical pursuit, he borrows

Freud’s concept of “death wish” (or “death instinct”) to characterise socialism.87 At

the same time he emphasises that it may serve as a working concept only,

specifying that its accuracy is dubious, not least because according to the definitions

of ethology – the context in which the concept of the instinct originates – instincts

always have a positive function in the life of the individual. Shafarevich neverthe-

less considers it fitting because the desire to escape from life to death and thus

overcome the pain of life seems to be somehow inherent to human nature. Here he

refers to similar ruminations by the Russian religious philosopher Vladimir Solovev

and the logic of Buddhism, about which Solovev had written. To his mind,

“instinct” is also fitting for characterising socialism because when people are

guided by their instincts, critical thought tends to be thrust aside.88

Later Shafarevich stated that he had been impressed by feedback from an

American reader concerning the coinages “death instinct” or “pursuit of death”,

who had pointed out that in Orwell’s 1984 the ideologies of the world’s three

superpowers (Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia) were called “Ing-soc”, “neo-Bolshevism”

and “obliteration of the self, or death worship”.89

86 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 244–262; 1974, 64.
87 Later Aleksandr Etkind has attempted to poke fun at this: “The transnational character of

psychoanalysis was amusingly confirmed by Igor’ Shafarevich, an aggressive anti-Semite who

nonetheless made recourse to Freud in his analysis of socialism as a manifestation of the death

instinct.” (A. Etkind 1997, 394.)
88 Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 296–327; 1974, 65–71. In Ch. 6 I will discuss Shafarevich’s earlier,

less-known article about Konrad Lorenz’s ethology which better illuminates his ideas about this

tension between subconscious instincts and conscious morality and of the vitality of being

conscious of this tension, or in other words, of taking the side of morality.
89 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]g, 491. His ideas also have considerable kinship with Florian Henckel

von Donnersmarck’s 2006 film The Lives of Others (Das Leben der Anderen) – which raised the

subject of the hidden high suicide rates of the German Democratic Republic. It depicts a diligent

agent of the State security services who has no friends, no family and nothing even vaguely

personal in his home and to whom art and literature are an entirely unknown territory. He gradually

“comes to life” when tapping a couple consisting of an actress and a dissenting playwright and, in

this way, discovers his dignity, his own will and conscience. The film’s scriptwriter and director

Henckel von Donnersmarck has explained that the initial impetus for its idea was a phrase by

Lenin (as told by Gorkii) that he could not afford to let himself listen to his beloved Appassionata

Sonate because that would make him incapable of the destruction required by the idea of

revolution: “I don’t want to listen to it because it makes me want to stroke people’s heads, and I

have to smash those heads to bring the revolution to them.” (Riding 2007.)
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The Sore and Sensitive Question of Nationalities

Shafarevich continued to consider the vices of socialism, this time from the

perspective of the nationalities issue in his second article, Either Isolation or
Merger? – The Nationalities Question in the Soviet Union.90

Shafarevich reckoned, judging by recent samizdat texts, that in the Soviet Union

no other problem was able to provoke such outbursts of resentment, malice and pain

as relationships between its nationalities. He regretted that when the nationalities

issue was broached, moral principles such as rejection of violence and the unac-

ceptability of intolerance that samizdat authors seemed to have internalised when

discussing other aspects of life, suddenly seemed to lose their validity.91

Socialism had had a key role in instigating intolerant nationalism because it had

suppressed and distorted natural national emotions. Shafarevich outlined that

socialism can be disposed to nationalism or, more exactly, take advantage of it, in

two ways. When socialists attempt to seize power and spread their ideology, they

try to win over smaller nations and ethnic groups by encouraging their national

consciousness, thereby denigrating that of the dominant nation and relying on

slogans of decolonisation. When, however, the country is in internal crisis or

under external attack, the nationalism of the dominant nation is employed and

formally encouraged for purposes of unifying the country.92

Shafarevich discerned a universal tendency over the previous few centuries to

deny great nations the right to nationalism, or, in the case of empires, to a unifying

ideology. Here he considered the popularity of socialist ideas a root cause. The

reason for this was clear to a reader of Socialism: the ideology of socialism was

contradictory to living traditions, national traditions included. He hastened to say

that he had absolutely no desire to bolster colonialism, and he emphasised that

solutions to complex problems are never primitive. Consequently, mere slogans of

decolonisation – the hobby horse of socialist ideologues – are not enough. In

essence, socialism is hostile to the national feelings of large and small nations

alike; it only takes advantage of them in different ways. Acknowledging this fact

would be the key to overcoming the national hostilities of his contemporary Soviet

Union.93

90 Shafarevich 1974 [1973]. The title of its English translation, Separation or Reconciliation?, is
somewhat misleading. Obosoblenie, individualisation, of the original title Obosoblenie ili
sblizhenie? was a word peculiar to Dostoevskii with which he referred to the fragmentation of

society resulting from the disappearance of common faith. Sblizhenie – drawing together in the

name of socialism with its aim of full uniformity – belonged to Lenin’s favourite terminology. It

remained the cornerstone of Soviet nationality policy up to the last years of the Soviet Union (see,

for instance, Duncan 1988b, 182–185). Shafarevich’s choice of title thus signals that he saw

socialism to inspire and contain only unfortunate options.
91 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 97–98.
92 Ibid., 99–100. A later scholarly exposition of this logic is Baev 1995.
93 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 99–103.
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Shafarevich lamented that in many current samizdats Russians were accused of

Russification, the oppression of smaller peoples of the Soviet Union and “great

power chauvinism”. However, under socialism, oppression, pillage of natural

riches, economic hardship, persecution of national culture, tradition and religion

had been the lot of Russians as well.94 The fact that the socialist system had

harnessed the Russian language for its service did not exactly lessen their tragedy.

Already during the pre-revolutionary years vociferous radical liberals enticed by

socialist ideas had branded Russian patriotism as reactionary, disgraceful and

dangerous. The official Soviet doctrine then characterised great power chauvinism

as an inherent trait of Russia, thereby practically legitimising the persecution of any

expression of Russian national consciousness, “[a]nd to this very day Russian

national consciousness lives under unwinking, hostile surveillance, like a trans-

ported criminal under police supervision.”95 He mentioned Metanoia as a recent

example of re-introducing these old, prejudiced labels, this time wrapped up in

the call to repent:

And which, of all Russia’s transgressions, did the authors consider the most heinous? The

belief, it turns out, that Russia has a historic mission, that she too has something of her own,

a new word, to offer to the world; or, as the authors put it, ‘Russian messianism’. This is the

sin they call on Russians to repent, even envisaging this as Russia’s main aim in the future.

To set as a goal changing the consciousness of a nation so that it would not dare to think its

life has a purpose! What other nation has been subjected to such lectures?96

By now, generations of Soviet schoolchildren had been raised to conceptualise

Russia as “the gendarme of Europe” or “the prison of peoples”, and to consider its

history as “the accursed past”. Simply taking a ride in a bus in the centre of

Moscow and listening to the driver announce the names of stops reveals how

mercilessly socialism had deprived Russians of their national history and how

completely it had been replaced by the dogma of communism. Shafarevich stated

categorically that the blame could not be put on any other one nation, either; the

root cause of the great tragedies of the peoples of the Soviet Union was not at the

level of nationalities or nationalism. Besides, in some sense at least the responsi-

bility for these tragedies was shared by all, irrespective of nationality.97 He

likewise referred to the indisputable historical fact (already mentioned by

Solzhenitsyn in Repentance) that peoples of several nationalities were among

those having contributed to the advancement of the revolution: “We all had a

hand in creating the problems that now confront us: the Russian nihilists,

94 This can be authenticated by the facts recounted in the classic studies of Soviet history by

E. H. Carr and others. For more on this theme, see Ch. 6 and Ch. 9.
95 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 105 [English: 95].
96 Ibid., 105 [English: 96, slightly altered]. Here it is again apparent that Shafarevich is speaking of

Gorskii’s contribution and the collection’s anonymous introductory piece because Altaev and

Chelnov did not touch upon messianism or national consciousness.
97 Ibid., 105–107. These formulations deserve to be kept in mind for future discussion.
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Ukrainian ‘Borotbists’, Latvian riflemen98 and many others have each done their

bit. How could we possibly hope to separately disentangle this knot that was

tightened with common efforts?”99

Shafarevich discerned realistic hope for the future in this fact and perspective of

shared guilt and shared responsibility:

It liberates our thoughts from a conviction that man is subjugated to external causes, over

which, as a rule, we have no control, and directs them to causes hidden within ourselves,

over which we have control to a great extent. A similar dilemma confronts the individual: is

the fundamental contour of his fate determined by external factors (material circumstances,

social environment, and so on), or is it at bottom an inward thing? In the final analysis the

question is one of free will.100

As will become more than clear from his final contribution, it would be a radical

misunderstanding to believe Shafarevich to have claimed that external

circumstances are not important or that suffering, should it originate in the structures

of society, was to be somehow overlooked. He stressed, however, that they, too, have

at their roots choices made by humans with free will, and that only with the mighty

power of their free will may humans change their societies. But he was certainly not

claiming that man is simply always to blame for all his misfortunes. He continued:

The same question [of free will] confronts our nation. But if one acknowledges the pre-

eminence of inner causes, and that a nation’s fate is determined more by its own actions and

outlook on life than by external factors, then it follows that inner causes will not be changed

by simply breaking with the Russians. [. . .101] All I mean by this is that we must rid

ourselves of certain habits of thought, of the unverifiable and undebatable conviction that

breaking away from the Russians and creating one’s own state is the automatic solution to

all the problems of every nation [or nationality, of the Soviet Union]. It seems to me that

there is a profound analogy with the position of those people in the sphere of Russian

culture102 who have given in to the temptation of a solution which has become possible so

recently and which is to us so unusual – emigration. In both cases there is an underlying

wish to ‘escape from one’s own shadow’ – to solve by external means problems that are

essentially within.103

Shafarevich further reckoned that the peoples of the Soviet Union could warn

contemporary Western Europe and North America about the nihilistic fallacy of

socialism:

98As the translators of The Rubble have explained: “‘Borotbists’ was the name of a Ukrainian

Communist party at the time of the October revolution which was allied with the Bolsheviks. In

later years it was disbanded and most of its surviving leaders executed.” (Solzhenitsyn et al. 1975,

98.) Latvian riflemen, again, was “[a] reference to the Latvian rifle regiments of the tsarist army

which went over to Lenin during the October revolution and actively supported the Bolsheviks

against rival factions and later the Whites.” (Ibid.)
99 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 107 [English: 98, slightly altered].
100 Ibid., 107 [English: 97–98, considerably altered].
101 He referred to a plea by a group of Estonian national activists who had asked the UN

peacekeeping forces to rid Estonia of non-Estonians.
102 The reader might take note of this formulation for future reference.
103 Ibid., 107 [English: 98, slightly altered].
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We are now able to perceive and tell the world things that nobody else can tell: this is where I

see the historic mission of the peoples that inhabit what was once Russia but is now the Soviet

Union. They can point the way out of the labyrinth in which mankind is now lost.104

He felt the need to explain himself should his words sound patronising:

It is, of course, an internal matter, a matter of conscience for each nation to decide whether

to accept this mission. No-one should be judged or condemned for deciding in one way or

another. But it seems to me that it will not be tactless interference to express one’s own

opinion on this question as it touches us all so closely and fatefully.105

Shafarevich approached the question of several nationalities in one country from

a perspective not very conventional but quite reasoned: the number of nation states

was steadily rising. As actors in international politics, small independent states

often had strength only to not go against others and to choose a solution which

aroused nobody’s objection – that is, “a solution that is the most trivial. That is the

origin of oclocracy [mob rule] of nations, a spectacle we are witnessing in the

United Nations.”

In addition, divided states, too, continued to suffer from international conflicts,

at times from inter-tribal conflicts as well.106 He also pointed out that overlapping

cultural identities and the feeling of belonging to the sphere of a small, distinct

culture and simultaneously to a much more encompassing culture (as in the case of

Ukrainian and Russian [rossiiskii], or Scottish and British) often bear wonderful

fruit in literature and art. He stated:

I believe that this path is not closed to the peoples of our country, but finding it now will not

be at all easy. It will require changes in our habitual attitudes, much effort and goodwill. It

would be a great pity if I am understood to be thinking that these efforts should be expected

from the non-Russian peoples only. It is precisely the Russians who ought to win them-

selves in many respects.

I do not think Russians render themselves guilty of the kind of national arrogance that is

being expressed in the relations of Western Europeans with their Eastern neighbours and

even more with non-Europeans. Russians mix easily with other peoples and are even often

prone to value their own culture too low.

Intoxication with power has been the vice of every great nation and it has been far from

foreign to the Russians. If a large country’s armies are unloosed against a small neighbour,

and if they successfully carry it off, the overwhelming majority of the populace feels pride

and satisfaction. Regretfully, it needs be confessed that this has been the psychology of

many nations for many centuries, and the Russians are no exception here. We cannot permit

ourselves this, however, if we want to preserve even the shadow of a hope of living side by

side in one state with our present neighbours! And therefore it looks like some sort of a

strange provocation when the journal Veche [see Ch. 6] begins its existence by describing

Skobelev’s107 conquests in Central Asia, as if the most important wars in our history were

those that subjugated other peoples.

104 Ibid., 108 [English: 99].
105 Ibid., 108 [English: 99, somewhat altered].
106 Ibid., 108–109 [English: 100, slightly altered].
107 “Mikhail Skobelev (1843–1882), a Russian army officer, one of the conquerors of Turkistan

and a prominent commander in the Russo-Turkish war” (translator’s note in Solzhenitsyn et al.
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But in our attitude to other nations there is a vice typically Russian: the inability to see

the line that divides us from other nations, the lack of inner conviction in their right to exist

within their own national identity. How often have I heard Russians wondering naively why

the Ukrainians, Belarusians or Lithuanians will not learn proper Russian and turn into

proper Russians. All the jokes, mockery and tactless puns on the Ukrainian language have

their root in an unwillingness to recognise the Ukrainians as a separate nation and in a

failure to understand why these “Russians” so strangely distort our language.

This may be due to a perverted, falsely perceived sense of equality – after all, we do

consider all these people as our equals, immediately (although without consulting them)

classifying them as Russians. But it is easy to understand the terror and aggravation this

gives rise to among other peoples, especially the small ones, when they see a boundless

mass advancing on them, ready to incorporate them into themselves without leaving a trace.

Most animals capable of killing their own kind are endowed by nature with inhibitions

which make such killings impossible: no wolf can tear open the throat of another wolf

vanquished in battle, no raven can peck out the eye of another raven. Neither men nor

nations are equipped with the same inhibitory mechanisms. They can instill them only by a

process of spiritual pursuit. This is the task facing the Russian people. We cannot count on

our neighbours for sympathy, or even absence of hostility, unless we can not only see the

Estonians, for example, as people equal to ourselves in every respect, but also realise how

much our life has been enriched by the proximity of this small, courageous people, who are

prepared to make any sacrifice other than renounce their national individuality.108

This extensive quote may be justified because it sheds light on Shafarevich’s ideas

about the nationalities issues as he formulated them in this first address by him on this

issue. This is important, for he, as the introduction to this study showed, has been later

accused ofRussian nationalistic extremism and fierce anti-Semitism. It isworth noting

how earnestly he aimed at dispassionate expression, refusing to resort to singling out

“the guilty ones” and emphasising the responsibility of all as well as the resolvability

of national contentions. This address did not lack self-criticism and a gentle reprimand

of his fellowRussians, either.Whenever hementioned other nationalities critically, he

hastened to add that the Russians, too, were not free from similar vices. It may also be

noted that Shafarevich did not say half a word about the Jewish question.

Historical Determinism and the Alternative of Free Will

Historical determinism was finally Shafarevich’s major target in Does Russia Have
a Future?,109 the article concluding The Rubble. He had originally written it as a

comment on Amalrik’s Will the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984?110

Shafarevich claimed emphatically that the Soviet system, which had tormented

Russia for decades, was not viable in practical or moral terms. Because the country

1975, 101). The article to which Shafarevich referred was by Anatolii Ivanov (Skuratov) in

Veche’s 2nd issue.
108 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 111 [English: 101–102, somewhat altered].
109 Shafarevich 1974 [1971].
110 He said much later: “I was protesting against the absolutely deterministic-cum-pessimistic

prognosis by Amalrik, and can put my name under it even now.” (Shafarevich 1999c, 280.)
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had been in the grip of socialist ideology for so long, it was far from healthy, and

finding strength for a new beginning would not be easy. Submitting to despair was

tempting after the Soviet indoctrination concerning the allegedly unalterable “iron

laws of history”. Nevertheless, Lenin, one of the most relentless propagandists of

this doctrine, had actually changed the course of history by his will and made the

country he had considered the most philistine of all into a realm of the proletariat.

Human will is an immense force, Shafarevich stressed. In many cases it is the

decisive factor in the lives of human communities.111

Shafarevich readily acknowledged that man is not always able to use his free will.

We are all a part of bigger systems, and vulnerable to their pressure. This was

especially true for the Soviet Union, which severely punished those not willing to

conform. And yet, there is always at least some space for free will, for a moral or

creative contribution of some sort. Giving up hope for a new car or a promotion can

be the price of this, but such sacrifices make man free. The greater the inner freedom

one wants to attain, the greater the sacrifice: one might have to pay for freedom of

conscience by incarceration in a prison camp or mental hospital. Shafarevich did not

deny that such a life would be hard, but the more fully we112 submit to being merely

dutiful components of a system in which we do not believe, the more completely

meaning and joy disappear from life, including culture and scholarship.113

In the Soviet Union it was especially obvious how grotesque culture, scholarship

and science could become on the leash of the system. By way of compensation, we

tend to take part in a manic race towards “progress”, efficiency and material

rewards, a race in which human creativity is trampled. The Soviet Union had

reached a point where both roads, subservience to totalitarianism and yearning

for progress, had betrayed themselves as false and unworthy of the capacities of the

human soul. They have an alternative, Shafarevich maintained – conscious sacrifice

and affirmation of the priority of spiritual values as opposed to material rewards and

honours.

A desire to subjugate other nations and peoples was another fallacy to be

avoided.114 Here Shafarevich’s ideas again overlapped with those of Solzhenitsyn,

who had stressed that, without conscious investment in morality, all attempts to

build a better future were bound to remain mere demonstrations of eloquence. It

was obvious that Shafarevich’s intention in this text was to refute the deterministic

and fatalistic emphases in Amalrik’s pamphlet.

111 Shafarevich 1974 [1971], 261–266.
112 Just like Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich was consistently speaking in the form of “we” whenever

speaking of human weaknesses, thus making it clear that he felt very much personally involved in

all the dilemmas he was speaking of.
113 Shafarevich 1974 [1971], 266–269.
114 Ibid., 269–276.
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The Primary Role of Spiritual Values

The remaining pieces of The Rubble should still be briefly summarised. In Contem-
porary Socioeconomic Systems and Their Future Prospects115 Agurskii rebuffed

both the capitalist system of the West and the socialist system of the East, calling

them profoundly flawed and maintaining that they resembled one another in

considerable ways. The basis of both was mass industry, which rests on exploitation

of natural resources and conformism of the population.

The system in the West holds together by way of aggressive competition and

stimulation of demand with advertisement based on a very distinguished conception

of fashion. Acknowledging the system to formally depend on respect for basic

freedoms, Agurskii considered it nevertheless incapable of shielding people from

the “massive propaganda of conformism, which exerts great pressure on people and

is extremely difficult to resist.” He referred to the enormous power of the commer-

cial mass media, which “tries to appeal to the widest possible range of human

perceptions, exploiting the sexual urges more and more and transforming them into

a force that destroys society.” While the capitalist system was ruled by the principle

of increasing consumption, the socialist system was ruled by another insane inven-

tion, socialist propaganda, which produced sanctions and deterrents that forced

citizens to conform to something they did not in fact believe in.

Agurskii confessed it to be his view that any social system could not be just and

function reasonably unless it gave priority to spiritual and moral values. He consid-

ered some sort of censorship of the mass media necessary – so that “information

about varieties of crime does not turn into a cult that glamorises crime, and that the

public is not artificially involved in other people’s family scandals.” However, to

safeguard against restrictions on intellectual freedom, “everybody must be given the

opportunity to express their opinions, even if only for limited circulation, so that, for

instance, they could be available for consultation in libraries.”116

Agurskii’s article was perhaps thematically closest toDoes RussiaHave a Future?
and it also had great affinity with Shafarevich’s contributions in the coming years.

The article by Feliks Svetov117 (or F. Korsakov) was far removed from

Agurskii’s pragmatic treatise. Being something of a religious sermon, it substan-

tially built on Bulgakov’s maxim that only suffering love gives one the right to

scold one’s nation or church. Is not hard to discern indirect criticism ofMetanoia’s
Gorskii in this piece even if it certainly also had affinities with all the Metanoia
contributions.

Svetov lamented that members of the intelligentsia often go to church with

feelings of detachment and even a certain arrogance towards the tragedies of the

Orthodox Church and, intertwined with these, the tragedies of Russia. He discerned

115Agurskii 1974a.
116 Ibid., 83–84, 94 [English: 76, 77, 86–87, the last two quotes slightly altered].
117 Korsakov 1974.
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in such a detached attitude a desire to make the church acceptable bymaking it reflect

our own “enlightenment”. Even if Svetov did not explicate it in the clearest possible

way, he implied that a religion that reduces God to the image and likeness of man,

however sophisticated, loses all meaning. It is not that Svetov hinted that man ought

simply to be passive and subservient. Quite the contrary, a religion that does not pose

a challenge toman to renewwith God’s mysterious wisdom deprivesman of themost

valuable gift religion can grant him. But, he reminded, truth cannot be approached

without compassion towards suffering in all its expressions. The key is not the desire

to change others or to concentrate on their transgressions but to prepare the ground in

one’s own heart for the creative love of God to take root. Consequently, without

compassion towards the history and fate of Russia, Svetov maintained, there will be

no building material for a deeper understanding and a better future.118

Evgenii Barabanov119 developed Svetov’s challenge to Gorskii, albeit formally

adopting a somewhat contrary way of arguing, and without mentioning Gorskii. On

the other hand, it would be just as correct to claim that Barabanov restructured and

clarified the argument of Gorskii, who had accused his compatriots of passivity and

religious and ideological complacency. In any case, Barabanov certainly removed

Gorskii’s fatalistic, judgemental pathos.

This article, like Svetov’s, was a powerful critique of Soviet Christians’ indif-

ference toward the tragedies of Russia’s historical church and society. While the

Church is “not of this world”, this idea is misunderstood if it gives way to contempt

for the world and to concern for one’s own salvation only. True ascetism is always

guided by the Christian’s responsibility for the fate of the world and by basic faith

in human creativity, not passivity. Then again, any idea about the Church as a

coercive institution giving commands just imitates conceptions of earthly power

and is faulty. Similarly flawed are ideas which grant the church institution the

monopoly of God’s truth in the world. Such ideas only contribute to making an idol

of it. “Is not the failure of attempts to establish theocracies due to the fact that they

were based on contempt for and renunciation of that world which they simulta-

neously wanted to subjugate and harness?”120

Barabanov pointed out that contemporary man, even if not formally religious,

thirsts greatly for meaning in life; he is proud of what civilisation has accomplished

but also perceives with anguish its insufficient nature and its vulnerability. The

lamentable insensitivity of Christians towards this thirst is manifested in the relish

with which they speak about the end of the world. Barabanov thus full-heartedly

agreed with Berdiaev, who had noted that the traditional conception of hell and its

eternal tortures is an ontologisation of Christians’ vengefulness, and who had

stressed that hell is already present in the suffering of the world.121 Barabanov likewise

maintained that Christianity’s positive energy reveals itself in this world – in moral

118 Ibid.
119 Barabanov 1974.
120 Ibid., 190 [English: 186].
121 Berdiaev 1996 [1946–1948], 129–135.
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choices, the quest for genuine humanity, and aspiring for higher thing, and not

always or exclusively through the church institution. The greatest calling of man is

to overcome the dual thinking of formally following the mandates of Christianity on

the one hand and the mandates of mundane power – coercion, determinism,

rejection of creativity – on the other.122

In The Direction of Change123 Mikhail Polivanov (A. B.) reformulated the

central conception of the compilation shared by all its authors: it would be utterly

wrong to lose faith in a better future, but it can be realised only with spiritual

striving. “And until we bring about a change in ourselves, even the best-intentioned

attempts to restructure anything ‘from outside’ by decree of by force are doomed at

best to come to naught[.]”

Like Shafarevich he recalled how hard yet essential it was to resist pressure to

satisfy inner needs with the external stimuli of advertisements, travelling, and

television:

Never has the entertainment industry, the industry of the spiritual pabulum of ‘mass

information’, so completely dominated mankind. This is why men feel such terrible

spiritual chaos inside them, this is why they have lost touch of reality, this is why truth

has become so dangerously relative.124

Nationalism and Universalism as Kindred Rationalist Fallacies

Vadim Borisov’s thoughtful article125 was certainly among the most significant

contributions of The Rubble. He undertook to explicate conceptions which were

apparently at the root of the convictions of all the other authors as well, but which

were not easy to articulate in rational language. It is striking that Borisov, too, had

clearly chosen themes and issues discussed by Gorskii, challenging, for instance,

his comprehension of the Pentecost.

Indeed, Borisov suggested that the contemporary intelligentsia tends to suspect

national feelings as morally inferior and immature by their very nature. Their

progressive humanist ideal regards nations as an obstacle toward a higher form of

human community. Borisov challenged this train of thought in a somewhat unex-

pected way. He recalled that humanism had originally emerged out of the Christian

conviction that all humans have absolute value before God and thus an inherent and

inalienable right to be respected. This conviction had its origin in the experience of

122 Later Barabanov contributed to the tamizdat compilation Self-Cognisance (edited by Litvinov,

Meerson-Aksenov and Shragin) with a piece where his argumentation was essentially the same.
123 A. B. 1974.
124 Ibid., 155, 156 [English: 148, 149].
125 Borisov 1974. The final version of Borisov’s article did not arrive in Paris in time to be

published in the original Russian-language edition of The Rubble (but it was published in Vestnik
RKhD as a separate article soon after) but it is included in its English translation.
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God’s ultimate solidarity with His creation. Nevertheless, in the sphere of atheism,

rationalism, positivism and materialism, this conception of each person’s absolute

value had gradually transformed into the idea of equality before the law. In this

form it had become the constitutive idea of humanism. The idea of an unconditional
right to be respected as a personality “could now be defined conditionally, and
therefore inevitably arbitrarily. The concrete person became a juridical metaphor, a

contentless abstraction, the subject of legal freedoms and restrictions.”

In other words, whereas Christianity teaches that God has a personal relationship

with all His creation, humanism replaces the concept of ‘person (i.e., unique to God)’

with a formalistic ‘individual’, which is almost like ‘one human unit’.126 Theological

implications aside, the pragmatic and moral problem is that “individuals” are already

by definition interchangeable and replaceable. Sooner or later such thinking appeals

to the ideal of efficiency and an optimalism which replaces essence with form. This is

accompanied by the idea of instrumentalism.127

Moving towards his primary concern, nations, Borisov readily acknowledged

that a conception of “national personality” must sound awkward to his contempo-

rary readers. Nevertheless, there is no avoiding of the fact of the existence of

nations – communities with common historical experiences, and in this sense,

with their own “characters”. However, he stressed (like Solzhenitsyn in Repentance
and Shafarevich in Either Isolation or Merger?) that any attempt to capture their

essence is always historically limited and therefore arbitrary. Borisov’s thought-

provoking point was that the urge to substitute the unique personality (which, as he

highlighted, repelled rational definition) with its mere form is at the heart of the two

rationalist fallacies, universalism and nationalism, which, he continued, are poor

substitutes for the conception of a national personality. Whereas universalism

overlooks the idea of unique personality by way of forcibly equalising and

idealising sameness, nationalism is essentially an instrumental ideology that

regards other nations either as tools or obstacles to one’s nation’s fulfilment of its

own ends. Borisov characterised it as an ideology of “mechanical aggregation of

national individuals or units”.128

It ought perhaps to be emphasised that Borisov’s considerations had no theo-

cratic implications. Theocracy is a condition in which humans consciously claim to

take into their own hands the power generally considered to belong only to God (or,

in a-theological language, a condition where humans justify their human deeds with

superhuman arguments without taking responsibility for them themselves).

Borisov, however, was enhancing a principle of absolute abstinence from
interfering with the divine and superhuman – a categorical abstinence from

126 Cf. Berdiaev, Dostoevskii and some other Orthodox religious philosophers who make a

distinction between the concepts of “person” and “individual”, seeing the latter as an expression

of ways of thinking which give essentially no value to humans’ divine spirit, socialism being one

of them.
127 Borisov 1974, 194–203 [quote: 200].
128 Ibid., 203–228 [quote: 226].
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pretensions to classify people according to human judgements (because they are

human only) and resolutely leaving all that business to God only. He abstained from

pragmatic recommendations, remaining true to his conviction that humans should

keep to their human role. His article was above all a call to reconsider the categories

of nations, nationalism, and universalism and their ideological foundations.

Further assessment of these contributions as well as the discussion of their

reception will wait until the end of this chapter. First I will deal with the press

conferences on the occasion of the publication of The Rubble, which soon escalated
into a grandiose dispute about emigration from the Soviet Union.

The Press Conferences and the Emigration Question

Late in 1974, on 14 November, when From Under the Rubble was “released in

Samizdat” and simultaneously published in Paris, Shafarevich, Agurskii,

Barabanov and Borisov held a press conference in Shafarevich’s Moscow apart-

ment.129 As Shafarevich recounts,

I sent an invitation to representatives of all newspapers – Soviet and foreign – to come to

my home and to acquaint themselves with the new compilation. Well, the Soviet

representatives didn’t appear but a number of foreign correspondents did.130

Shortly after this a text, which is in fact Shafarevich’s latter-written summary of

his opening words and the most essential of his answers to the questions asked by

the Western correspondents during this press conference, was published in Paris,

issued as if it was Shafarevich’s verbatim speech in it. Later this text was circulating

as a preface to the samizdat version of The Rubble.
Solzhenitsyn, exiled in Zurich, commented on the Moscow press conference in

his diary:

at that time the KGB still let us [i.e., the Solzhenitsyn family] speak freely with Moscow,

and on the evening of the 14th [of November] I openly called Shafarevich to know how it

went and wrote down the discussion in detail. [. . .] The press conference [. . .] had been so

typical of the superficial news-oriented attitude. [. . .] Not one of the correspondents had

mastered Russian sufficiently to comprehend fundamental theoretical issues. [. . .] Instead,
the whole of the two hours they had to have basic things tediously explained, in a country to

which they had been accredited for years [. . .]! They were told about the characteristics of

Soviet life [. . .] and of all this they were alarmed only by the current Jewish emigration.131

129 For a more thorough account, see Shafarevich 1994b.
130 Shafarevich 2004c, 137. The press conference was noted by Reuters (14 Nov. 1974), The New
York Times (15 Nov. 1974) and Time magazine (25 Nov. 1974). For Samizdat coverage, see

Khronika tekushchikh sobytii, Nos. 33–35; “Iz-pod glyb”.
131 Solzhenitsyn 1998, 91.
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The text based on Shafarevich’s opening remarks and his reactions to the

Western journalists’ questions began with his explaination of the compilation’s

aim:

In all the variety of nuances of independent thought in our country, one position is accepted

almost unanimously: that the major, decisive factor hindering our normal development is

lack of freedom and the pressure on the human personality by the almighty state. And truly,

freedom to express one’s thoughts and to get information, to raise children according to

one’s faith and to live where one thinks it necessary, is an absolutely essential precondition

for the healthy existence of any state. During recent years I have had a chance to encounter

this side of life and to see tragic, mutilated fates of people and entire peoples.132

He stressed the acute need for human rights in the Soviet Union and continued,

almost echoing the authors of the pre-revolutionary Landmarks [see Ch. 4]:

And in spite of everything, I have come to the conviction that this is not the source from

which our difficulties spring. Even with all the sharpness of the economic, political and

social problems of today, our future is not primarily defined by them but by the way we

answer the spiritual questions standing before us [emphasis added].

An attempt to tackle these spiritual questions – and to rediscover a holistic

understanding of the meaning of life – did not signify a departure from human

rights issues, Shafarevich stressed. Much rather this was the only sound way to

approach them.133

Shafarevich named three pragmatic problems which were to his mind the most

urgent in the Soviet Union. First was the problem of the countryside, where millions

of people had no right to an internal passport or to move out of their kolkhozes,
let alone choose their place of residence inside the country freely.134 The Soviet

system was compelled to sustain such serfdom because the socialist ideal of

collectivisation was not able to grant man personal satisfaction in his work,

Shafarevich stressed, explaining that just as loving one’s wife is incompatible

132 Shafarevich 1994 [1974]a, 31.
133 Ibid., 32.
134 Internal passports had been introduced in the Soviet Union in 1932 as the only identity cards

guaranteeing the right to be registered for residence in the cities. Until 1976 only the urban

population (with a chosen few in the countryside) was eligible for internal passports. In addition

to not being permitted to move to the cities, kolkhoz workers had no right to move freely out of

their kolkhozes, to another kolkhoz, for instance. The Soviet rural population was thus doomed to

serfdom, Soviet style. (Chalidze 1974, 104–106.) Pavel Litvinov reported that “The system of

obligatory internal passports bearing a special, stamped entry for place of residence restricts a

person’s freedom of choice of residence, or abrogates it altogether. Anyone living without a

passport or residence registration is subject to legal prosecution. The situation is aggravated by the

fact that the law on residence registration has never been published in full; it has had only restricted

distribution ‘for administrative use.’ Further, Soviet courts refuse to entertain arguments about

residence registration.” (Litvinov 1976 [1975], 64. See also Popov 1996.) Solzhenitsyn had

mentioned the matter in Repentance (Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1973], 134) and in 1973 he had written

a thorny letter about it to the Soviet Minister of the Interior (Solzhenitsyn 1975 [1973]a, see also,

“Solzhenitsyn Denounces Serfdom in Russia”).
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with sharing wives, cultivating one’s own piece of land with love and care is

incompatible with the idea of land common to everyone.135

Secondly, he raised the systematic persecution of religious believers, reiterating

his conclusions of the human rights committee report [see Ch. 4]. The harshest

persecution was currently suffered by small religious denominations which had

been treated with relative lenience during the earlier decades. For instance, Baptist

parents had been deprived of their parental rights because of open confession of

their religion.

The third major problem was the Soviet prison camps. The situation of prisoners

of conscience was tragic but, by exclusively concentrating on their situation “we

give a chance to people like [the socialist dissident] Zh[ores] Medvedev to specu-

late about their small numbers for the purpose of convincing the West that in fact no

problem exists at all.”136 The entire penal system was alarming. Long terms in

forced labour camps of harsh regime were common even if most convicts were

sentenced for petty crimes like minor peculation and hooliganism. There was also

the unprecedented alcoholism – “our terrible national misfortune” – which was

thriving in the conditions of poverty of spiritual interests when higher goals in life

which would give it meaning and direction were missing. After this Shafarevich

raised the problem of emigration:

this problem occupies a special place. It is naturally not one concerning tens of millions of

people, even though judging by the attention it has attracted, by the reactions of the world

community and even diplomatic activity, it could be called the one and only problem in our

country.137

To interrupt Shafarevich, I will recount some basic facts about the novel

phenomenon of emigration from the Soviet Union. After this excursus I shall return

to his further words and consider them in their contemporaneous context.

What Was the Third Wave of Emigration?

In autumn 1974 the right to emigrate from the Soviet Union featured prominently in

Western headlines. During the previous two years even the American–Soviet trade

negotiations had been linked to it. In December 1974 – a month after the The
Rubble press conference in Moscow – President Ford was to eventually sign the so-

called Jackson–Vanik Amendment, which declared that as long as “a non-market

economy country” denies its citizens the right to emigrate, it must not be accorded

most-favoured-nation status. For the Soviet Union this was a fatal matter because

around this time it had become entirely dependent on the grain imported from the

135 Shafarevich 1994 [1974]a, 32–33.
136 Ibid., 34. Zhores [Jaures] Medvedev was the twin brother of Roi Medvedev, to be discussed in

Ch. 6. Their political views were not identical but they were roughly similar, nevertheless.
137 Ibid., 35.
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United States.138 Despite its broad formulation, the amendment concerned in

practice almost exclusively Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union.139

The intensity of the US pressure is illustrated by a contemporaneous confession

by the then Secretary of State Henry Kissinger to American Jewish leaders: “‘no

country could allow its domestic regulations to be dictated as we were pushing the

Soviets to do’”.140 All this had been accomplished by intensive lobbying by

Western Jewish organisations,141 persistent demonstrations by Jewish activists in

the Soviet Union, and broad coverage in the Western media.

As a consequence, some 250 000 Jews left the country for good during the

course of the seventies. Other national minorities – approximately 64 000 Germans

and 34 000 Armenians – managed to leave on their coattails as well.142

The conscientious Soviet Jewish activists’ persistent rallying for their right to go

to Israel had begun in the late sixties, after Israel’s victorious 1967 war.143 Massive

Western pressure in support of them had started in 1971. The pioneering members

of the Jewish exodus movement had been active in reviving Judaic religious

traditions and national culture. Many of these most principled activists faced

enormous difficulty, waiting for their exit permit for years deprived of their jobs.

Some were first sentenced to forced labour camps.144 It is thus not surprising that

the right of Jews and other national minorities to return to their “historical home-

land” and/or to be reunited with their families was on the agenda of the human

rights activists as well. First and foremost among them was Andrei Sakharov who

frequently joined the Jewish exodus movement’s champions’ sit-in demonstrations

in Moscow.145

Sakharov, albeit not willing to leave the country himself,146 regarded the right to

emigrate as an “essential freedom”, and a minimal right for all, whatever the

138 Allen 1987; Ennew 1987, see also the other articles discussing the Soviet grain imports in the

same issue of Food Policy.
139 Levin 1990, 703–708. A thorough and rather apologetic history of the amendment is Korey

1988. See also Reddaway 1980, 176.
140 Cited in Goldman 1995, 344.
141Most notably, B’nai B’rith International, National Council on Soviet Jewry, and Congressional

Wives for Soviet Jewry (ibid., 340).
142 Heitman 1994, 250, for somewhat different figures, see Levin 1990, 709, 727, 739. Literature

on Jewish emigration is vast. For some overviews, see Barghoorn 1976, 106–112; Sawyer 1979,

181–231; Freedman 1989.
143 This process of national reawakening is described in detail in Levin 1990, 652–653; Gilbert

1986 and Bonavia 1973, 107–111.
144 See, for instance, Gilbert 1986; Levin 1990, 798–800; Alekseeva 1992, 116; Smith 1985

[1976], 532.
145 See Sakharov 1990. On co-operation and overlapping interests of the two movements, see

Levin 1990, 652, 668.
146 His wife’s children did leave for the United State on an Israeli visa. As Sakharov’s step children

they had had virtually no chances for professional advancement in the Soviet Union.
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motivation. He also strongly supported the Jackson–Vanik Amendment.147

Solzhenitsyn, by contrast, had argued in favour of an earlier suggestion by Senator

Wilford Mills, who had linked the amendments in trade agreements to violations of

human rights in general, not merely emigration.148

Not all of those who had successfully applied for an Israeli visa headed for their

“historical homeland”. Only every third Jewish emigrant ended up in Israel in

1970–1982.149 It was more typical of them to “drop out” on the way and to settle

in Paris, New York or Rome – to the distaste of conscientious Jewish activists in the

Soviet Union and the West. “Dropping out” became more popular each year,

particularly around 1974 when well-educated secular Jews from the biggest

Russian and Ukrainian cities became the predominant group among emigrants.150

This tendency was further reinforced by the fact that all Soviet Jews arriving in the

United States automatically acquired refugee status151 as well as the fact that “in

1972, the Israelis were routinely sending out thousands of invitations [for any

Soviet Jews wishing to leave].”152 Robert Kaiser of The Washington Post addition-
ally reported that the repercussions of the Yom Kippur war of 1973 in Israel had

made it harder for immigrants to find permanent housing and jobs which

“discouraged many of those Jews who had thought of emigrating to Israel because

they wanted to live better than they could in Russia, and not out of a desire to live in

a Jewish state.”153

Understandably, when Jewish emigration turned into a mass movement, the

process of emigration itself was no longer such a hazard to the applicant as

before.154 Hedrick Smith, the Moscow correspondent for The New York Times in
the early 1970s, recounts,

Strange as it may sound to Westerners quite properly agonized over the ordeals of many

emigrating Soviet Jews, the Jews must paradoxically be counted among the privileged – for

even as pariahs they have succeeded as no other Soviet ethnic group in opening up an

opportunity for reaching the forbidden territories beyond the Soviet frontiers.155

147 See Sakharov’s statements from the early 1970s: Sakharov 1974 [1968–1973], 160–215,

228–229; 1975, 58; 1990, 460.
148 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]b, 100.
149 Alekseeva 1992, 131.
150 Simon 1986, 402. For a thorough account of the drop-outs, see Zaslavsky & Brym 1983, 52–63,

126–136.
151 Levin 1990, 708; Nicholson 1982, 220; Markowitz 1995, 407.
152 Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 267.
153 Kaiser 1976, 416.
154 See Meerson-Aksenov 1979, 150–151; Smith 1985 [1976], 576.
155 Smith 1985 [1976], 573–374. He continues: “Jews themselves took ironic satisfaction in the

envy of other ethnical groups and the alacrity with which Russians, Latvians, Ukranians,

Georgians, and others latched onto Jews through marriage as a means of getting abroad them-

selves. Amused by the twist of fate that had put them in an advantageous position for a change,

Jewish activists loved to tell a joke about Abramovich being called to OVIR for questioning. It is

OVIR, the Office of Visas and Registration, which decides on applications for exit visas.
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Later Alekseeva put it more categorically:

I believe that if the condition for acquiring an exit visa were not belonging to the Jewish

nation, but to any other, even the Russian, the percentage of those seeking to leave would

not be any less of the general mass of that nation than the current percentage of those

seeking to leave for Israel in relation to the total number of Jews in the USSR. This

movement would deserve the name ‘the movement of the Russians (Kazakhs, Chechens,

etc.) No Matter Where, as long as it is Out of the USSR’ to exactly the same degree as the

present movement to leave with an Israeli visa can be called Jewish.156

Sakharov and Kopelev have related that Soviet officials also had a habit of

“advising” those Jews whom they wanted to get rid of or against whom they did not

want to start a lawsuit to apply for an Israeli visa. Among such “undesirables” were

the poet Iosif Brodskii [Joseph Brodsky], the literary critic and scholar Efim Etkind

who had helped to hide Solzhenitsyn’s manuscripts, the human rights activist Pavel

Litvinov, and the popular songwriter Aleksandr Galich. They all eventually

emigrated.157 Then again, those who, in Sakharov’s words, “refused to play the

KGB’s game” and insisted on their right not to go were severely punished. One of

the most tragic cases was that of Anatolii Marchenko.158

There were also non-Jewish human rights activists whom the Soviets persuaded

to leave – again, formally with an Israeli visa – making it known that otherwise they

would have to go to the prison camps. One such example was Liudmila Alekseeva

whose words were cited a little earlier. Andrei Siniavskii, who, despite his Jewish

pseudonym, Abram Terts, was a Russian like his wife Mariia Rozanova, agreed to

leave as well, after having served six years of his seven-year camp term.

‘Abramovich,’ says the OVIR colonel, ‘you have a good position as a professor. Why do you

want to go to Israel?’

‘It’s not me who wants to go,’ Abramovich says defensively, ‘it’s the wife and children.’

‘But Abramovich,’ insists the colonel, ‘you have a nice apartment and a dacha. Why would you

want to leave you socialist motherland?’

‘It’s not me who wants to go,’ Abramovich shrugs, ‘it’s the mother-in-law.’

‘Tell me, Abramovich, what is it?’ the colonel implores. ‘You have even bought yourself a car.

Why should you want to give up this good life?’

‘I told you,’ Abramovich insists, ‘it’s not me who wants to go. It’s the aunt and the cousins.’

‘Well, if you don’t want to go, why did you apply?’ asks the colonel.

‘Don’t you see?’ Abramovich replies. ‘I’m the only Jew in the family.’

The emigration of the Jews – Abramovich, relatives and hangers-on – was easily the most

implausible phenomenon of my time in Moscow.”

In a similar vein Lev Kopelev, a former political prisoner, a dissident and a Jew himself – who

was to be deprived of his citizenship while on a trip to Germany with his wife in 1980 – recalled the

Moscow joke of the 1970s: “A marriage with a Jew is not luxury but a means to travel.” (Kopelev

1976 [1974–1975], 27.)
156 Alekseeva 1992, 116. See also Krasnov 1986, 123; Vail & Genis 1998, 303.
157 Kopelev 1976 [1974–1975], n46; Kaiser 1976, 441.
158 Sakharov 1990, 338, for Marchenko, see 330, 603–604, 685. Marchenko was arrested six times.

In December 1986 he died in prison. Since his wife was Jewish, he was “entitled” to apply for a

visa.
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The most curious were the cases of Vladimir Bukovskii, Aleksandr Ginzburg,

and Solzhenitsyn. Solzhenitsyn was arrested, put on an aeroplane which flew him to

Frankfurt, and deprived of his Soviet citizenship. Bukovskii, a political prisoner,

was deported to Switzerland in 1976 where he was exchanged for the Chilean

communist leader Luis Corvalán imprisoned in Chile who, in turn, was permitted to

go to Moscow. Finally, Ginzburg and four other dissidents were exchanged for two

Soviet citizens imprisoned in America for spying in 1979.

This so-called third wave of emigration also included dozens of those who

defected while on secondment or concert tours in the West or who struggled over

the border in more or less fantastic ways.159 Lastly there were a handful of people

who had initially left with a tourist visa but were deprived of their Soviet citizenship

while abroad. A case of this kind was that of Valerii Chalidze of the Moscow

Human Rights Committee, whose roots were Georgian. He had been stripped of his

Soviet citizenship after having been allowed to leave for the United States; incredi-

bly enough, in order to lecture about the human rights situation in the Soviet Union.

Sakharov had commented on the case when speaking with Shafarevich and

Tverdokhlebov to Western correspondents in 1973, soon before their human rights

committee ceased to exist entirely:

All the circumstances of Chalidze’s receiving permission to depart are not known to me.

But from the very beginning it was evident that permission for a private person to depart

based on an invitation to deliver unofficial lectures on human rights in the USSR, and

together with his wife, was absolutely unprecedented. Even for a highly placed Soviet

citizen, a private family trip abroad is an exceptional occurrence. Attempts by Shafarevich

and myself to discuss with Chalidze the possible consequences of departure under such

circumstances, when the most probable outcome seemed to be the deprivation of his

citizenship, encountered sharp resistance. Evidently the deprivation of Chalidze’s citizen-

ship in some sense was convenient for both the authorities and Chalidze himself. Therefore

I was surprised by the treatment this event received in theWest. In a series of comments and

protests, the deprivation of Chalidze’s citizenship was regarded as one of the greatest

violations of human rights in our country. This seems a distorted perspective and distracts

from more serious problems. [. . .] [T]his [. . .] does not mean that I consider the deprivation

of Chalidze’s citizenship a lawful act of the authorities.160

There was great variation in how the emigrants did in the West. Some fell into

unemployment, some scholars or former dissidents acquired lecturerships and

professorships in European or American universities. A case apart were some

members of the nomenklatura, the party elite, who either emigrated or defected

after having been dismissed from the party or having faced another minor hardship

for political faux pas and who, once in the West, acquired high posts of political

159 Krasnov 1986; Krausova 1990.
160Khronika zashchity. . ., No. 1, 45. Incidentally, Khronika Press, the publishing house for this

publication was founded by Chalidze straight after his arrival in New York. Tverdokhlebov, the

third member of the committee at the time, resigned soon after this as a protest to Sakharov’s

statements about Chalidze (Lourie 2002, 249). For the record, in this press conference Shafarevich

made no comments about emigration.
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advisors, not always entirely without the glorious aura of a “forcibly emigrated

dissident”.

Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s Arguments. . .

I again return to Shafarevich’s statements about emigration written down by him

immediately after the press conference on the occasion of the appearance of The
Rubble, which recapped the most essential of his answers to the Western

correspondents’ astonishingly many questions about this subject. Again a lengthy

quotation is called for. This is because these words created a storm, and they were

countered (and thereby re-interpreted) by many.

Everyone should, of course, have the opportunity to leave a country which he does not

regard as his fatherland – it is even in the interests of a country not to keep those of its

citizens who do not experience their fate to be tied with its own. Thus there is a problem

here, but as a reaction to it a certain distortion of perspective has occurred: for no country

can the question ‘how to get out of there’ be such a central question. The central question is

‘how to live in it’.

However, there is another aspect to the problem of emigration which really can affect

our future. It is no longer related to the realm of justice but to the sphere of spiritual life.

This is emigration of culture. The fact that at the moment many of the best representatives

of our literature, criticism, and music are abroad may be a sign of the end of Russian

culture, at least Russian culture in Russia. This question demands to be considered in detail.

Solzhenitsyn’s exile was a hard blow to Russian culture. But he, after all, was arrested, put

in an aeroplane and taken over the border. Nothing like this happened with anyone else.

Both the poet who wrote poems about how he will never leave161 and the thinker who

composed an essay about how leaving is unacceptable162 – all left voluntarily. And if some

of them now say that they were exiled, others that they were almost exiled, and if the third

are angered because they were deprived of their citizenship,163 that means that they all feel

they did not conduct themselves the way they should have.

Voluntarily leaving representatives of Russian culture simply did not endure the

pressure which, for instance, the millions of believers endured for decades. In other

words, they did not have sufficient spiritual values to overweigh the threat of hardships –

heavy, of course, but still entirely bearable with human strength as numerous examples

have shown. And if it is so, then which considerable contribution by them to our culture can

we speak about? People who do not have these values cannot make a vital contribution to

culture regardless of on which side of the border they are. This can also be noticed in many

examples. The person who is, for instance, able to write, ‘Russia, you bitch, you’ll answer

for this, too!’ was a thousand times right to have left. For him it is meaningless to endure the

discomforts of this land and he is not able to give it anything.164

161 A reference to Aleksandr Galich.
162 A reference to Efim Etkind.
163 A reference to Chalidze.
164 Shafarevich 1994 [1974]a, 35–36.
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This was a reference to the article Literary Process in Russia that the recently

emigrated Siniavskii had published in theWest just a few months earlier. I will soon

return to this, somewhat cryptic statement.

When Solzhenitsyn held his own press conference in Switzerland two days later

(16 Nov.), emigration came up again. Replying to questions of inquisitive

journalists, he repeated that it was regrettable how Western attention to social

problems in the Soviet Union was so very slight compared to the concentrated

attention on the issue of emigration. He disagreed with Sakharov who had called

emigration the first among equal freedoms: “I simply don’t understand why the

right to leave or to escape is more important than the right to stay, to have freedom

of conscience, freedom of speech and freedom of the press where you are.”165

Solzhenitsyn had voiced similar reservations already earlier that year. When he

had been asked about the efficiency of Western pressure as regards emigration in an

interview for American television, he had challenged the interviewer by stating that

Western attention was suffering from a shift of focus: “In an inconspicuous manner,

all the best efforts of Western popular opinion to help the situation in the Soviet

Union are directed at emigration, the easing of emigration.” At the same time,

however, the hardships of those trying to change the system from within did not

attract interest. TheWest was in no way obliged to help, he stressed, but as long as it

wanted to, he wished to remind it of the distortion of proportions.166 In line with

Shafarevich, Solzhenitsyn was not opposed to the right to emigrate as such,

however: “I obviously consider that everyone wanting to emigrate should have

this freedom; that all restrictions on emigration are barbarism, savagery, not worthy

of a civilised country.”167

Solzhenitsyn had also emphasised that he had deep respect for those who went to

Israel, specifying that his criticism did not concern “those who fake, saying ‘we’re

going to Israel’ and go somewhere else instead”. He neither blamed those

who simply run away somewhere, saving themselves. It does not rouse approbation but you

cannot reprehend those people, they are harried, tired, and scared. But it seems wild to me

when those who go start to issue prescriptions on how we should live over there. They say,
this (the Soviet Union of Russia) is my country, this is my homeland. But it’s bad here, so I

will leave now, and from the West I will explain to you how you should do things. If it then

gets better, I will return.168

In his Zurich press conference Solzhenitsyn singled out, like Shafarevich,

Siniavskii’s words about “Russia, the bitch”. This time he explained better what

so outraged them: it was typical of recent emigrants to

165 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]a, 155.
166 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]b, 99, for more contemporaneous, and utterly disbelieving, comments

by him on the Western stance, see Solzhenitsyn 1998, 91.
167 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]b, 100.
168 Ibid., 101.
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reprimand, even vilify Russia, without feeling any guilt themselves and without

acknowledging their personal share of blame. This was manifested in a very typical way

not long ago in the first issue of [the journal] Kontinent. Siniavskii literally wrote in his

article: ‘Russia, you bitch, you’ll still answer for this, too!’ This referred to the Jewish

emigration in our times, but it’s just one example. However, consider the whole of this

expression – a son speaking to his mother: ‘Russia, you bitch, you’ll answer for this, too’

[. . .] Even in the whole history of Russian self-denigration I don’t remember such an

expression.169

I will later return once again to these words by Siniavskii, and Shafarevich’s and

Solzhenitsyn’s annoyance, considering them in a broader context.

Even excluding the somewhat incomprehensible lash at Siniavskii, some of

Solzhenitsyn’s and Shafarevich’s remarks sounded sharp, even a bit judgemental

to some contemporaries.170 However, before making conclusions of this kind it

ought to be remembered that during the past months emigration had not only

acquired a crucial role in Soviet–American relations. The Soviet policymakers

had also turned it into a major tactic in their campaign to crush all dissent inside

the country. According to Reddaway, one of the most well-informed and perceptive

observers, play with emigration had become a means to suppress free thinking

similar to the abuse of psychiatry.171 And as Shafarevich had stressed, it was not

only human rights activists and political dissenters threatened with imprisonment

who were emigrating. The number of emigrating representatives of cultural life had

risen to unprecedented figures.

In this situation Shafarevich’s signal ‘we are unshakeable and won’t go, be the

price whatsoever’ and his demonstrative lack of willingness to pay tribute to those

who had given up to the Soviets’ pressure was most understandable (besides being

an expression of strategic perception – indeed, he was very aware that his words

were also being eagerly listened to by those designing Soviet policies for future).

Just as understandable was Solzhenitsyn’s consistent line ‘emigration is always a

defeat. We should never mistake it for a victory.’ After the shock of his forcible

exile he was seemingly offended and staggered to discover that some Westerners

considered that he was now happily “saved” in the West and would keep asking

him, above all else, how the West could help to pressure the Soviets to “let more

people free”.

Indeed, when considering the statements made by Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn,

it should be kept in mind that primarily they both spoke to Western correspondents

– and through them, those formulating Western policies. While their comments

may seem to have been insensitively straightforward towards their emigrating

compatriots, the other side of the coin was that they obviously tried to avoid

pointing too directly an accusing finger at “the naive Westerners” but giving

169 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]a, 141. See also Solzhenitsyn’s diaries where he said he had been

“boiling [with anger] because of the rakishly dandy article of Siniavskii, his ‘Russia-the-bitch’.”

(Solzhenitsyn 1998, 87.)
170 Such was the conclusion by Soulet 1982, 377.
171 Reddaway 1980, 180–181.
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them a chance to grasp for themselves that their excessive attention towards

emigration was disproportional, that it inescapably served the interests of Soviet

officialdom and was a loss for those remaining.

In addition, against the background of Shafarevich’s future reputation as a

fiercest anti-Semite [to be discussed in Ch. 8], it is of no little interest how he,

even more than Solzhenitsyn, consistently avoided any ideas or expressions which

could have haplessly offended the Jews. For instance, Shafarevich formulated that

he did not in any way criticise emigration of ‘those who do not regard this country

their own’, making no distinctions between Russians and Jews. In other words,

already in his premises and choices of expressions he made it clear that to his mind

all the Jews of his country were naturally its full-fledged members like any others

and that their Jewishness was not an issue of any kind capable of altering this fact.

He thus indirectly stressed that for him personally the emigration of each person

was, at least potentially, nothing but a loss for Russia and that all Soviet Jews

belonged to “us” – at least should they themselves be willing to belong – and that,

lastly, this fact was so self-evident that it would be tactless to even say it aloud.

In Does Russia Have a Future?, too, when mentioning emigration with some

disapproval, Shafarevich had spoken of emigration “of people in the sphere of

Russian culture” – implying that this concerned all of “us” in an equal manner –

whether Russians, Jews or people of any other nationality who felt they belonged to

it. On the other hand, this formulation revealed clearly that he found nothing wrong

or despicable in Jews’ emigration to Israel by conviction, either, since they thus

attested to their loalty and belonging to it instead of Russia.

In this connection the statement by Mikhail Agurskii – who was eventually to

emigrate to Israel in April 1975 after a long wait172 – at the Moscow press

conference still deserves to be quoted at some length. Like the statement by

Shafarevich, it was apparently written by Agurskii straight after the event on the

basis of the comments he had made there. He assured that

all the contributors to [The Rubble] are convinced that a genuine friendship [between

peoples] may be founded only on a harmonious association of various national movements

[. . .]
Unlike the other contributors who have announced the national and spiritual rebirth of

the Russian people as their aim, I am a member of the movement which aims at the national

and spiritual rebirth of the Jewish people. Despite what might seem to be the total

incompatibility of our aims, we are united by many universal human ideals and a common

historical fate over the last quarter of a century or more. Both the Russian and the Jewish

people of Russia have endured a great tragedy, being under totalitarian rule. [. . .] Mere

separation [obosoblenie] of nationalities without their spiritual rebirth may bring our

peoples to an even worse catastrophe.173 The aims [of our two peoples] do not always

tally, as to emigration, for instance, but they are by no means antagonistic.174

172Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 597.
173 Thus Agurskii reiterated Shafarevich’s point in Either Isolation or Merger?
174 Agurskii 1974b, 18–21.
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. . .and the Controversy

As already hinted, Solzhenitsyn’s and Shafarevich’s comments instigated protests.

Four recent émigrés – Siniavskii, Vladimir Maksimov, Viktor Nekrasov and

Aleksandr Galich – expressed jointly their anxiety over Shafarevich’s “unaccept-

ably offensive tone”.175 Soon after, Iulii Daniel, Siniavskii’s “partner in crime” in

the famous Siniavskii and Daniel case, protested in Le Monde against Shafarevich’s
comments. Living in the Soviet Union and refusing to emigrate despite his Jewish-

ness, Daniel wrote now at length about the immorality of Shafarevich’s judgement.

He acknowledged the problem of emigration of culture, but maintained that it has

always been typical of representatives of culture to emigrate. It did not make sense

to say they had “nothing to contribute to their country”.176 Daniel defended

Siniavskii by claiming that it is love that makes a writer relentless towards his

homeland. It was not rightful to take the words “Russia, the bitch!” in any other

spirit.177 Vladimir Veidle, a Paris literature scholar of an older emigrant generation,

backed Daniel enthusiastically and accused Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn of going

against Christian teaching.178

Finally, The New York Times published a statement by the cellist Mstislav

Rostropovich.179 Rostropovich had been given an exit visa to the West with his

wife, another world-famous musician, the soprano Galina Vishnevskaia, a few

months before. Although he would be stripped of his Soviet nationality only four

years later, his letter shows that he was under no illusion about being allowed to

return home. Rostropovich was also hurt by Shafarevich’s tone.180 He recounted

emphatically the reasons leading to his and his wife’s emigration. He had been

deprived of opportunities to give concerts in the Soviet Union because of his

complete refusal to sign appeals against dissidents and because he had put

Solzhenitsyn up in his dacha. For a performing artist this situation had been

unbearable: he could serve his country only if given a chance to perform, although

175 Their statement was taken notice of in Khronika tekushchikh sobytii, No. 35.
176 He mentioned as examples Gertsen [Herzen], Bunin, Siniavskii, Tsvetaeva and Berdiaev.

Judging from Shafarevich’s later comments (Ch. 7), Shafarevich might have wanted to counter-

argue that Gertsen, Bunin and Siniavskii did not have anything so immortal to offer to Russian

culture. As to Tsvetaeva, she returned to the Soviet Union, and Berdiaev was an exile, not an

emigrant.
177 Daniel 1975.
178 Veidle 1975.
179 Rostropovich 1975. This was an abbreviated version of the original Russian statement

published in the Novoe russkoe slovo of the same day.
180 He wrote, “As I read the opinions of Shafarevich, whom I admire greatly, I understand that

even people who are kindly disposed toward me, like [Igor Rostislavovich], do not know or

understand the real reasons that forced me to take a very decisive step – to embark on a lengthy

separation from my homeland.”
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“in the opinion of my friend Igor Shafarevich, I should be sitting home until I get

old, or possibly, dead, waiting until they ‘start wanting’ me.”181

Solzhenitsyn, for his part, received a critical letter from Pavel Litvinov, an

emigrated human rights activist and former political prisoner. He accused

Solzhenitsyn of cruelty when he, as Litvinov put it, had “denied” those who did

not want to endure in the Soviet Union “the right to be called Russian”.182 In his

reply Solzhenitsyn again reiterated that it was not those who escaped to save their

lives or who simply sought an ordinary peaceful life he was criticising. It was those

who leave [. . .] and then, start to explain things one-sidedly to the West, and, as if they had

a mandate, to represent something that is shoreless, those deprived of their own speech.

[. . .]
It is not necessary to make believe that emigration is the best way to save those who

stay. After all, one should remember how at home hearts are filled with sorrow with each

new name of somebody leaving.183

Solzhenitsyn again stressed that “emigration is in all places and at all times

a weakness, an abandonment of one’s native land to the oppressors; let us not depict

it as a triumph.”184

I now return to Shafarevich – and to the question whether the criticism directed

at him was relevant when seen against his actual intentions. As was seen in the

previous chapters, deciding to emigrate would have been unthinkable for him185 –

surely the best indication of this was the fact that he declined in 1977 an invitation

from the prestigious Lincei Academy offering him ideal conditions to work in

Rome together with his family.186 Having managed to find an astonishingly pure

181 Ibid. Cited according to the Russian original.
182 Litvinov 1975 [1974]. Litvinov’s letter was simultaneously a reaction to Solzhenitsyn’s critical

comment on a pseudonymous piece by a certain XY (Boris Shragin) having appeared in Vestnik
RSKhD. I will return to it at the end of this chapter, when discussing The Rubble’s reception. For
Litvinov’s letter, see also Carter 1977, 125.
183 The same point was later made by Bukovskii – another one of the rare people to be actually

deported later in the seventies: “No matter how sorry I felt for those who went to jail, at least there

was some hope of seeing them again, they weren’t disappearing forever. But it was like watching

the funerals of those who were sent to the West – you could never see them again. Moscow was

emptying.” (Bukovsky 1979, 52.)
184 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1975]b, 206–210. While this statement may sound stark to our contempo-

rary ears, it can be noted that also members of the dissident movement who were either seriously

considering emigration or did eventually emigrate, tended to consider emigration as “an act of

betrayal” (the formulation is from Petrenko-Podiapolskaia 2003, 353). See also Shlapentokh 1990,

193.
185 See also, for instance, Shafarevich 1993g.
186 Segre 1977a and 1977b. In the first of these two letters (both of which I received from Miles

Reid’s archive) Beniamino Segre, the president of the Lincei Academy, invites Shafarevich “on

behalf of the Interdisciplinary Linceo Centre for Mathematics and its Applications [. . .] to come to

Rome temporarily or permanently, and to develop at the Centre a scientific or philosophical

activity of your choice. I leave to you to establish the programme of your activity as well as its

duration. The Centre can offer you a salary permitting you to live with largeness, possibly together
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stream of life under Soviet conditions thanks to his “upbringing” by his parents’

literary riches, mathematics and music, and friendships with people like

Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich had consciously chosen to prioritise spiritual freedom

over external conditions. He no doubt acknowledged his fate with gratitude and a

sense of responsibility, which was obviously the basis of his conviction that he

should never leave. This does not mean, however, that he would have automatically

dismissed those who did make the contrary decision. It does not automatically

mean, either, that he would not have understood the situation in which

Rostropovich and Vishnevskaia had ended up in. As Shafarevich confirmed later,

when speaking about emigrating musicians he had had in mind primarily the fact

that many of them simply went for more money and more glamorous careers.187 He

hardly would have wished to offend Vladimir Maksimov, either. In 2002

Shafarevich spoke about Maksimov’s emigration with no hint of judgement and

with a great deal of compassion.188

In 2008, when the issue of emigration was touched upon in my interview with

Shafarevich, he also mentioned in passing that to his ears Solzhenitsyn’s words in

The Rubble about those who emigrated, wanting to save “their children, who were

more precious than the children of the rest of their compatriots”, had sounded far

too harsh. At this time Solzhenitsyn did not yet know how tormenting it is for

a parent to worry for one’s children, Shafarevich added, thereby obviously also

referring to the fact that his own decision not to hide his convictions about Soviet

society inescapably affected the lives of his son (whose entrance to the faculty of

physics of Moscow University was barred189), his daughter, and his scientist wife,

Nina Ivanovna (who was stripped of her teaching assignments in the Moscow State

Engineering Physics Institute190).

Shafarevich further said that, all in all, speaking about children is a rather

demagogical approach.191

with a person of your family accompanying you. I shall be delighted to have you both in my

country house in Frascati (at some 15 miles from Rome) where now, after the recent death of my

wife, I have plenty of room. Otherwise, if you prefer to live in Rome, we can offer you the

hospitality at the ‘Foresteria’ [guest house] of the Lincei Academy which is quite close to the

Centre, or else accommodate you in a hotel.” In the second letter, pleading to Brezhnev for

Shafarevich, Segre mentions that “a number of similar invitations sent by me according to the

prescribed rules ha[ve] always been unanswered.”
187 Shafarevich 2008a.
188Maksimov had spent his youth in children’s homes and colonies for under-aged criminals. He

had run away from home (and changed his name from Lev Samsonov) as an adolescent after his

Jewish father had been arrested, accused of Trotskiism. His prose dealt with Soviet moral

degradation and had Christian overtones. In 1973 he was punished for this by confinement in a

psychiatric hospital. According to Shafarevich, Maksimov, harried and tired, had acknowledged

that he simply could not bear the thought of such sufferings any longer. He emigrated in 1974.

(Shafarevich 2002a.)
189 Shafarevich 2010a, 112–113.
190 Ibid., 112.
191 Shafarevich 2008a.
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However, Shafarevich was quite obviously offended for the same reasons as

Solzhenitsyn who reprehended the emigrants for thinking in elitist terms, as if

others than their own group did not really exist. Shafarevich, an active member

of the Moscow Human Rights Committee at the height of the third wave of

emigration, went to innumerable farewell parties of his emigrating fellow

dissidents, and in the nineties he was to comment on them as follows:

I remember times when someone would be leaving [the country], there would be a going-

away gathering, and someone would say this toast, ‘May they all croak.’ And you’d ask,

‘Excuse me, who?’ Of course, what was meant that we all should croak. All who remained.

Those who remained were slaves, and all the decent people left.192

Still another later quotation, by Leonid Borodin, a close friend of Shafarevich’s

who had been in the camps with Daniel193 and was imprisoned again in 1982,

illustrates additional aspects to the motives Shafarevich had for his views and

statements about emigration:

In [the polemic between Shafarevich and Daniel] both were right. Daniel’s position was

purely human: Does a person have a right to become tired of the battle and retreat? Yes.

Shafarevich spoke about a demand and its supply: a paradoxical situation had come about

when the warriors were in one country but the battle itself was in another. Several human

rights organisations emerged at the end of the seventies. We knew a lot of shameful cases:

somebody comes and says, ‘I want to join your group.’ And this was the time when [the

officialdom] was getting rid of people. He is instantly given a visa – and so he leaves. There

were lots of cases when people simply exploited political activism in order to move to the

West. [. . .] But the point is, each leaver makes the road to a prison cell shorter to those who

stay. Those who leave ought to acknowledge this and to act on the basis of this awareness

even if they also do have a right to back away.194

Against the background of this controversy about emigration, through which

Shafarevich became largely known as one of its most principled opponents, it is

somewhat comical – and fairly amazing – that a CIA report dating from 1977

(classified secret until 2003) took notice of him in the capacity of “a former ally of

Sakharov who has moved from the latter’s internationalism to Russian nationalism

and now lives in the West.”195

192 Gessen 1997, 43.
193 Borodin says of Daniel: “[He] sat his term bravely, honestly, held on to the rules of the game –

and when he got free, he didn’t attempt to pretend to the role of a warrior and didn’t

opportunistically take advantage of his past.” (Borodin 1990.)
194 Ibid.
195 The Spectrum of Soviet Dissent, 10.
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Emigration and Great Power Politics

I will next consider emigration from the perspective of great power politics, and its

further repercussions namely on Soviet Jewry. Before finally taking a look at the

reception of The Rubble at the end of this chapter, I shall also return to ponder

Siniavskii’s words about “Russia, the bitch” which prompted such strong reactions

from Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn.

After massive Jewish emigration had started thanks to the extremely intensive

and efficient Western pressure, the Soviets felt humiliated. This was acknowledged

in a secret report by the Central Committee propaganda section in 1974.196 The

Soviets were also concerned about the sudden disappearance of a large number of

well-educated people.197 The Central Committee propaganda section was further

alarmed because the Jews’ right to emigrate was conceived as unfair among other

Soviet nationalities – in particular because far from all of them arrived in Israel.198

Indeed, David Bonavia, the Moscow correspondent of The [London] Times has

estimated that unrest in the Ukraine was “probably one of the most serious

problems which the Soviet leadership had to face in [1972]”, and assumed that

Jewish emigration had aggravated Ukrainian sentiments.199

Even if the Jewish emigration was largely against the wishes of the Soviets, they

certainly soon did their utmost to take best advantage of it. For instance, until early

1973 they collected “education tax” worth seven million dollars imposed on those

leaving with higher education.200 They even managed to acquire intelligence

information concerning the US from Israel when bargaining with Israel over

conditions of giving more exit visas to Soviet Jews.201 As was seen, the Soviets

also managed to divert Western attention from human rights violations inside the

country perhaps more than they had expected, and to exploit the emigration option

for getting rid of dissidents.

Krasnov has suggested that “Another objective [for the officialdom to allow the

Jews to emigrate] was to drive a wedge into the ranks of those opposed to the

regime by fanning anti-Jewish sentiments.”202 This is not implausible since (as

Shafarevich noted in The Rubble) the Soviets loved to opportunistically take

advantage of any national emotions including the most primitive ones for their

own purposes, quite independent of their favourite slogan “friendship of peoples”.

The logic of this game is further discussed in Ch. 6.

196Morozov 1998, 199.
197 Kaiser 1976, 416.
198Morozov 1998, 199.
199 Bonavia 1973, 115.
200 Gorbacheva 2006. See also Levin 1990, 681–682.
201Mearsheimer & Walt 2006, 6.
202 See also Krasnov 1986, 126.
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Indeed, the Jewish exodus engendered hostile reactions towards Jews in the

Soviet Union. Their exclusive right to apply for an exit visa made it easy to envy

them as privileged or to look down on them as renegades.203 In working life, Jews

began to be regarded as potential absconders, to whom it would be unwise to give

good education, a good job or a promotion – which again prompted many to

emigrate.204 Before long this started to be seen in the community of

mathematicians, as well.205 In Goldman’s words the Jewish emigration further

prompted the officialdom to criticise “what they termed ‘the over-concentration

of Jews in the scientific and academic professions’”.206

Then, in an attempt to make emigration seem maximally unattractive in the eyes

of the large Soviet population, a massive anti-Zionist campaign was put up. This

was somewhat paradoxical because initially the Soviets’ decision to allow Jewish

emigration on a greater scale in 1967 had been motivated by their wish to end

Western accusations about Soviet anti-Semitism, as another contemporaneous

propaganda document has confirmed.207

According to Agurskii, in “unofficial lectures read by an enormous staff of

propagandists in countless Soviet enterprises and establishments” citizens were

taught that “the goal of the Zionists is to attain world dominance by the year 2,000

and that on the maps of a ‘Greater Israel,’ officially published in Israel, its borders

past south of Kiev”.208 “Anti-Zionist” symbolism such as “snakes, octopuses and

spiders bearing the Star of David emblem” was, likewise, well represented in

cartoons in the press.209 As part of this campaign, many Soviet Jewish influentials,

including a number of rabbis, publicly denounced Zionism.210

Besides vilifying and pressuring those wishing to leave, the demonisation of

Zionism was intended to make it psychologically as difficult as possible for non-

Jews to start to dream about emigration. There was a clear attempt in the Soviet

propaganda to establish Zionism as an umbrella label (and explanation) for any

expressions of anti-Soviet striving. This determination was exemplified in the

massive, almost ecstatic official and semi-official campaign of slander against

Solzhenitsyn and Sakharov in 1974, in which most fantastic falsehoods about

them were spread.211 For purposes of maximal blackening of their reputations as

traitorous degenerates, the propagandists taught their audiences at the compulsory

203 Baron 1987, 321.
204 Smith 1985 [1976], 584–586; Bonavia 1973, 101, 106
205 This is clearly indicated in a number of contemporaneous documents I have acquired from the

personal archive of Miles Reid.
206 Goldman 1995, 338.
207Morozov 1998, 62–63.
208 Agurskii 1977 [1974], 415–416. For authentic contemporaneous Soviet documents concerning

anti-Zionist propaganda work, see Morozov 1998.
209 Spier 1994, 132.
210Wiesel 1985b, 228.
211 Travlia Sakharova i Solzhenitsyna.
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propaganda lecturers in places of work and study that Solzhenitsyn (whose patro-

nymic Isaevich derives from the biblical Isakii212) was in reality Solzhenitsker (or,

alternatively, Solzhenitser or Solzhenichkin) whereas Sakharov really was

Zuckermann213 – that, in other words, both were Jews with assumed Russian

names.214 Indeed, the intention of this propaganda was to establish the equation

of “a treacherous dissident” and “a Zionist” as axiomatic.

The Soviets’ domestic anti-Zionist propaganda strategy worked against them in

many ways, however. First of all, many local Jews grew understandably alarmed by

it, taking the decision to leave. Information about this propaganda being filtered to

the West likewise caused great anxiety among Western Jewish organisations and

made them intensify their efforts to accelerate and expand Jewish emigration.215

Not surprisingly, the aforementioned Central Committee propaganda section report

written in 1974 lamented the excesses of the anti-Zionist campaign and prompted

relevant organs to see to it that no accusations about Soviet anti-Semitism would

arise.216 Incidentally, the Central Committee documents also show that it would not

be right to assume that the Soviet officialdom of that time was programmatically

hostile towards all Jewish-born citizens.217 One of these documents stated that “It

has to be acknowledged that an absolute majority of Moscow residents of Jewish

nationality reject with fury and indignation the ambitions of international Zionist

organisations. However, occasional persons fall prey to bourgeois propaganda and

apply for emigration to Israel.”218 The authorities also lamented that the topicality

of emigration put Soviet Jews under strong psychological pressure.219

When further considering the emigration phenomenon from the perspective of

great power politics, yet another weighty issue ought to be taken into account. As

already stated, the Six-Day War of 1967 – in which Israel’s territory grew by a

factor of three by the seizure of the Gaza Strip, the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank

and the Golan Heights – had triggered the Soviet Jews’ campaign for their right to

212 To be precise, since Solzhenitsyn’s father’s name was Isakii, his patronymic was initially

Isaakievich, but due to a mistake when issuing him some official documents, it ended up being

Isaevich, which sounds perhaps even more biblical with its reference to Isaiah.
213 Russian sakhar, like German Zucker, denotes sugar.
214 Nicholson 1985, 120, which refers to Zh. Medvedev 1973, 115; Solzhenitsyn 1975 [1973]a,

589.
215 This was, incidentally, also Agurskii’s recommendation in 1974: “The only thing which could

save Jews from a new national catastrophe, and Russia from a radical internal government conflict,

is the mass emigration of Jews to Israel.” (Agurskii 1977 [1974], 419.) Fortunately, here he

overreacted.
216Morozov 1998, 199–203.
217 This stance had been prominently promoted by Agurskii’s often-cited 1974 article The Intensi-
fication of Neo-Nazi Dangers in the Soviet Union, see also Ch. 6.
218Morozov 1998, 150.
219 Ibid., 199.
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emigrate.220 It is not hard to understand that in the Soviet Union so thoroughly

hostile to all national and religious tradition and culture this staggeringly victorious

war had boosted their Jewish identity – all the more so as Israel was being routinely

slandered in the press for the benefit of the Soviets’ Arab allies.221

For some of the most persistent Western apologists of emigration, the Six-Day

War arguably was a quite different incentive. This war, which saw Israel for the first

time going flagrantly against international treaties concerning the two-state model

of Palestine, made the US begin to pump “military and economic assistance [to

Israel as it] turned into a proxy for US power in the Middle East.”222 The Yom

Kippur war between Israel and its Arab neighbours in October 1973 was another

watershed: “immediately after [it], the United States provided Israel with massive

military assistance, much greater than it had in the preceding four years

combined.”223

These developments sparked off a propaganda campaign by a few very vociferous

American Jewish organisations trying to create and cement the image of the

“victimised Jews” and revitalise the sense of an acute danger of “new anti-Semitism”.

Finkelstein has convincingly shown that a major intention of this newly invented

campaign of these organisations, which had suddenly monopolised the Jewish agenda

in the US, was to silence, restrain and refute criticism of suspect Israeli policies.224

A peak of this propaganda operation in 1974 “coincided with the campaign to

‘free Soviet Jewry’.” In Finkelstein’s words, one of its main purposes was to “free

[. . .] up Jewish immigrants for Israel, thereby staving off the Arab ‘demographic

bomb.’”225 A paramount role in this campaign which Finkelstein regards as irre-

sponsible harping on the alleged danger of anti-Semitism for purposes of claiming

moral immunity for the State of Israel was played by Elie Wiesel.226 It was exactly

in June 1967 that Wiesel had acquired the role of the “principal interpreter” of the

Holocaust in America.227 It is thus interesting for my study that, in Markowitz’s

words, Wiesel’s Jews of Silence228 “became the definite statement [in the US, but

much less in the Soviet Union] of Soviet Jews and their plight. Indeed, it ignited and

intensified movements to free Soviet Jewry, to stop the ethnocide – or cultural

denudation – of this people.”229

220More exactly, due to the war the Soviets first stopped letting Jews unify with families abroad – a

very limited process having been started by Khrushchev. The Jews’ protest campaign was then

triggered by this halt, with confidence gained with the war and concurrent Western pressure.
221 Levin 1990, 652.
222 Finkelstein 2003, 20. This is unequivocally confirmed in Mearsheimer & Walt 2007, 7, 25–26.
223 Finkelstein 2003, 27.
224 Ibid., 11–38.
225 Finkelstein 2005, n24–25. See also Chomsky 1996, 219.
226 Finkelstein 2003, 45.
227 Ibid., 54.
228Wiesel 1966 [1973]. The book had several later reprints.
229Markowitz 1995, 405.
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While endorsing Jewish emigration, Wiesel was publicly stressing that emigra-

tion did not compromise socialism or revolution as such.230 By way of bitter irony,

he thus did his best to minimise the harm of emigration to the Soviets’ reputation.

There was also another similar aspect to it. In the words of Alekseeva,

The strategy advanced by the state of Israel called on Soviet Jews to avoid alliances with the

dissidents [i.e., the human rights activists]. Dissidents, after all, supported Jewish emigra-

tion, but viewed it as an individual right no more special than the right of the Crimean

Tatars to return to the Crimean peninsula.231

As the press conference at the Shafareviches in November 1974 showed, this

selectivity had by that time been adopted by the representatives of the Western

media as well.

It should lastly also be noted that Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn were not alone

among dissidents to pay attention to the painfully distorted Western perspective –

even if they certainly were among the first ones to do so. Andrei Sakharov depicted

a press conference in Ottawa, where he and his wife had been allowed to travel in

1989:

[Western media] was more interested [than in the war crimes in Afghanistan] in what Lusia

[Sakharov’s half-Jewish wife Elena Bonner] had to say about the emigration of Jews out of

the Soviet Union. When answering a question about this she stated: ‘I have perceived such a

tendency that people would like to conceive all Jews emigrating from the Soviet Union as

political refugees. It is wrong and unjust. We have always fought for that all should have a

right to move out of the country and return there. Far from all Jews leaving from the Soviet

Union, especially those who emigrate to Canada or the United States instead of Israel, can

be regarded as political refugees. A person can well have other, completely rightful

motives, such as to live better or to live up to their possibilities better. Why should they

all have a greater right to regard themselves as political refugees and thus to enjoy this

privilege than, for instance, refugees leaving Vietnam, Cambodia, or Armenia?’ When

Lusia’s statement was made public in Western papers, it caused a storm. She was accused

of anti-Semitism and other mortal sins.232

By 1990 Liudmila Alekseeva, too, had grown tired of the Western

misconceptions, her complaint echoing almost verbatim Solzhenitsyn’s words in

his 1974 diary:

Our [i.e., the defenders of human rights in the Soviet Union] message wasn’t that difficult to

understand, but the West had focused its attention on the narrow issue of Jewish

emigration.233

[F]ew people in official Washington had any knowledge of dissent in the USSR. The

words ‘dissident’ and ‘refusenik’ [i.e., a person whose application for emigration had been

rejected and who was waiting for a permit to leave] were being used interchangeably, and

230Wiesel 1966 [1973], 6: “The return to your origins has no direct implication that the Revolution

has failed”. Likewise Wiesel’s use of the word Russia, not the Soviet Union, strikes the eye in

sentences like “Why are the Russians now so ferociously anti-Israel?” (Wiesel 1985b, 198).
231 Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 292.
232 Sakharov 1991, 104.
233 Alexeyeva & Goldberg 1990, 280–281.
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some otherwise knowledgeable people naturally assumed that most dissidents were Jewish

and that the human-rights movement was an offshoot of the Jewish movement.234

“Russia, the Bitch of a Mother”

Finally I consider the reasons why Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn found Siniavskii’s

barb about “Russia, the bitch” so vituperative. This expression – which sounded a

great deal harsher in its original Russian than in today’s English usage – had

appeared in his article published in the autumn of 1974, in the first issue of the

Paris-based tamizdat Kontinent. The journal’s appearance had been an occasion of

high expectations and great promise. Vladimir Maksimov, mentioned earlier, was

its editor. Having received considerable funding, he was planning to translate it into

several languages. He had visible support from Sakharov, Solzhenitsyn and many

Eastern European dissident notables, and his attempt was to reunite the Russian

dissidents and émigrés who had started to form rival cliques in worrisome ways.

Siniavskii, now teaching Russian at the Sorbonne, had contributed (under his old

pseudonym Abram Terts) an article in which he pondered the moral responsibility

of a Russian writer. Raising the subject of the Jewish emigration he had written:

It is a good thing that the Jews, at least, are being let go; not simply because it is the

migration of a people to their historic homeland, but above all because it is a flight from

Russia. [. . .] One day, Mother Russia, you bitch, you will have to answer for these children

of yours, whom you brought up and then shamefully flung onto the rubbish-heap.235

He then turned to “Russian anti-Semitism” which he “excused” by declaring that

“the Russian is incapable of admitting that any evil can derive from a Russian”:

“The Jew is an objectivisation of Russia’s original sin, from which she forever

longs to purge herself but cannot.”236

Solzhenitsyn and Shafarevich reacted to this because they apparently – and quite

reasonably – felt that Siniavskii was being grossly opportunistic in raising the issue

of Jewish emigration in this tone, putting all the blame for it on Russian anti-

Semitism as if this were a matter of course, thus nonchalantly labelling Russians

chauvinists.237 Indeed, Siniavskii was speaking consistently of Russia and the

Russians, not the Soviet Union. As for Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn, they were

both extremely wary of never carelessly mixing these two, considering them to be

entirely contradictory concepts. They obviously felt that Siniavskii was simply

cheekily pleading his own case – and not the case of the oppressed people of the

Soviet Union, independent of their nationality – when he argued not only that

234 Ibid., 302.
235 Tertz 1976 [1974], 105.
236 Ibid., 107.
237 Just one occasional example of the influence of Siniavskii’s article is Weinberg 1994, 21, which

analyses Russian anti-Semitism relying on Siniavskii’s discoveries.
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‘getting out of there is the best solution to the problem’, but introduced an

additional argument that Russia simply is and will remain morally backward and

the Russians are a nation non compos mentis. In other words, they apparently felt

that he was not being strict with Russians for ethical (thus, legitimate) reasons but

for irresponsible and populist ones.238

They also obviously knew painfully well that Siniavskii’s words fell on fertile

soil. Western opinion was already all too amenable to the one-dimensional inter-

pretation that leaving the Soviet Union was a manifestation of moral integrity or, to

take it a step further, of belonging to a cultural and moral elite. A contemporaneous

scholarly commentary by Zaslavskii [Zaslavsky] and Brym, while recounting many

indisputable facts, illustrates the typical emphases and interpretations of the time:

It is no exaggeration to state that nearly every living person of sufficient stature to claim a

berth in the history of Russian literature – from Solzhenitsyn and Brodsky to Voinovich and

Aksyonov [Aksenov] – is now in exile.239 [. . .] In France, Germany, Israel and the USA

Russian journals and newspapers publish the work of both émigré and Soviet underground

authors; multitudes of books are brought to press; political discussions are frequently held.

[. . .] Soviet writers and artists abroad thus safeguard Russian literature’s democratic

traditions and, at the same time, benefit from the cultural and political pluralism of the

West.240

Solzhenitsyn in his diaries of the time assumed the Westerners to think that

“[since] culture [in the Soviet Union] is in decay, it is better for the emigrants in

another place.”241 Far from always were the Western influentials even thinking in

terms of culture, however. The harsh external conditions of life, among them the

low level of material wealth, were probably even more important in making the

large Western audiences feel for the Soviet emigrants. Zaslavskii and Brym were no

doubt speaking for many in the West when they assessed that

Information about Western levels of consumption has been carefully concealed or distorted

by the propaganda apparatus. [. . .] But the emigration movement now makes it exceedingly

difficult for the regime to prevent any ‘contamination’ of citizen’s mind and to keep his

expectations in check. [. . .] Feelings of relative economic deprivation inevitably rise. [. . .]
In sum, the emigration movement has benefited Soviet society in a number of ways[.]242

While the desire of ordinary Westerners to awaken Soviet citizens to their

relatively low level of prosperity surely sprang from good intentions, it is doubtful

238 Scammell has assumed – not credibly to my mind – that it was primarily the strong choice of

words which so angered Shafarevich, and that by concentrating on this only he had missed

Siniavskii’s criticism of Russia “for abandoning and discarding its despised Jews” (Scammell

1984, n897).
239 The choice of word, “exile” (not “emigration”), is instructive. However, as was already noted,

only Solzhenitsyn and a handful of others had actually been exiled against their own will.
240 Zaslavsky & Brym 1983, 143–144.
241 Solzhenitsyn 1998, 91.
242 Zaslavsky & Brym 1983, 144–145.
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whether it actually made very much sense. Indeed, had Solzhenitsyn and

Shafarevich known such a perception to prevail, they would have been frustrated

further. After all, they both consistently emphasised the significance of voluntary

abstinence from superfluous material comfort for the good of each man’s personal

spiritual growth and the good of the earth, and kept harking back to the priority of

spiritual values for man’s well-being.

In this instance the thoughtful words of Vadim Borisov in The Rubble can be

recalled. He had spoken about the contemporary “humanistic”, yet essentially very

inhumane urge to substitute personal responsibility and compassion with its mere

external form. He had noted that on this road life easily turns to mechanical

fulfilment of external functions, ultimately an idealisation of efficiency. When

considering these thoughts in the context of emigration, such a pseudo-humanist

stance could be discerned in this sincere desire to share with as many individual

Soviet citizens the same comforts, consumption, and access to objects of fashion as

Westerners had (arguably, however, only as long as they did not become too

numerous but remained, to put it bluntly, good material for emotional success

stories in the media) – that is, the mere external form of the good life in democratic

societies. As said, at the same time attempts by Soviet citizens to fight the socialist

system or problems inside the country, or questions concerning its culture and

spiritual tradition were seldom subjects “sexy” enough to make headlines. Indeed,

the sincere Western desire to bring Soviet citizens into the sphere of Western

comfort and affluence often unfortunately also went together with indifference

towards the well-being of the Russian culture and spiritual tradition in Russia, a

conception of Russians as “backward”, and sincere sympathy for them because they

lacked knowledge of the latest trends in Western material culture.

Solzhenitsyn’s way of thinking – which Shafarevich apparently shared to a

greater or lesser extent – was illustrated in his throwaway remark in his diaries of

the exile years about an interview four recent émigrés from the Soviet Union had

given for a French newspaper late in 1974. One of these cultural influentials, the

associate editor of Kontinent, Viktor Nekrasov, had proclaimed that in France he

was “most impressed” by the abundance of fresh fruit. Solzhenitsyn did not

comment on this any further, but his caring to mention it made apparent his tacit

question whether this was really among the most impressive things.243

243 Solzhenitsyn 1998, 99. The other interviewed émigrés were Siniavskii, Maksimov and Galich.

This was, in other words, the group that had published a statement condemning Shafarevich’s

words about emigration.
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From Under the Rubble Through the Eyes of Its Critics

“Stirring Voices from Post-Stalin Soviet Russia”

Here, in this chapter’s last section I finally discuss the reception of The Rubble.
Within two, three years after its publication it attracted wide attention. It was

reviewed by eminent names of Russian intellectual history on the foremost forums

of Russian studies.244 It was assessed by politologists and other reviewers in

scholarly journals245 and in the daily press.246 Finally it was discussed passionately

by dissident and émigré notables, on influential Western forums, in pieces of

scholarship and in samizdats and tamizdats.247

Most of the commentators acknowledged the historical significance of the

compilation. Marc Raeff from Columbia dubbed it “the first collection of vibrant

and stirring voices from post-Stalin Soviet Russia” and predicted that it “will be an

important monument in the history of Russian social thought and cultural con-

sciousness”.248 Michael Heller from the Sorbonne called it “without question the

most important document to originate from the Soviet opposition”.249 Even the

émigré writer and scholar Boris Shragin, one of the most reserved reviewers, said

that it was “in many respects an important event”.250

Raeff and Heller assessed moral criticism of both the socialist and capitalist

systems to be at the heart of The Rubble. Raeff gently criticised the contributors for
lacking a grasp of the interrelations and dynamics of Western developments and for

a certain “inborn” antipathy towards basic aspects of Western social culture.251

However, he agreed with Heller that they had presented timely criticism of some

typical vices of modern society. Dimitry Pospielovsky of the University of Ontario

raised the subject of law and justice that had been so crucial for the authors of Vekhi
but much less so for the authors of The Rubble. He found this negligence somewhat

unfortunate even if not strange given “the lack of perspective and the failures of the

democratic movement” of the Soviet Union and “the crisis of Western democracies

that rest heavily on a strictly legal basis”.252 John B. Dunlop of the Hoover

244 Friedgut 1976; Raeff 1975; Dunlop 1976a; Heller 1975; Shatz 1976; Lawrence 1976. See also

Pospelovskii 1975.
245 Connor 1975; Jones 1977; Zohrab 1978.
246 Robb 1975.
247 Veidle 1974; Ternovskii 1975; “Iz-pod glyb nasiliia i lzhi”; Brodsky 1977; Shragin 1975 and

2000 [1966–1986]; Yanov 1987. As to scholarly studies discussing it, this list is far from

exhaustive.
248 Raeff 1975, 476, 489.
249 Heller 1975, 155.
250 Shragin 1975, 35.
251 Raeff 1975, 479.
252 Pospelovskii 1975, 212–215.
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Institution stressed the moderation and tolerance of the authors compared with

many other dissenting thinkers concerned with the Russian national heritage and

Orthodox Christianity.253

Many reviewers paid attention to the collection’s thematic coherence. John

Lawrence even found “[t]he thought and style of the various contributors [. . .]
sometimes so close to each other that it is difficult to remember who has written

what.”254 As was seen, his view is easy to subscribe to. Shafarevich confirmed later

that he and his co-authors had quite consciously attempted to supplement and

complement each other’s contributions, to make up a coherent whole.255 Hence

Borisov elucidates and demystifies Shafarevich’s words about socialism’s “death

instinct” by saying essentially the same thing in more pragmatic terms when he

speaks about the ideal of formal(istic) equality before the law which has gradually

replaced the idea of each human’s inalienable value before God as taught by

Christianity, and when he considers socialism to be one expression of such an

idealisation of formal sameness.256

Barabanov, again, articulates with great clarity what the other contributors say

more philosophically when he, on the one hand, categorically rules out the fallacy

of theocracy, and, on the other, rejects just as categorically a Christian position

which nurtures social indifference. Barabanov also forcefully argues against

attempts, be they formally religious or atheistic, to harness the freedom of spirit

and smother the sense of man’s personal responsibility for the sake of “higher

ends”, since, as he stresses, these belong to the highest things as it is. This idea also

comes well across in Socialism, where Shafarevich gives a harsh account of

apocalyptic religious sects and atheistic socialist thinkers alike. Further, Svetov’s

rather turgid article makes more sense when read after Barabanov’s article, and

Agurskii’s pragmatic and well-explicated critique of the excesses of modern capi-

talist and socialist systems rationalises the subtler references by Shafarevich of the

affinity between them. In similar ways, Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn clarify certain

choices of words or points not thoroughly explained in the articles of their fellow

writers. As Michael Heller aptly put it: “If the other authors of the anthology have

been influenced by Solzhenitsyn’s views, he, in turn, has undoubtedly been

253Dunlop 1976a, 623. See also Dunlop 1983, 157, 254, 278.
254 Lawrence 1976, 41.
255 Shafarevich 2003a.
256 In the foreword of his monograph on socialism, Shafarevich thanks in particular Vadim

Borisov “whose criticism was exceptionally useful” (Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 13). After

perestroika, he also expressed his special thanks to his close friend Andrei Lapin, a scientist

colleague of his, and the author of a then anonymous samizdat, The Foundations of Marxism
[Osnovy marksizma] (ibid., 328, 335. For Lapin, see also Ch. 6).
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influenced by theirs: they have, to a certain extent, helped him to form many of his

own ideas.”257

Boris Shragin saw it all very differently, however. He emphasised in his review

for The New York Review of Books a sharp difference between the approach of

Solzhenitsyn and that of all the other contributors (save Shafarevich, whose views

“coincide most closely with Solzhenitsyn’s”). He further stressed that

Solzhenitsyn’s texts are full of “[c]ontradictions, inconsistencies, poor logic,

assertions without proof, and crude polemical methods”. The other authors, he

claimed, were consciously challenging the Solzhenitsyn–Shafarevich tandem.

Thereby Shragin reiterated fairly accurately the other participants’ pieces, but in

his rendering Solzhenitsyn’s views became somewhat unrecognisable. Their

shadow was thus cast on Shafarevich as well.

“They Are Mortally, Incurably Hurt by Solzhenitsyn”

Shragin depicted Solzhenitsyn to be endorsing the sort of Orthodox Christianity that

is linked with “nationalism, authoritarianism, and idealization of the tsarist past”.

The last allegation may have had its rationale in the fact that Solzhenitsyn had

argued (in Repentance and Self-Limitation, challenging Gorskii) that national

traditions had not exclusively contrasted with Christian values in pre-revolutionary

Russia. As to the allegation that Solzhenitsyn endorsed “authoritarianism”, it must

have originated from his comment that by definition contemporary parties represent

the interests of “a part” of society and compete with “the other parts”. He had noted

that acknowledgement and repentance of one’s wrongdoings was, as a rule, out of

place in such thinking. Instead, it was appropriate to stridently proclaim one’s own

virtues and to reproach one’s opponents. However, such criticism of one aspect of

the contemporary multi-party system is still a far cry from “endorsement of

authoritarianism”.

Solzhenitsyn had neither given reasonable grounds for accusations of nationalism –

that is, should nationalism be defined as a boastful or irresponsible notion of the

virtues of one’s own country or contempt for other nations. Again, whereas

Solzhenitsyn had scorned the eagerness of Soviet leaders to mix in matters

concerning the rest of the world instead of seeing to the basic well-being of their

own citizens, Shragin claimed he said that “Russia must segregate herself geo-

graphically, politically, and morally from the rest of the civilized world”. Shragin

quite correctly found the other contributors views’ (except Shafarevich’s) opposed

to these banal claims.

Shragin’s attempt to draw a very sharp line between the pair Solzhenitsyn–

Shafarevich and the other authors strikes as artificial to such an extent that it is

257 Heller 1975, 155.
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tempting to espouse an interpretation which specialists in the method of the history

of ideas suggest be adopted with weightiest reason only: that Shragin was biased by

his personal sympathies and antipathies.

At the time of writing The Rubble review, Shragin258 was compiling and editing

the large English-language samizdat anthology mentioned in the previous chapter

with his émigré associate Meerson-Aksenov, whom, as was seen, I strongly suspect

to have been the pseudonymous Gorskii of Metanoia. Shragin was also Meerson-

Aksenov’s loyal friend.259 In fact, the almost intimidating praise for Gorskii in this

anthology is most obviously from the pen of Shragin,260 and may be partly

explained by the topicality of The Rubble where Gorskii’s piece was heavily

under fire. The Rubble’s Barabanov, too, was most probably involved with

Metanoia, in any case he was most apparently initiated to its secrets. In addition,

he was a trusted friend of Meerson like The Rubble’s Agurskii.261 Shragin had

obviously also used Barabanov’s (and Meerson-Aksenov’s) secret channel actively

when submitting his numerous pseudonymous texts to Vestnik RSKhD. It can thus

be presumed that he had a certain tendency to magnify whatever differences were

actually expressed in The Rubble out of courtesy towards Meerson, on the one hand,

and towards Barabanov and Agurskii, on the other, trying to avoid involving them

with those who ‘attacked Meerson’ 262 even if they had contributed to the compila-

tion where this was done.

Then again, Shragin’s and Meerson-Aksenov’s feelings towards Solzhenitsyn

had apparently been cold already before the appearance of The Rubble. The

New York-based Orthodox priest Alexander Schmemann [Aleksandr Shmeman]

258 Boris Shragin (d. 1990) was an art historian and critic. He was dismissed from the party and

from the Institute of Arts and History in 1968 for having defended Ginzburg in the case of the

“four”. In 1974 he emigrated to the United States where he taught in universities. (Meerson-

Aksenov & Shragin 1977, 596; Shragin 2000 [1966–1986], back cover.)
259 According to another émigré writer, Sergei Dovlatov, “[Shragin] was also a gentleman. [. . .]
When an untruthful and base article attacking the priest Mikhail Meerson-Aksenov appeared in

one of the émigré papers, Shragin wrote a stern reply, and when its editor refused to publish it,

Shragin told me: ‘Get out of that almshouse’. And so I left the editorial board, on which I had been

working for two years.” (Dovlatov 1990.)
260 Indeed, when Meerson-Aksenov wrote about the compilation under his own name, the tone was

much humbler, see Meerson-Aksenov 1977, 347. It should also be said that Shragin and Meerson-

Aksenov used praising adjectives extremely generously when introducing any samizdat authors to

Western readership in their collection.
261 Barabanov and Agurskii were seemingly also acquainted with Shragin, at least through

Meerson. Feliks Svetov, alias Korsakov, likewise enjoyed good and respectful relations with

Shragin, despite differences of views (Shragin 2000 [1966–1986], back cover. See also Svetov’s

article about Shragin in the same book).
262 Then again, when considering Solzhenitsyn’s attack on Gorskii – and this is quite independent

of whether he knew (or guessed) his real personality or not – it may be remembered that from his

perspective it made a certain difference that Gorskii was a pseudonym. Solzhenitsyn – himself

emphatically a “nobody” when he had published Ivan Denisovich under his own name – tended to

be much less biting in his criticism when discussing texts by people signing with their own names.
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mentions in his diaries of 1974 that “Litvinov, Shragin and others263 [. . .] are

mortally, incurably hurt by Solzhenitsyn. What will still happen when they read

The Smatterers?”264 Around this time Schmemann entertained close and cordial

relations with Meerson, Shragin and Litvinov while admiring Solzhenitsyn almost

boundlessly. He did not specify the reasons for their annoyance even if he made

some indirect hints. Quite obviously, however, one of these reasons was the

aftermath of an article article by Shragin, written under the pseudonym of XY,

which had appeared in Vestnik RSKhD in 1973. In this piece Shragin had praised

Metanoia, encouraging Vestnik’s readers to embrace its thinking. He had declared

that it was important to live with dignity and in pluralism, urging Vestnik to reform
itself into a journal attractive to European readership and to abandon its Orthodox

Christian line so that it would gain the trust of the writing intelligentsia, apparently

referring with this to people like himself.265 This had provoked Solzhenitsyn to

write a sardonic reply.266 He was clearly angered by such a patronising and haughty

tone by a writer hiding behind a pseudonym and such lecturing to the journal which,

after all, did publish his piece. He suggested that XY found another journal by

himself where he could write about whatever subjects his heart desired:

And wouldn’t it be nice if it appeared in Samizdat [i.e., not only Tamizdat and for European

readership]. And thus improved our pluralism.267 To live, not losing one’s dignity, can be,

above all to sign one’s texts with one’s name and not to dull one’s eyes before the Party

officials.

It had been exactly this piece, together with Solzhenitsyn’s critical comments on

recent emigrants, that had prompted Litvinov to write to him the open letter

recounted earlier in this chapter. Indeed, it can be presumed that the recent

controversy on emigration had also made Shragin, himself a recent emigrant, a

little hostile towards Solzhenitsyn and Shafarevich, and readier to gloss over their

critical arguments by way of conceptualising them as irritating moralists.

263Most commonly Schmemann mentions the three of them together: Meerson, Litvinov and

Shragin.
264 Shmeman 2005, 141 (20 Dec. 1974).
265 XY 1973.
266 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]d. See also 1999b, 98.
267 This biting phrase may be kept in mind for Ch. 6 where I will discuss Solzhenitsyn’s Our
Pluralists and the controversies around it. The point he was to make in it – that whenever pluralism

demanded elementary acceptance of and respect for the existence of other kinds of opinions, real

respect for pluralism was strangely missing among many of those most loudly demanding

pluralism and depicting themselves as pluralists – was very much present already here.
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Discomfort with Religious Views of The Rubble

Another émigré critic of The Rubble whose commentary was marked by a desire

to polemicise with Solzhenitsyn and whose arguments are interesting from the

perspective of future quarrels was Aleksandr Ianov.268 Unlike Shragin, he sees

the collection as an integrated whole. He also refuses to pretend to the role of a

cool objective observer in a case to which he feels subjectively committed: he

confesses having been puzzled for being “damn[ed] as part of the Russian intelli-

gentsia [Solzhenitsyn] curses [in The Smatterers]”. After all, Solzhenitsyn had been
for him

a symbol of those things of which we ourselves were not capable. This is not only with

reference to his artistic gifts and legendary courage, but also to the role he has played in the

spiritual liberation of our country, and therefore also in my own liberation.269

Now, too, Ianov hails the authors of The Rubble for their courage and indepen-

dence of thought. Nevertheless he is clearly terrified by their ideas and interprets

them in a very similar way as Shragin interpreted those of Solzhenitsyn – forcing

them way beyond their original limits and making caricatures out of them: he

perceives The Rubble authors to endorse a new religious civilisation, believes

them to condemn democracy, and to favour imperial and authoritarian isolationism

justified by a “religious sanction”.270

While The Smatterers clearly embittered many recent emigrants, the poet and

Nobelist-to-be Iosif Brodskii [Joseph Brodsky] greeted it as a “brilliant invective

against the present-day intelligentsia”. Like Ianov, he was, however, uncomfortable

with The Rubble authors’ religious position, characterising it to be of the kind which
made them end their articles on a positive note in metaphysical terms.

Brodskii’s own more sceptical and agnostic outlook was reflected in his rebel-

ling against their emphasis that a national catastrophe also always has the potential
of a reassessment and a change of course.271 He likewise categorically disapproved

of any idea that a nation is in some metaphysical sense collectively responsible for

its tragedies, calling such thinking cruel. As Solzhenitsyn’s severe criticism of

Gorskii’s words about Russians’ collective guilt has shown, The Rubble authors

were also extremely wary about any pragmatic interpretations of this sort. On a

metaphysical level, however, they embraced this idea – on the condition that its

emphasis was strictly on the creative potential of responsibility and the idea just

mentioned about positive potential of growth and recovery embedded in all

tragedies.

268 He formulated his argument first in Yanov 1978 and then in Yanov 1987 (leaning heavily on the

old version).
269 Yanov 1987, 166–167 and the identical quotation in 1978, 85–86.
270 Yanov 1987, 176.
271 Brodsky 1977, 641.

From Under the Rubble Through the Eyes of Its Critics 143



Brodskii’s criticism was echoed much more stingingly by Sergei Elagin writing

for Roi Medvedev’s socialist samizdat journal Dvadtsatyi vek (Twentieth Century).
To his mind the authors employed the classical trick of Greek tragedies, having the

deus ex machina intervene when all seems hopeless. He disagreed completely with

the ideas of repentance and self-limitation. Self-limitation equals slavery, and

repentance cannot be required of everyone, while not everyone has done something

that requires repentance.272

The émigré writer and radio journalist Vadim Belotserkovskii – who initiated in

1976 the tamizdat anthology Democratic Alternatives [Demokraticheskie alter-
nativy] – was likewise horrified by Shafarevich’s remark that only sacrifice can

strengthen Russia for the future: “This article Does Russia Have a Future? is a

veritable ode to making sacrifices! It could be called On the Way Towards the
Shaheeds.273 Here one can clearly see the propaganda of death!”274 This somewhat

hysterical interpretation mistakes the call to abstinence from material luxuries and

external status symbols for a call to fanaticism and irrational violence, thus indeed

confirming Solzhenitsyn’s troubled observation that in the contemporary world

merely uttering the word ‘morality’ seems to be somehow out of place.

German Andreev, another recent émigré writer, likewise found the tone of The
Rubble much too intolerant and dogmatic on many occasions. His piece appeared,

like Elagin’s, in Medvedev’s Dvadtsatyi vek, and later in Belotserkovskii’s Demo-
cratic Alternatives just mentioned. Andreev emphasised its authors’ approach to be

far from genuine Christianity. In a somewhat puzzling way, however, considering

his very critical tone, his own ideas were essentially very close to theirs. For

instance, he scorns Shafarevich’s belief that nations are meaningful units from

the Christian perspective as an idea having “nothing in common with Christianity.”

Yet, he writes approvingly that “love for one’s nation [natsiia] is an episode in the

life of a man who is moving towards God” and that by “serving God we ultimately

also serve the Homeland.”275 After all, Shafarevich had also said that faith in a

meaning in the lives of nations is essentially one expression of faith in God’s

protection of man and his life on earth.

Shafarevich’s views about the nationalities question were further attacked by

Shragin who continued his criticism in a contemporaneous tamizdat essay. Whereas

Shafarevich had called the clichéd claims about Russia as “the gendarme of

Europe” and “the prison of peoples” gravely deterministic, Shragin rejected his

criticism and assessed these claims as being basically correct. He explained that it

was merely logical and just that it was most nauseating of all for Russians

272 Elagin 1977.
273 In Islamic terminology shaheed is a martyr for faith, the word often being used to denote

suicide bombers and the like.
274 Belotserkovskii 2003, 262, 479–480.
275 Andreev 1977, 158–160. Andreev wrote about The Rubble also in the capacity of a scholarly

expert, stating that its roots are easily found in the kind of Russian Orthodoxy where “the earthly

existence of man is ignored in the name of eternal salvation.” (Fein (Andreev) 1989, 702.)
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themselves to be in this prison. A slavery that has grown out of one’s own traditions

is more powerful and disturbing than when it is forced from outside, he clarified.276

Somewhat similar criticism was voiced by the Ukrainian Vasil Markus. He blamed

Shafarevich for “remaining under the weight of the ‘rubble’ of imperial thinking,

the idea of a ‘god-bearing people’ and messianism.”277 Like another Ukrainian,

Iaroslav Bilinskii, he further criticised Shafarevich for lack of willingness to grant

smaller republics a right to secession.278

Indeed, it was hardly strange or unnatural that the independence of non-Russian

nationalities of the Soviet Union was on the agenda of many non-Russian samizdat

authors. Then again, Shafarevich himself was not deaf or callous to such wishes,

either, and far from categorically unsympathetic to them. He had merely maintained

that before taking any far-reaching decisions it was necessary to understand soberly

that “Soviet” and “Russian” were not synonyms and to ponder the matter from all

sides. It is perhaps understandable if this view was considered as slightly

patronising from the perspective of the representatives of the small nations who

had already made up their minds about the issue of independence. However, this

does not make his basic point wrong: it was vital that the Soviet ideology not be

allowed to worsen relations between nations any further, that the damage the

ideology had caused to those relations and to the fates of all nations be assessed,

and the process of healing them be as holistic and far-sighted as possible. These

were preconditions for responsible future decisions, not unaffordable luxuries.

Then again, in the emigrants’ commentaries entirely understandable arguments

for national sovereignty intertwined with somewhat hysterical claims saying that

any attempts to discuss these matters with Russians in a rational manner were

doomed to fail in any case because of the Russians’ internalised tradition of

subjugating others. As was seen, it was alleged that the Russians were morally

backward and unhealthily “messianistic”.

Shafarevich’s Socialism and Zinovev’s Ism

Shafarevich’s Socialism was among the articles of The Rubble most often singled

out by the reviewers. Later also appeared reviews of Socialism, the book.279 In

276 Shragin 2000 [1966–1986], 33–34. For a piece dedicated exclusively to Shafarevich’s Either
Isolation or Merger? by another recent emigrant, see Perakh 1976, which gave Shafarevich credit

for a humanistic approach, delicacy and good will, while expressing discomfort with his arguments

about the possibility to retain the union of Soviet republics without the socialist ideology.
277Markus 1976, cited according to Reshetar 1983, 250. For criticism of Shafarevich’s views from

the minority rights perspective, see also the somewhat one-sided discussion in Zisserman-Brodsky

2003, 171–173.
278 Bilinsky 1977, 84.
279Meyer 1978; Sobran 1980; Chilton 1983; Bokina 1980, 2213; Kaplan 1981.
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samizdats by socialist true believers Shafarevich’s contribution was understandably

knocked down entirely.280 For one, Valentin Turchin, a mathematician and member

of the human rights movement, commented on it critically. While Turchin’s

discussion was on a much higher level than that of many other Soviet socialist

authors, he was clearly annoyed by Shafarevich’s passionate dislike for socialism.

Turchin was of the view that socialism was essentially a religion with brotherhood

of all peoples as its Higher Goal, as he put it.281

The reviewers’ personal sympathies for socialism were arguably reflected in

some of the sourest pieces of criticism in the West as well. However, fairly

representative of the scholarly reviewers was the appraisal by Dunlop, who

regarded Shafarevich’s article as a strong and original contribution and generally

very persuasive but found the conception of socialism’s death instinct somewhat

excessive.282 Indeed, it was only in his book that Shafarevich explicitly stated that

he, too, had strong reservations about the coinage “death instinct” and that he

intended it to be understood rather loosely.

Shafarevich was also understandably criticised for his far-reaching and hard-to-

verify hypotheses about socialist systems in ancient societies even though the

commentators agreed that these were not essential to his argument. In other respects

his views were regarded as very convincing by many of these same authors. Some

reviewers – many of them conscientious Christians – were truly impressed.283

Chilton declared that “The Socialist Phenomenon is, unquestionably, the most

perceptive and significant work on the personal and cultural meaning of socialism

ever written.”284 Dimitrii Panin, Solzhenitsyn’s friend from the prisons and camps,

was also among those hailing Shafarevich’s profundity in his discussion about

religion.285

But it was not only writers with a Christian outlook who wrote favourable

reviews. Iosif Brodskii praised the author of Socialism by saying that he “gives

an extremely convincing outline of the surrealistic essence of socialism and its

rejection of rational thought”. He stressed that Shafarevich’s text lacked the Christian

pathos he had found uncomfortable in the other contributions, saying the article

“considers the negative foundation of socialism without a Christian bias, but as an

embodiment of the negative principles that human existence itself contains.”286

Indeed, a vital advantage of Shafarevich’s contribution is that he does not tie his

280Many critical reactions to it appeared in Roi Medvedev’s samizdat journal Dvadtsatyi vek.
Horvath mentions that Medvedev “rejected a review of it because it was ‘not malicious enough’.

The review, by Viktor Sokirko, was subsequently published in Poiski”. (Horvath 2005, 155. His

source is Chronicle of Human Rights in the USSR, No. 45.)
281 Turchin 1977, 108–111, 125. For Turchin, see Antologiia samizdata, tom 2, 348.
282 Dunlop 1976a, 623, 628. Almost identically in Pospelovskii 1975, 198–206.
283Madison 1986.
284 Chilton 1983.
285 Panin 1998, 239–241.
286 Brodsky 1977, 643.
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argument to the category of Christianity or nominal faith, thus rendering his

argument nonsensical to the vast majority of potential readers. Nor does he use

the arguments of another ideology to challenge socialism but relies on logic and

uses historical documents as his sources.

It is also noteworthy that very similar conclusions to those made by Shafarevich

have been later made by such eminent authorities of the Russian and Soviet history

of ideas as Andrzej Walicki and Robert Conquest. While not directly relying on

Shafarevich – although referring both to Socialism and The Rubble elsewhere in the
book – Walicki concludes his scathing analysis of Marxism in his 1995 magnum
opus with the words “Totalitarian ideology is not merely a secularized religion; it is

a secularized form of chiliastic religiosity. It derives its legitimacy from a commit-

ment to aggressive action, aiming at the total transformation of society; it even aims

to transform the very nature of man.”287

Eventually Shafarevich’s book evidently figures in such a classic as Aleksandr

Zinovev’s fantastic satire The Yawning Heights.288 This shrewd description of the

Soviet system (or, in Zinovev’s rendering, Ibansk) came out in theWest in 1976 and

was soon translated into several languages, bringing its author worldwide repute.

The book has a large gallery of characters, with names such as Neurasthenic,

Double-Dealer and Colleague. Some, such as Truth-Teller (Solzhenitsyn) or Singer

(Aleksandr Galich) are easily recognisable, and the real-life prototypes of some

others, such as Thinker (Merab Mamardashvili), have been confirmed by Zinovev

in his memoirs shortly before his death.289 Zinovev himself figures in the book as

well. He commented on this as follows:

Very much of my biography and my sociological theories are described in such personages

of the book as Schizophrenic, Chatterer, Teacher, Bawler, and Slanderer. But I am none of

them. And none of them expresses the author’s position. Rather, together with other

personages they express my worldview.290

Clough, the translator of the book into English, wrote much earlier that

there are parts of [Zinovev] in a large number [of the characters], but if I had to go for one, it

would be Bawler. There are too many similarities between Bawler’s biography and

Zinoviev’s own life for it to be purely coincidental. And I have no doubt that other

287Walicki 1995, 496. Conquest likewise reaches a conclusion very similar to that of

Shafarevich’s when he compares communists and millenarian sects and notes that “Both Nazis

and Marxists themselves often proclaimed their affinity with the millenarian demagogues of the

period of the German Peasant War”. (Conquest 2000, 74–76.) Conquest refers on this occasion to

Norman Cohn’s The Pursuit of the Millenium. Revolutionary Millenarians and Mystical
Anarchists of the Middle Ages, an influential book having been published in 1957, which, however
does not speak about modern socialists. When writing Socialism, Shafarevich had not yet been

aware of this study, but he refers to it in his later works.
288 Zinovev 2000 [1976].
289 Zinovev 2005, 375, 412–413.
290 Ibid., 413.
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characters would be clearly identifiable by anyone who had lived in the Soviet intellectual

milieu which Zinoviev is writing about.291

Schizophrenic is one of the characters having Zinovev’s traits. Dmitrii Iurev,

who is quite well acquainted with Zinovev’s “intellectual milieu”,292 noted in 1999

that in all probability Schizophrenic is nevertheless mostly modelled on

Shafarevich.293 Indeed, Schizophrenic is a “winner of the mathematical Olympiad”

who writes “a sociological treatise” about the nature of “Ism”. His treatise, which

has an important role in the book, reveals Ism as a utopian obsession of rationality

and, ultimately, as an obsession to deprive men of any moral, individual, and

creative characteristics.294 While Kantor, another commentator, is evidently not

incorrect in assuming that the treatise about Ism is The Yawning Heights itself295 –
this is surely one part of the truth – there is also another personage in the book “with

Zinovev’s traits”, Slanderer, who starts to write treatises exposing the wicked

nature of Ism inspired by Schizophrenic’s work. Both are harassed and silenced

and their works are “pillaged by everyone”. But, as Chatterer reminds Dauber

(whose prototype was the sculptor Ernst Neizvestnyi, Zinovev’s close friend) at

the end of Zinovev’s novel, these cold reactions by their contemporaneous careerist

colleagues are just one side of the truth because

The[ir works] did arouse interest. That is why [. . .] no-one ever mentions their names.

Today they are being chewed over in the most widely varying circles without anyone ever

thinking where they came from. [. . .] It’s true that there was no public effect. But this is an
example of the action of a law defined by Schizophrenic himself: The deeper and more

serious social ideas are, the less they are seen to penetrate into human consciousness. They

penetrate less quickly and less widely than superficial or circumstantial ideas.296

In his memoirs, Zinovev recounts that when he, a professor of logic at Moscow

University, started his “rebellion” against the system by way of starting to write this

novel, he knew he would “lose all I had managed to gain” but certainly not be

entirely destroyed thanks to his position and contacts abroad. He adds that he was

not alone in his rebellion, for there were others – the reputed academics Sakharov,

Shafarevich, Turchin and Iurii Orlov – who were in the same situation.297

291 Clough 1979, 8. His view is shared by Iurev, see further.
292 He is a kandidat nauk (PhD) in mechanical-mathematical sciences having completed his

studies in Moscow.
293 Iurev 1999, 126.
294 Zinovev 2000 [1976], passim.
295 Kantor 2002, 140–141.
296 Zinovev 2000 [1976], 658–659 [here and henceforth cited according to Clough’s translation,

English: 761].
297 Zinovev 2005, 402. It surely makes sense to look for (some of) the real-life prototypes for

Teacher, Chatterer and Slanderer among this group, too.
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The likelihood that Shafarevich was the major prototype for Schizophrenic is

further emphasised by the phonetic similarity of Shafarévich and Schizophrenic

(Shizofrénik). In the same way many other clearly recognisable characters of the

book have names redolent of the names of their real-life models. For example,

Raspashónka, or Snottyhanky, is Evtushénko, the poet, and Khriak, or Hog, is

Khrushchev.298

In addition, Zinovev was writing The Yawning Heights since 1974,299 precisely
when the samizdat version of Socialism was circulating in Moscow. Lastly,

Zhinovev and Shafarevich had in their teens lived on Bolshaia Spasskaia a few

houses away from each other, which Zhinovev remembered well.300 In a 2000

interview Zinovev mentioned Shafarevich like this: “I know Shafarevich suffi-

ciently well. He is, after all, one of the most prominent personalities today in

Russia.”301

Dmitrii Iurev has imitated the themes and styles of The Yawning Heights in his

masterful article, thus giving his own fantastic, but all the same very plausible

interpretation of the world beyond The Yawning Heights: Zinovev’s novel was a
kind of tribute to Shafarevich’s Socialism which Zinovev had highly valued. At the

same time, it had been a major incentive for Zinovev to grab the same subject

himself, committed to exposing the reality of socialism in a quite different genre,

that of a fantasy novel. In Iurev’s words and style which emulates Zinovev’s, this

reads as follows:

Schizophrenic had just finished his epochal The Ism as an Objective Reality, Given to Us in
Filthy Experiences. In this work Schizophrenic, relying on one hundred-and-eighty-seven

theorems of multiple factor infinite-dimensional algebra which he had specially proved for

this occasion and using methods of abstract hyperlogical topology which the Organs had

kept strictly secret, expressed the idea that Ism is shit. [. . .] ‘I read your tedious thing’, said

298 Iurev 1999, 125–126; Zinovev 2005, 412.
299 Zinoviev 2005, 407–408.
300 Ibid., 91, 67.
301 Zinovev 2000. It may be noted that Zinovev also raises in The Yawning Heights the question of
emigration, when discussing a character called Double-Dealer, probably depicted after Chalidze,

Amalrik or perhaps, Siniavskii. Double-Dealer explains in interviews after his emigration that “I

have no wish to save the Ibanskian people from disaster of any kind [. . .] There is nothing to save

them from. No-one is threatening them except themselves.” (Zinovev 2000 [1976], 475 [English:

541].) And: “It had become completely impossible for me to live in that marvellous society [i.e., of

Ibansk] [. . .] I have no wish to struggle for changes in it. And I think it would be waste of time. I

am tired.” (Ibid., 481 [English: 548].) Before this Teacher, yet one of the characters with

“Zinovev’s traits” had mused, very much like Sakharov, that “The problem of emigration is the

litmus paper of our society. The question is how we react to it. And we react in a most abject way.

Twentieth-century man has the right to choose for himself where he lives according to his own

desires and capablities. There is nothing at all criminal or immoral about that. It is criminal and

immoral to hinder that freedom of movement.” (Ibid. 450 [English: 511].) Then again, a little later

Teacher says, again truthfully expressing the other side of Sakharov’s view: “The hell with the

emigrants. After all, you and I aren’t emigrants. We are not running off anywhere. Let’s work for

the good of the people. Let’s not abandon them in their hour of need.” (Ibid., 451 [English: 512].)
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Bawler [i.e., Zinovev, as Iurev himself explains] to Schizophrenic [. . .][and continued,]

‘Sure, my mathematical education is fully sufficient for understanding that your

conclusions are correct. It is a very profound scholarly work, nothing sticks as unnatural.

Ism certainly is shit. But this is what bothers me today: why are we so outraged by it with

you?’ [. . .] ‘Well because it’s bad’, grunted Schizophrenic [. . .] ‘But what is bad supposed

to be?’ asked Bawler. ‘Where exactly is it “bad”, as long as we are working in the

framework of the scientific method with you, one the more scientific than the other, you

being the mathematician and me the logician. All that gets out is just one bawl: the Ism is

shit!’302

Iurev’s article also provides one interesting perspective on the significance of

Shafarevich’s Socialism to the contemporaneous scholarly and scientific intelli-

gentsia of the Soviet Union. He recounts that for a long period of time these

intellectually oriented Soviet citizens seemed to miss the question about the

existing reality of socialism. Instead, their thinking rotated around the idea about

“pure Leninist ideals” which, as the correct dogma taught, was to be eventually

realised in communism. At the same time they certainly acknowledged that it had

not quite yet been ripened “into being” and that there had constantly been “tempo-

rary deviations” on the way towards it. However, after this,

Soviet intellectual society somehow suddenly arrived at the thought that the reality of

socialism exists, that there is very much of it indeed and that describing it and calling it with

adequate names is a colossal creative contribution and may become the foundation for an

entirely new stage of development of mass consciousness in the country. And it began to

attack this reality from all possible directions.

Solzhenitsyn gathered and directed against it powerful cultural and ethical resources,

exhibiting socialism as a repulsive, exceptionally vital and energetically coloured literary

image. Perhaps no other piece of art of the Soviet epoch had such significance for an

ethically and aesthetically motivated mobilisation of anti-communist social sentiments as

Solzhenitsyn’s fundamental texts.

Shafarevich took advantage of the whole power of his logic for purposes of identifying

the paradoxical but astonishingly logical and internally uncontradicted image of commu-

nism (socialism) as historical reality; reality tightly connected with the most regressive

strivings of the human soul. The reader of Solzhenitsyn bows before the titan’s literary

talent. The reader of Shafarevich – if he, like most, is a dilettante in history – is struck by the

novelty of vibrant and talentedly arranged facts, presented to him for the first time in a

fresh, unexpected context.303

Further in this article written in 1999, Iurev referred to Russophobia, making

clear that unlike Socialism, this piece of work had not found in him an admiring

reader. Iurev’s account can be juxtaposed with another evaluation of Socialism
dating from the “post-Russophobia” period, by the eminent Walter Laqueur, in his

The Rise of the Extreme Right in Russia:

As a writer [Shafarevich] was rather plodding; his ‘Socialism as a Phenomenon of World

History’ reminded unkind critics304 of the reinvention of the wheel several millennia after

302 Iurev 1999, 127–128.
303 Ibid., 129.
304 Laqueur gives no further reference.
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the event. Relentlessly, over 384 pages he marshaled excerpts from the 168 books he had

read on the subject, proving that socialism had always been a bad idea with disastrous

consequences. Considering that the book was written at a time when Marxism–Leninism

was the state religion in the Soviet Union, it was perhaps a remarkable manifestation of

critical thought. But it did not contain anything that reasonably well-informed Western

readers did not know. Furthermore, the selectiveness of the sources and the one-sidedness

of the approach were not compatible with scholarliness and objectivity. As a polemical tract

the book had its merits but it was not a work of lasting value.305

305 Laqueur 1994a, 99.
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Chapter 6

Shafarevich’s Addresses Until the Early 1980s

Spiritual Freedom and Creativity – Shafarevich’s

Central Concerns

This chapter discusses Shafarevich’s remaining writings and statements of the years

preceding perestroika. For the purpose of providing context for them, it also briefly

relates the fates of Vladimir Osipov and Father Dimitrii Dudko, two leading lights

of the Russian Orthodox patriots in the Soviet Union in the seventies and eighties.

Shafarevich defended both of them when they ended up in difficulties with the

officialdom. After this, I will consider some statements in the West made by

Shafarevich’s exiled friend Solzhenitsyn as well as the reactions they stirred.

Shafarevich was unable to keep pace with these addresses1 but their reactions

illuminate the Western and émigré reception of convictions which greatly

coincided with his own. These debates also provide background for the discussion

of Shafarevich’s controversial Russophobia in Ch. 8. Upon concluding this chapter

and before turning to the years of perestroika, I will make some provisional

conclusions concerning Shafarevich’s ideological positions in the Soviet years.

As the previous chapters have related, it was Shafarevich’s desire to protect

man’s spiritual rights which had motivated him to join the Moscow Human Rights

Committee and to write his most important samizdat texts. Three more articles

written by him at the turn of the 1970s shed further light on his fundamental

convictions. As such they also provide background for the texts he would write in

the 1990s and after.

The first of this pieces, The Riddle of Individuality, was written in 1967 and it

had a very modest circulation among Shafarevich’s closest friends only. It was

dedicated to biology and the findings of the great Austrian ethologist Konrad

1When I asked Shafarevich about his contemporaneous reactions to these statements by

Solzhenitsyn from the late seventies to the mid-eighties, he replied, “You know, I still didn’t

have a way to know about them back then.” (Shafarevich 2003a.)

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_6, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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Lorenz. Shafarevich claims that these findings provide an important perspective on

human communities because they lead us to consider human communities in terms

of living things. This, he says, has particular value in an age when parallels for

human communities are predominantly sought in entities lifeless and mechanical.2

For instance, the distinction between instincts and understanding through

learning offers insights which are by no means trivial, Shafarevich reckons. In

contrast to understanding attained through learning, instinct pushes animals to do

things even in a seemingly irrational way. Learning can supersede instinct but

instinct can also obstruct learning. In the lives of humans, too, instinct provides

protection and guidance in matters too complicated for the intellect to handle,

Shafarevich notes. To his mind, instincts are comparable to human norms such as

morality, religion and taboos in the sense that neither can be exhaustively explained

away by pure rationality. One such example is the endogamy taboo, something very

reasonable from the perspective of genetics, but not based on rational arguments for

the communities adhering to it.3

The performance of a ritual is also an instinct, one that always involves more

than one individual and reinforces bonds between them. Aggression in particular,

which Lorenz sees as an instinct of self-protection, is kept under control by many

rituals, such as those demonstrating strength in confrontations among males or

those signalling surrender. Since suppressing the instinct of aggression can destroy

the community, nature has preserved it, transforming it into a ritual strengthening

the relations between individuals.4

Shafarevich concludes that Lorenz’s thinking provides food for thought in the

tragic situation the human race finds itself in: the invention of weapons has distorted

the balance between the instinct to attack and the mechanisms to obstruct aggres-

sion. In Lorenz’s words, man is like a rabbit with the teeth of a wolf, which its

instincts are not equipped to handle. Killing another person – or masses of them – is

overly easy before the instincts of reconciliation begin functioning. In concordance

with Lorenz, Shafarevich again deems conscious adoption of morality and respon-

sibility as the only possible way to deal with the situation.5

Another text by Shafarevich, About Some Tendencies in the Development of
Mathematics,6 sheds light on his view of the contemporary world. It is his honorary

speech to the Academy of Sciences in G€ottingen on the occasion of being awarded

its Heineman Prize in 1973. Since Soviet officialdom did not grant exit visas to

people like Shafarevich unless when planning to deprive them of citizenship while

abroad, he did not even consider attempting to attend the ceremony. As he later

2 Shafarevich 1994 [1967], 465, 484.
3 Ibid., 465–468, 484–485.
4 Ibid., 468–479.
5 Ibid., 479–484.
6 Shafarevich 1994 [1973]a.
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explained, he dispatched the text of his talk to Germany through unofficial channels

but also sent it by official mail to ‘let the authorities know about it’.7

This talk elaborates the great emphasis Shafarevich laid not only on moral and

spiritual values but on the pursuit of beauty as kindred to them and connected with

them. He saw all of these as giving human life its meaning and direction and as

protecting man from turning into something that merely operates automatically like

a machine performing functions. Twenty years later, in the articles to be discussed

last in this study, he was to reiterate many of these thoughts.

Shafarevich stated that mathematics could well be characterised as work of a

grand intellect: Mathematicians often reach identical conclusions entirely unaware

of one another. They also constantly develop and elaborate each others’ reasoning.

But does mathematics, being such a sophisticated and even mysterious human

activity, have a goal? Physics, for one, has had an explicitly articulated goal since

the days of Newton: to construct a theory explaining all of the world’s functioning,

crystallised in a number of simple laws. Of course, since the discoveries of

electromagnetics, quantum mechanics and the theory of relativity, it has become

obvious that attaining this goal is not possible. However, would it not seem that

without a goal all human activity loses meaning?

Contemporary results of mathematics are certainly no less perfect than its

classical results in past centuries, Shafarevich assessed. Then again, they are

principally no higher, either. Would this not suggest that mathematics is like “an

astonishingly beautiful variant of Hegel’s ‘bad infinity’” – like a most beautiful

symphony which goes on forever? Is it not inevitable that lacking limits and

purpose it also lacks meaning? Shafarevich saw this dilemma not typical of

mathematics alone. The pursuit of “unlimited enlargement has already enthralled

humanity for some centuries. It has been given the name ‘progress’. With time it has

become something of a substitute for religion.” Concealing in itself an internal

contradiction, this quest leads to catastrophic consequences: overpopulation, envi-

ronment degradation, and an accelerating tempo of change unbearable to man.

Worse still, when human life has no higher goal than such a pursuit of mecha-

nistic “progress”, man will soon feel being at a loss concerning the purpose of life.

In such a state of spiritual desolation he easily resorts to seeking surrogates. “An

example of this is well-known to us – when people broke away from loving and

merciful God, they instantly made themselves other gods demanding the sacrifice of

millions of humans”. This was obviously a reference to the bloodiest experiment of

modern socialism. Shafarevich continued that a contemporary mathematician, too,

may attempt to seek the meaning of his work in filling the commissions of the state,

by calculating the trajectory of a rocket or planning an apparatus for eavesdropping, or, if he

is a scholar of great stature, by planning an entire society which consists of hybrids of

7 Shafarevich 2002a. Before the time when Shafarevich became known as a dissident he was

permitted to attend conferences abroad, but, as Shafarevich’s former student and another presti-

gious mathematician Helmut Koch writes, only in the company of “reliable” colleagues who were

party members (Koch no date).
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peoples and computers. Such a condition will not only damage the souls of scientists, it will

give rise to fields of mathematics which are deprived of that divine beauty which enthralls

each person familiar with our science.8

Naturally, Shafarevich did not claim that all applications of mathematics would

be comparable to these. Indeed, one possibility for finding a higher purpose for

mathematics was to simply find it in its applications. He was convinced that

ultimately this was not a realistic solution, however, since true creation requires

an impulse stronger than the desire to attain a material goal. To illustrate this he

stressed that very often when mathematicians have made their most influential

discoveries, they have not even dreamt about the profound and distinguished

applications which would later be made of them. As an example Shafarevich said

that when, during the 6th century BC, the Pythagorean school discovered and

formulated some fundamental mathematical laws, contributing to the emergence

of mathematics as a distinct discipline, this came about as a by-product of the

Pythagoreans’ pursuit of revering the harmony of the universe and being in com-

munion with it. This was, in other words, an example of how spiritual pursuit

(which inevitably is also a pursuit of beauty) is the very stuff of creativity.

Shostakovich and the Spiritual Resistance in the Soviet Union

Shafarevich’s essay about the great Soviet9 composer Dmitrii Shostakovich, which

he finished in 1973, likewise speaks about the necessity of higher, living things for

man to stay alive.10 Shafarevich sees Shostakovich’s music as the most distinct

expression of the spiritual life of his country from the 1920s up to the 1950s, and as

such, a valuable source for understanding that crucial epoch. This was because

music, while being ambiguous in terms of interpretation and least exposed to the

control of the powers that be, played in society approximately the role that

Samizdat did later.11

Shafarevich perceives in particular Shostakovich’s 14th Symphony, the 2nd12

Trio and the 8th Symphony to depict the power and the works of evil in the world –

not only as a social phenomenon but as a tragic reality of man’s life. However

peculiar it might sound, Shostakovich’s music is intensely connected with questions

8 Shafarevich 1994 [1973]a, 462.
9 Shafarevich boycotts programmatically the word “Soviet” when speaking about anything other

than the Soviet system or ideology, consistently using paraphrases such as “our country” or “this

country”. He himself hence never calls Shostakovich “a Soviet composer”, either. This is due to

his firm conviction that the Soviet system had been to Russia as cancer is for man.
10 Shafarevich 1994 [1973/1978].
11 Ibid., 433–434.
12 In fact, Shafarevich does not explicitly say that he has in mind the 2nd of Shostakovich’s two

Trios but to my mind this should be quite obvious.
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of theology and the problem of theodicy, he continues. This is because it is only in

the sphere of religious understanding of the world that the problem which was so

disturbing for Shostakovich, the problem of evil – and as part of it, the problem of

death – is a relevant topic, a matter of discussion. Other sorts of understandings of

the world simply capitulate to the existence of death, acknowledging it as some-

thing inevitable and thus closing the subject. Alternatively they count on an

artificial overcoming of death with the help of technological perfection.13

Shafarevich reckons Shostakovich’s music to attest authentically to the experi-

ence which is fundamental to the Christian faith: evil is not only the absence of

goodness but its active rejection, and for this reason (and this reason only), an active

power. As itself evil is impotent, incapable of creation. Its power is not of its own

making but derivative of its ability to destroy something powerful. Goodness

(understood as defence or reassertion of naturalness and beauty), again, is at the

root of true creation and creativity. Shafarevich confesses that this is the only

conception of good and evil he himself can think of which is not contradictory in

itself. He also points out, referring in particular to Maximos the Confessor, that this

is how Orthodox Christian theology understands evil.14

Shostakovich’s music is not at all religious formally, Shafarevich readily

acknowledges. Yet it is profoundly rooted in Russian culture, which, he claims,

has in its best accomplishments almost always been bonded to a Christian under-

standing of the world.15 Shostakovich wages a persistent war against the mortally

dangerous spirit of giving up, forgetting, closing one’s eyes to the tragedies of his

age. At a time when all real culture seemed to have become extinct, his music

witnessed with the staggering, unchained power of the apocalyptic struggle

between good and evil, and, with the very fact of its appearance in this most

cruel social climate, of the astonishing force of creation and the spirit. Here

Shafarevich finds in Shostakovich a deep kinship with Solzhenitsyn. He, too, is

the antipode of “an inner emigrant” – forging his art of the most burning contem-

porary material and drawing from the spiritual tradition of Russian culture. And like

13 Shafarevich 1994 [1973/1978], 434–442.
14 Ibid., 442–443. Later, in an essay about the Russian writer Daniil Andreev, Shafarevich

reiterated the conception of evil not only as absence of goodness but as its active rejection, saying

that Andreev had managed to give this conception a mystical expression whereas his contemporary

Shostakovich had put it in the language of music (Shafarevich 1994 [1990]c, 430, for his thoughts

about Andreev, see also 1991 [1990], 182–185).
15 As to Shostakovich’s relation to religion, it is perhaps best illustrated by a story recounted by

Fay, (who cites Lebedinskii): “Once after listening intently to the recording of the War Requiem

[by Benjamin Britten, the British composer with a Christian conviction whom Shostakovich

dedicated his 14th Symphony], Shostakovich had been heard to remark: ‘You can’t achieve

anything without God.’ When asked if he believed in God, his reply was swift and firm: ‘No,

and I am very sorry about it.’” (Fay 2000, 263.)
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Shostakovich’s music since the thirties, the appearance of Solzhenitsyn’s works in

the sixties was perceived by contemporaries as something of a miracle.16

In the history of mankind religion has always had the role of lifegiver,

Shafarevich continues. The flourishing of Ancient Greece was due to the vitality

of its religion. Similarly, primordial cultures have tended to survive as long as their

religion has existed. In our modern world religion has been thrown aside, however,

and during the 20th century entire states have declared war against it. Shafarevich

reckons it likely that neglecting religion will bring about spiritual desolation, and,

as its result, perhaps even physical death. The burning question is whether this

tendency of the past centuries represents a temporary malady of mankind or a

process that is irreversible.

In any case, Shafarevich says, the great popularity of Shostakovich’s music and

the fact that it absorbs one in a very intensive way would hint that the soul of

modern man contains mighty spheres of religious feeling even in the Soviet

conditions where religion has long been declared dead. These religious feelings

may thus far be experienced only subconsciously but the fact that they do exist

nevertheless is a sign of life and an open possibility for the future.17

Shafarevich got the impetus to write this article in 1969. His friend Solzhenitsyn –

at that time living in Rostropovich’s dacha as Shostakovich’s neighbour – had

recounted to him his impressions of the premiere of Shostakovich’s 14th Symphony,

to which the composer had invited him. Judging the symphony on the basis of its

gloomy lyrics (which, as Shafarevich later put it, is “of course a somewhat peculiar

way to approach music”18), Solzhenitsyn was appalled by what he perceived as its

terrible pessimism.19When Shafarevich went to hear the symphony himself, it made

an entirely different, extremely forceful impression on him. This is what he

attempted to articulate in his essay.20

If compared with Shafarevich’s stance toward Shostakovich, Solzhenitsyn’s

view of him was certainly much more pragmatic – and, it seems fair to say,

superficial. When criticising the ills of the Soviet intelligentsia in The Smatterers,
he had written:

[Shostakovich’s] soul has come into direct and intimate contact – with no screen in between –

with the dark, destructive soul of the twentieth century. He has gripped – no, it has gripped him

16 Shafarevich also acknowledges the importance of Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita,
Pasternak’s last poems and Akhmatova’s poetry, finding in them proof that the spiritual tradition

had never been broken, adding that this became apparent to him only in retrospect.
17 Shafarevich 1994 [1973/1978], 449–450.
18 Shafarevich 2002a.
19 Here Solzhenitsyn was not alone, as is recounted in Fay 2000, 263. Several other people,

musicians and Shostakovich’s friends, were offended by this alleged pessimism.
20 Shafarevich 2002a.
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with such piercing authenticity that when – if! –mankind enters upon an age that is lighter, our

descendants will hear from Shostakovich’s music how we were in the devil’s clutches, utterly

in its possession, and that we found beauty in those clutches and in that infernal breathing.21

However, this claim is as blinkered as would be a claim that Solzhenitsyn, who

wrote a magnificent piece of literature about the terrifying experiment of Soviet

prison camps, would have “found beauty” in the evil of the camps. What he did was

expose this evil and its utter impotence in terms of ultimate truths, and revealed in

full the beauty of the spirit of its resistance [more on these thoughts in Ch. 7].

On the same occasion Solzhenitsyn had referred to Shostakovich’s political

behaviour in the 1960s and the 1970s:

What force impels a great twentieth-century composer to become the pitiful puppet of

third-rate bureaucrats from the Ministry of Culture and at their bidding sign any contempt-

ible piece of paper that is pushed at him, defending whoever they tell him to abroad and

hounding whoever they want him to at home?22

Indeed, Shostakovich had a habit of automatically signing all sorts of official

declarations and reading ideological proclamations whenever he was asked to –

albeit clearly agonised and in a most mechanical way, in full contrast to their

pompous style which his way of reading mocked.23

Then again, he had privately intervened for countless repressed artists and

friends earlier, during the Stalin era, when it had obviously been hazardous to do

so, especially after Stalin had notoriously declared his opera Lady Macbeth of
Mtsensk to be “muddle instead of music” and virtually everyone was expecting

his arrest.24 After this incident Shostakovich had apparently chosen to sign or speak

whatever he was told and to say the truth in his music. This decision had been no

doubt partly due to the fact that the hypersensitive Shostakovich had had more than

his share of fear and was exhausted. Yet, the fearlessness of his music suggests that

it was also a conscious choice to retain his right to what he considered a far greater

and far more important ethical contribution, his music.25

21 Solzhenitsyn 1974, 236 [English: 251, slightly altered].
22 Solzhenitsyn 1974, 236 [English: 251].
23Wilson 1994, 430–431; Volkov 1979, xi, xii–xxxii. For Shostakovich’s stance towards

dissidents, see Fay 2000, 269–270, 278.
24Wilson 1994, 429; Volkov 1979, xxxii. Still in the sixties he signed some human rights appeals

(Bukovsky 1979, 275; Alekseeva 1992, 220).
25 See Wilson 1994, 428; Volkov 1979, xi–xii, xxx, 86. Solomon Volkov has famously called

Shostakovich a iurodivyi, a truth-telling holy fool. Iurodivyi “plays the fool, while actually being a
persistent exposer of evil and injustice. [He] is an anarchist and individualist, who in his public role

breaks the commonly held ‘moral’ laws of behaviour and flouts conventions. But he sets strict

limitations, rules and taboos for himself.” (Volkov 1979, xxi, see also xxxii.) It is a famous

paradox that Stalin himself practically “catered” this role of an untouchable truth-teller to some of

the most brilliant and independent-minded cultural figures such as the writer Mikhail Bulgakov

and the pianist Mariia Iudina. Volkov has also aptly noted that “[when d]issidence was turning into

a political movement[,] Shostakovich watched with interest and sympathy, but he could not join in.
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Indeed, the appearance of Shostakovich’s posthumous and scandalously free-

spoken Testimony in 1979 – a year after the publication of Shafarevich’s essay in

Vestnik RKhD – hardly came as a surprise to anybody having taken Shafarevich’s

article on Shostakovich in earnest. These controversial memoirs, allegedly recorded

by Solomon Volkov during Shostakovich’s last years of life, are without doubt one

of the most forceful monuments of the cultural (and, inevitably also social and

political) history of the Soviet Union. In fact, this remains true quite independent of

whether they are Shostakovich’s authentic words or not. They would also seem to

prove that as a “dilettante”26 Shafarevich had understood Shostakovich’s immense

significance perhaps better than any music critic or professional musicologist. In

fact, Shostakovich’s confidant Volkov stated in 2004 that

I will now say something that will shock the ‘airport idiots’ [i.e., those with a hopelessly

superficial view of a country]. For the last 50 years the person who has written better than

anybody about Shostakovich is Igor Rostislavovich Shafarevich.27

Then, as to explain what makes him say a good word about this personality

declared a notorious anti-Semitic ideologue, Volkov, himself a Jew, added, “My

stance towards political showdowns in Russia is one of an outsider. What I think, I

say.”28

Notwithstanding lengthy quotations, it seems vital to show how perceptively

Shafarevich had in fact discerned what was at the heart of Shostakovich’s music.29

Shostakovich recounts, according to Volkov:

[. . .] Shostakovich was a moralist[,] he never had a political programme.” (Ibid., xxxiii.) More

about Shostakovich as a iurodivyi, Wilson 1994, 428–429.
26 At the beginning of the Shostakovich essay Shafarevich had stated that his boldest goal in it –

trying to grasp the deepest essence of Shostakovich’s music – could be excusable only to a

hopeless dilettante like himself.
27 “Sobesednik velikikh liudei”.
28 For the record, later in the same interview Volkov did call Shafarevich an anti-Semite.
29 As Shafarevich stated later: “Last year [1988] was the 80th anniversary of Shostakovich’s birth.

On this occasion I listened to him very much, listened all over again. It was surprising. Of course, it

is clear that the composer writes about his time, and what does one see there? Simply, an

apocalypse. How could it have happened? It was for the initiated. There was a language with

which one could communicate. There was no Solzhenitsyn, nothing. Music had a great weight in

culture in general.” (Zdravkovska 1989, 28.) Or, as Volkov has written: “for decades the emotional

truth of his music had helped [Soviet citizens] survive morally. Russia had no other Shostakovich.”

(Volkov 1979, xxxii.)

As for Solzhenitsyn (who had had the experience, like many other former political inmates, that

only in prison can one become profoundly free), he apparently reckoned that everything the Soviet

system actually tolerated must have been in one way or another a little corrupted. Shafarevich’s

experience, again, was that of truth and spiritual strength which can break through even at the

moment of the greatest fear, lies, terror and anxiety. These two were of course basically only one

experience of the spirit that it is ultimately not possible to chain up, but in this case at least it was

Shafarevich, while refusing to define altogether where the spirit may flow, who assimilated the

truth of this experience in a more lasting form.
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Even before the war, in Leningrad there probably wasn’t a single family who hadn’t lost

someone [. . .] [T]he sorrow oppressed and suffocated us. [. . .] I had to describe the horrible
extermination machine and express my protest against it. [. . .] Akhmatova wrote her

Requiem, and the Seventh and Eight symphonies are my requiem.30

To deny death and its power is useless. Deny it or not, you’ll die anyway. But

understanding that is not tantamount to bowing to death. [. . .] It’s stupid to protest against

death but you can and must protest against violent death. [. . .] [T]hese thoughts also found

reflection in the Fourteenth Symphony. I don’t protest against death in it, I protest against

those butchers who execute people.31

Shostakovich also refers to Solzhenitsyn, who had strongly criticised the pessi-

mism of his 14th Symphony in private conversation,32

One luminary in particular pointed a finger at the glaring errors of this minor work. I said

nothing, and invited him to honour my living quarters [. . .]. But the luminary refused,

saying he preferred tea for one to tea with such an irredeemable pessimist. Another, less

hardened, man would have been deeply wounded by that, but I survived. You see, I’ve got

this insensitive character, almost like a forced labour camp inmate.33 Apparently my critics

have clarity and roses growing in their souls, and that’s why they see the symphony as a

crude and boorish slander of the way the world is. I can’t agree with that. Perhaps they feel

that it’s not so easy for a man to lose himself in our contemporary world. I feel that he’s

specially fitted out just for that. Too many people are applying their rather unusual talents to

that end.34

It’s amusing to see how pronouncements on art from people who consider themselves to

be in opposite camps correspond. For example, ‘If music becomes ungainly, ugly, vulgar, it

stops satisfying those demands for the sake of which it exists, and it ceases being music.’

Now wouldn’t any aesthete who campaigns for high art be willing to sign his name to that

excerpt? And yet this was said by that brilliant music critic Zhdanov [Stalin’s close ally

responsible for the political control of culture in the post-war period]. Both he and the

aesthetes are equally against music reminding people about life, tragedies, about the

victims, the dead. [. . .] I’ve always protested against this point of view and I strove for

the reverse. I always wanted music to be an active force. That is the Russian tradition.35

Of course, especially taking into account the fact that the authenticity of

Shostakovich’s Testimony by Volkov has long been an issue of fierce controversy,

it is quite interesting that, according to Volkov, his meetings with Shostakovich

took place in 1971–1974 whereas Shafarevich’s essay was finished in 1973, and

that, as Shafarevich said when I asked him,36 Solzhenitsyn had given Shafarevich’s

text to Shostakovich straight after Shafarevich had written it. In addition, as was

30Volkov 1979, 102–103. Much later Shafarevich paid particular attention to these words by

Shostakovich (Shafarevich 2004e, 204–205).
31 Volkov 1979, 139.
32Wilson 1994, 416, 419; Volkov 1979, n226, see also, xxxiii.
33 This last sentence, which is an obvious pun aimed at Solzhenitsyn, does not follow Bouis’s

English translation but Heikinheimo’s Finnish translation (p. 283), which he has acknowledged to

be slavishly literal. Curiously enough, the book has never appeared in its original Russian.
34 Volkov 1979, 188.
35 Ibid., 121.
36 Shafarevich 2002a; 2008a.
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mentioned above, Shafarevich’s essay was published in Vestnik RKhD a year

before Testimony appeared.
It would thus not be implausible that either Shostakovich had been influenced by

Shafarevich’s profound analysis or that Volkov had been that – either earlier or later

in the seventies when he was already in emigration – or that Shafarevich’s text had

been some sort of a subconscious or conscious impetus for them both.

The Patriotic Samizdat Journal Veche, the Bone
of Contention to Come

I will next briefly introduce Veche, the other important national-patriotic samizdat

project of the early 1970s in addition to The Rubble. Shafarevich never took part in

it but its fate is in many ways illustrative of the challenges Russian patriots had to

face in the Soviet Union at that time. As such, its discussion serves as a background

for Shafarevich’s Russophobia, to be presented in Ch. 8. Osipov and Veche are also
at the issue in Shafarevich’s exchange with Father Aleksandr Men to be discussed

next.

Veche37 was edited by Vladimir Osipov, a former political prisoner. He gave out

Veche’s first issue in 1971 when Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn had just begun to

plan their own samizdat project. Osipov was helped by the Moscow teacher

Svetlana Melnikova and the large community of former political prisoners. He

also had the support of Ilia Glazunov, the renowned painter,38 Vadim Kozhinov, the

literary critic and contributor to Voprosy literatury,39 and Father Dimitrii Dudko,

the Orthodox priest “without whose advice no issue of the journal came out”.40

Osipov declared Veche a Russian patriotic journal, and his preface to its first

issue illustrates how he defined this:

[In] the twentieth century, [. . .] in the race for personal material well-being people have

become indifferent to the spiritual treasures of past centuries. This can be observed equally

here and in the West. But for us, the primary concern is naturally Russia, our mother, our

agony and hope.

37 For basic information about Veche, see the good introduction in Dunlop 1983, 44–46, 61, which
includes comprehensive appendices of its major contributions, and the fuller expose in Duncan

1988a. Detailed information about Veche which it has been possible to reveal only after the

collapse of Soviet Union is provided in Mitrokhin 2003, 458–481, which is based on interviews

with primary informants. See also Shimanov 2003; Osipov Vladimir Nikolaevich; Osipov 1993.
38Mitrokhin 2003, 460.
39 Kozhinov is remembered, among other things, as the person who “rediscovered” the great

literary philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin, who by the sixties was entirely forgotten by his colleagues in

the capital (Clark & Holquist 1984, 332–335, 340, 345). Later Shafarevich wrote a very interesting

article about Kozhinov, his friend, Shafarevich 1993a.
40 Shimanov 2003, 132.

162 6 Shafarevich’s Addresses Until the Early 1980s



Our ethical state leaves much to be desired. Epidemics of drunkenness. The collapse of

family. The staggering growth of boorishness and vulgarity. The loss of an elementary

conception of beauty. The thriving of filthy language, the symbol of brotherhood and

equality in a sty. Envy and denunciation. Reckless relations with work. Thieving. The

cult of bribery. Duplicity as the method of social behaviour. Is this really us? Do we have

the right to call ourselves Russians? [. . .] As if accursed, we have rejected our forebears, our
great culture, heroic history and honorable name.41

Osipov had named the journal after the popular assembly of ancient Rus,

wishing to offer a forum for everybody willing to contribute to the discussion:

“may the opinions contradict one another, may one refute the other. All our disputes

should have one goal, the good of Russia.” In this spirit the journal published pieces

by former political prisoners who often endorsed much more radical and peculiar

ideas about nationalism than Osipov himself. In these articles Christian emphases

were either missing or combined with admiring comments about Marxism or

hostile barbs for the West and its collaborators. Such contributions were, as a

rule, accompanied by Osipov’s respectful but firmly critical responses.

Veche likewise published an open letter by the Christian activist in the Jewish

nationalist movement, Mikhail Agurskii, and the editors’ commentary full-

heartedly confirming his view about the common struggle of Russian and Jewish

nationalists for their right to spiritual values.42 The bulk of Veche’s contributions
were devoted to the protection of the Russian spiritual heritage, moral and

cultural values, and historical monuments, as well as ecological and demographic

grievances, Orthodox Christianity, and Russian philosophy and history. Its basic

concerns overlapped those expressed in The Rubble.
Even such a critical commentator as Aleksandr Ianov credited Veche’s editors for

having “fought honestly and bravely for their liberal values against all the

manifestations of the Black Hundreds’ mentality – its anti-semitism, and chauvin-

ism”.43 Meerson-Aksenov likewise singled out Osipov’s independence and honesty,

characterising Veche to represent “the most cultured and moderate stream” of

national patriotism. He added that Osipov greatly contributed to drawing closer

together dissident nationalists and dissident democrats.44 Only in latter-day scholar-

ship has it become a commonplace to dub Veche “an extremist samizdat journal”.45

After the appearance of Veche’s first two issues its editors attempted to persuade

Solzhenitsyn to contribute. The quality-conscious writer eventually turned down

the offer, referring to the low standard of the publication.46 Veche published only

41Arkhiv Samizdata, doc. 1013.
42Volnoe slovo, No. 17–18, 130–153.
43 Yanov 1987, 129, see also 140.
44Meerson-Aksenov 1977, 349–350. See, however, the much colder later account in Aksenov

Meerson 1980, 110.
45 For just one example, see Green 1994, 72.
46Mitrokhin 2003, 462; Duncan 1988a, 44. Solzhenitsyn has later written in a spiky way about

Osipov’s hopes of finding a common language with the communists (Solzhenitsyn 2000, 124).

Veche’s choice to let Solzhenitsyn’s divorced wife, whose co-operation with the KGB for purposes
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some of his appeals which were already circulating in Samizdat. Shafarevich’s

contribution was also limited to existing appeals by himself and Sakharov. During

perestroika he noted that while Veche was “an important factor in our spiritual

development”, now forgotten, its issues had been fairly uneven.47

In March 1974, after nine published issues, Osipov renounced his editorship due

to what he apparently correctly took to be the authorities’ attempt to take advantage

of the journal’s open-minded publication policy for the purpose of compromising

its founders’ convictions. A growing number of pieces evidently composed in the

KGB’s kitchens were being pushed to be published in Veche. They spread ideas

about neo-paganism as the genuine Russian national faith and refuted Christianity

as “a Jewish diversion”.48 Leonid Borodin, another former political prisoner49 and a

good friend of Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn, has later dryly commented that the

alert “organs” apparently calculated that by involving the Jewish question in these

discussions they could best animate Russian patriotic activists. In addition, loading

such crude anti-Jewish undertones onto the Russian patriotic agenda was an effi-

cient means to cool down the human rights activists’ sympathy for the Russian

activists’ concerns, render natural co-operation between them impossible and bring

to the surface as many old prejudices as possible, Borodin reckoned.50

Agurskii had assumed already in 1974 that those Soviet ideologists who were

promoting a rabid anti-Zionist agenda had for tactical purposes decided to “use the

spontaneously arisen Russian national movement for their own goals”. This, he

said, failed miserably. Such brutal propaganda was effectively blocked by “the

position of such Russian Christian nationalists as Vladimir Osipov [and] Leonid

Borodin”. As he outlined:

Christianity and the Orthodox Church are recognized to be the chief obstacles in the path of

contemporary Soviet racists. They are declared to be enemy Number 1. And in reality, as

we can see, Christianity in the Russian national movement has already turned out to be a

powerful obstacle for neo-Nazism. It is precisely for this reason that the neo-Nazis pounce

upon those who hold Christian ideals as their primary values with such vehemence. This

refers specifically to Christians – to the editors of Veche, and also to people of national-

Christian orientation such as Solzhenitsyn and Shafarevich. Furthermore, the racists attack

the Russian oppositionist movement, which shares general humanistic ideals, with sharp

enmity.51

of blackening his reputation has later been inarguably established, reveal her feelings about

Solzhenitsyn’s faults on its pages certainly played no small role either.
47 Shafarevich 1990b, 6.
48 Dunlop 1983, 46; Agurskii 1977 [1974], 416–418; Mitrokhin 2003, 476–481.
49 He served his first camp sentence in 1967–1973 for membership in the legendary underground

organisation VSKhSON, the All-Russian Social-Christian Union of People’s Liberation. (See

Vserossiiskii 1975; Vserossiiskii 2003; Dunlop 1976b.) Shafarevich has written about Borodin

in Shafarevich 1992h.
50 Borodin 2003a, 182–183.
51 Agurskii 1977 [1974], 416–418.
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This strategy was reflected in an article “by a critical reader of Veche”. Osipov
refused to publish it but it circulated in Samizdat. It said:

How can a Russian [believe in Veche’s patriotism] when this journal offers its pages to such

sworn enemies of the Russians and Russia as A. Sakharov and A. Solzhenitsyn? [. . .] It is
a disgrace for [it] to reprint declarations of A. Sakharov, Shafarevich and the other assorted

Zionist packs of scientists and pseudo-scientists who wail for freedom of the press.52

Ianov used this citation to refute Agurskii’s claim that it was the Soviet propa-

ganda machinery which begot such rabid ideas.53 Ianov himself gauged gloomily

that they were spontaneously fathered by the “masses” and that Veche’s readership
consisted of people admiring Stalin and hating all non-Russian “aliens”. This

sounds unconvincing, since most of its readers were former political prisoners

whose dislike for Stalin knew no limits. There is no particular reason to believe

that the “masses” had any sympathy left for Stalin, either.

Ianov’s words may not be entirely dismissed, however, since Veche reportedly

had “distribution” in the circles of nomenklatura sympathetic toMolodaia gvardiia-
styled patriotism – especially now that Molodaia gvardiia itself had been purged

and could no longer serve as their organ.54 All the same, when weighing Ianov’s

claims it is good to note that his own closest reference group in the Soviet Union

before his emigration had been this very nomenklatura – the cynical party elite

which usually promptly swallowed (or at least pretended to be swallowing) all

twists of official propaganda; in this case the anti-Jewish and anti-Western

emphases dictated from above. It is thus understandable if he mistook their views

to be prevailing at large.

A curious fact confirming that Ianov had also some other basis for his fears is that

“the critical reader” of the above tirade was Valerii Emelianov,55 who, while indeed

being a party worker and professional anti-Zionist lecturer, apparently sincerely

believed in the peculiar pagan-cum-anti-Zionist ideology and later became known

as the notorious Pamiat frontman.56 But, to claim that such ideas would have been

hard currency among ordinary citizens was a glaring overstatement.

Late in 1974, when publication of Veche had become meaningless,57 Osipov

started a new journal, Zemlia (Soil, Earth) with another former political

52 Critical Comments. . ., 442.
53 As documented by Levin 1990, 668 and Krasnov 1986, Agurskii’s views were echoed by other

contemporaneous Soviet Jews.
54 Duncan 1988a.
55 For this information, see Verkhovskii et al. 1998, 39.
56 He is remembered, for instance, as the author of Draft Statutes of the World Anti-Zionist and
Anti-Freemason Front which started to circulate in 1977. In 1980 he was thrown out of the

Communist Party for letting his book Dezionisation be published in the West and was soon

arrested and placed in a psychiatric asylum for the murder of his wife. (Ibid.; Emelianov Valerii

Nikolaevich.)
57 Its tenth issue had been produced without Osipov by two other former political prisoners who

had already given in to a considerable extent to the authorities’ attempts to hijack Veche. After this
they gave up, too. (Midford 1991, 200; Emelianov Valerii Nikolaevich.)
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prisoner, Viacheslav Rodionov. This time they dedicated it to poetry, material

about jeopardised architectural monuments, political prisoners’ hunger strikes,

and the defence of the harassed Orthodox priest Dimitrii Dudko and his

sermons. As if to emphasise their disassociation with all ideological dogma-

tism, they included an interview with the Jewish-born Orthodox activist

Anatolii Levitin-Krasnov in the journal’s second issue. He stated that “if no

chauvinist or nationalist tendencies will be expressed from your side, I shall co-

operate willingly and will do everything I can.” The editors commented as

follows:

Regrettably we have to note that in some cases A. E. Levitin-Krasnov still identifies the

movement for Russian national renaissance with chauvinism and anti-Semitism. A Russian

nationalist is, above all, an Orthodox Christian, and for this alone cannot nurture whatever

hatred for other peoples and their national cultures. The Christian movement of our time

evolves under the slogan ‘Christ unites’. Our position entirely concurs with this.58

This point had been elaborated byOsipov all through. It had been particularly attested

to in the respectful exchange between Agurskii and Veche’s editors on Jewish–Russian
relations. Both had emphasised warm rapport, common goals and sincere understanding

between Russian Orthodox nationalist activists and Russian Jews.59

Sometime after the publication of Zemlia’s first issue, Osipov met

Shafarevich for the first time. He had come to ask Shafarevich’s permission to

publish the text he had written down on the basis of his commentaries in the

press conference of The Rubble, which Shafarevich readily gave.60 However,

before the appearance of Zemlia’s second issue Osipov was arrested, to be

packed off back to the labour camps for the next eight years. This ignited several

protests in his defence across the dissident world.61

In 1975 Leonid Borodin began a similarly short-lived experiment with

Moskovskii sbornik, a samizdat journal reminiscent of Veche and Zemlia, but
with a considerably smaller circulation.62 Being given a serious warning by

the authorities after the appearance of its second issue he chose to move

to Siberia where he worked as a lumberjack, wrote prose and some rare pieces

for Samizdat and Tamizdat. Despite his quiet life Borodin received in 1982

a 10-year prison sentence for anti-Soviet literary activities, of which he served

five.

58Volnoe slovo, No. 20, 43–45.
59Volnoe slovo, No. 17–18, 130–153. For Agurskii’s account of it, see Agurskii 1996, 356. See

also Osipov 1983 [1972], 307–308.
60 Shafarevich 2002a.
61 One of these was signed and apparently also initiated by Shafarevich (“Obrashchenie”). For

Zemlia and Osipov’s arrest, see Mitrokhin 2003, 481; Dunlop 1983, 46.
62 For Borodin’s own account, see Borodin 2003a, 184, 231. For basic facts about the journal, see

Antologiia samizdata, tom 3, 273–274. For a general estimation, see Dunlop 1976b, 216–221.
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Shafarevich’s Exchange with Father Aleksandr Men

Veche and its reputation figured in an exchange of views that Shafarevich had

in 1975 with Father Aleksandr Men, the spiritual father of the younger authors of

The Rubble and Metanoia. It was triggered by an interview Father Aleksandr gave

to a samizdat journal of the Jewish movement, Evrei v SSSR.63 Soon after, it was

published in Vestnik RKhD,64 thus attracting broader attention.

The interview touched upon an array of questions about relations between

Jewish and Orthodox Christian identities, Jews’ conversion to Christianity and

implications of the conception “the Chosen people”. These themes fell naturally

on Men. His mother, a Jew raised in Judaic traditions, had converted to Christianity

when he was born in 1935, during the worst repression of the Orthodox Church.65

Later, astonishingly many Jews and members of the cultural intelligentsia became

interested in Orthodoxy under the influence of this charismatic priest, and his name

was highly respected among many others not affected by his Christian sermon.66

After the appearance of the interview two anonymous vulgar texts calumniating

Men for “Zionism” and “Catholicising Judaism” began to circulate in Samizdat.

These pieces, faithful to the latest propaganda catchphrase that Zionism and

Christianity are foreign to true Russianness, had been most evidently prepared in

places “where ordinary mortals had no access”.67 Given Father Aleksandr’s impres-

sive behind-the-scenes influence among the dissident intelligentsia, the KGB must

have only been waiting for an occasion to smear him – and to make him an

implement in its attempt to cement its propagandist conception that ‘the interests

of Russian Orthodox Christians and patriots will always be in contrast with the

interests of Jews and human rights activists’. As was seen, the KGB had already

attempted to engage Veche into this very same play.

In 1990 Men died of an attack of an unidentified assassin. Rumours about KGB

implication in the murder circulate to this day.

Men’s message in the interview was that Christianity was a natural choice for

Jews, also for those rooted in Judaic traditions. Adoption of Christianity did not

have to lead to cultural assimilation. He repeatedly expressed that the Jewish people

will always be sanctified in the eyes of God, emphasising that this specific blessing

should be understood as a great responsibility. He also implied that for himself

taking heed of this responsibility had meant adopting Christianity. He added that

Christianity had extended God’s blessing to all nations.

63 For basic facts about the journal, see Vaissié 1999, 385–386; Antologiia samizdata, tom 2,

454–455.
64Men 1976 [1975].
65 Aman 1994, 25–43.
66 Kornblatt 2004.
67 Aman 1994, 171.
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He was asked about two Orthodox saints, Gavriil and Evstratii, allegedly

martyred by Jews. The interviewer suggested that revering them as saints might

be disturbing to Jews attracted to Orthodoxy. Assuring that no decision by Ortho-

dox Christianity has ever agreed with allegations of Jewish ritual murders, Father

Aleksandr stated: “I hope these saints will be de-canonised. Processes of de-

canonisation are known in Russian Orthodoxy.”68 Next he was questioned, without

further specification, whether “stark attacks against Jews included in Christian

divine service” could hinder Jews from feeling the church as their own. Here he

expressed a wish that when “the time comes for reassessment of Orthodox liturgical

texts, these attacks would be left out”.69

The discussion ended with “What do you say about the return of Russian

chauvinism in unofficial Orthodox circles (journals Veche, Moskovskii sbornik,
Zemlia)?” Father Aleksandr replied:

I have always been disgusted by all sorts of chauvinism, whether Russian, Jewish or

Chinese. And for a Christian it is altogether shameful. As to the anti-Semitism of those

Orthodox people who call themselves the pochvenniks, it’s an old song. In all times people

haven’t liked to speak about their own faults but have more willingly sought out various

scapegoats instead. But it is no use speculating with Orthodoxy here. Christianity teaches

not only to love one’s own people and fatherland, but to treat with love everyone,

independent of their faith or nationality. Besides, the culture of Russia, Europe, Israel

and the majority of other countries has been constructed on the foundation of synthesis.

Chauvinism ignores this and at the same time tears up living creative roots of culture.70

Shafarevich then commented on the interview in a letter published in Vestnik
RKhD.71 The address by Archpriest Men, if “springing from [his] deep convictions,

belief and priestly rank” as Men had put it, had been painfully disappointing:

Many things in it befuddle, for instance, the prompt and determined relation to holy things

of Christianity: the suggestion to de-canonise saints and to change liturgical texts ‘when the

time comes for their reassessment’. But while it apparently is clear for both participants of

the interview what is at issue, for an outsider it remains incomprehensible which parts of

Orthodox divine service are suggested to be removed. It seems difficult to me to discuss this

question as long as Archpriest Men does not clarify his thoughts more concretely.72

Shafarevich said he had been prompted to write for another reason, however. He

wished to express his confusion concerning the allegation of “Russian chauvinism

in unofficial Orthodox circles, (journals Veche, Moskovskii sbornik, and Zemlia)”.
He lamented that Men had not rectified it but added to it a charge of anti-Semitism,

calling it habitual among these “Orthodox people who call themselves the

pochvenniks”.

68Men 1976 [1975], 113.
69 Ibid.
70 Ibid., 117.
71 Shafarevich 1977b.
72 Ibid., 100.
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Shafarevich found that aggravating, yet unauthenticated claims of this kind were

incompatible not only with a Christian view of life but also “with moral criteria of

an average contemporary unbeliever”. He asked if such views had perhaps been

openly declared by the editors of the journals mentioned (i.e., Osipov and Borodin),

answering: “as far as I know, they have not.” If, again, it was possible to draw such

conclusions from their specific articles, it would have been proper to state this

clearly. He clarified:

I want by no means to say that I would be ready to sign my name under whichever article in

the journals mentioned in the interview. But it would seem that elementary correctness

demands formulating accusations in such a way that they could be proven.

Unspecified claims of this kind resembled Soviet-style accusations like “‘while

abroad, [the accused] perpetrated political recklessness’ and there you should go

and search for yourself whatever it means, currency speculation or going to the

cinema without permission.” Shafarevich added that “the most saddening in the

interview” was that while such grave allegations were thrown at Osipov, he himself

was serving a labour camp sentence of eight years, incapable of justifying or

explicating the policy of his journal in any way, or responding to Men’s allegation

of having “speculated with Orthodoxy”.73

Father Aleksandr stated in his reply to “deeply respected Igor Rostislavovich”

that he fully understood that the interview had caused confusion – it had been brief

and did not attempt to be exhaustive.74

As to liturgical reforms, Men specified that he had had in mind certain

expressions in the services of Great [i.e., Good] Friday, which, he hoped, could

be changed in an “evangelical spirit”. Liturgical texts had been gradually changing

throughout the history of Orthodox Christianity and had local differences. Con-

scious revisions of liturgical books had taken place in the Russian Church more

than once. Thus, there was no principled objection to revisions, Men maintained,

providing sources for his claim.75

The de-canonisation of saints was not foreign to the Russian Orthodox Church

either, he asserted, admitting, however, that the only case he could present as an

example had been later annulled. Still, if decisions on canonisation have originally

been made on political grounds, the Church allows for their reconsideration.76

Lastly, commenting on allegations of chauvinism in Russian patriotic samizdats,

he said,

I am afraid you did not read my words carefully. I did not name or have in mind concrete

periodical organs or individual people but only a specific tendency (namely, extreme

nationalism). And if it is expressed by people who are now in ‘woeful conditions’, this

73 Ibid.
74Men 1977, 89.
75 Ibid., 89–90.
76 Ibid., 90.
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does not change the essence of things. The views I criticise are promulgated by many

flourishing in full and belonging to various artistic, literary, and scholarly organisations.

He did not wish to say anything negative about patriotic feelings, calling them

good and natural, and assured that for him the Russian expression rodina-mat
(mother homeland, native land mother) was more than a figure of speech. But he

condemned chauvinism that makes one’s homeland an idol and turns against people

of other nationalities.77

It is unfortunate that while Men and Shafarevich obviously shared many views,

convictions and sentiments, the exchange did not clear out the issues at stake the

way it could have. Evidently Shafarevich was primarily expecting Men to rectify

the sweeping, yet aggravating accusation thrown in the direction of Osipov and

Borodin. Of course, Men had not named their journals himself – this had been done

by the interviewer, but Shafarevich was right in indirectly insisting that unless it

was explicitly specified that their editors could not be reasonably accused of

chauvinism or anti-Semitism, in the eyes of the readers the interview actually

validated the allegation.

In 2002 as well, Shafarevich confirmed that he had responded to Men because

Osipov was being denied fair judgement while unable to defend himself in any

way.78 For him the incident did not therefore essentially differ from those numerous

cases where he had defended the basic rights of political prisoners – regardless of

whether he agreed with their political opinions – by refuting inaccurate allegations

about them.

Osipov himself commented on the episode in 1993:

When I was being interrogated in the Vladimir prison, Father Aleksandr Men gave an

interview to Western correspondents [sic], in which he called Veche a chauvinist and anti-

Semitic journal [. . .] Igor Rostislavovich Shafarevich corrected Men, but in the West

nobody [sic] desired to publish the correction of the famous dissident and patriot,79 not

wishing to hurt the batiushka [a respectful sobriquet for an Orthodox father]. The Chekists

[i.e., the KGB] were, of course, sincerely pleased: all careless slander from the non-Soviet

sphere indirectly enforced and confirmed the punitive authorities’ position. I am deeply

grieved by the murder by Christ’s enemies in September 1990 of this Orthodox priest who

had given his talent to such a difficult cause as the Christianisation of Jews, but one cannot

take out the lyrics from a song.80

It is also unfortunate that in certain senses this exchange (and the impression it

probably made on many) confirmed the official propaganda even if both parties

tried so evidently to refute it. After all, the authorities were consciously trying to

sow weeds into the relations of Russian and Jewish religious and national activists

and to create an image of incompatibility of their agendas. As was seen, one of the

77 Ibid., 90–91.
78 Shafarevich 2002a.
79 Later he recounted the same story more accurately: “publishing this correction in the foreign

Russian-speaking press did not succeed straight away.” (Osipov 2008, 501.)
80 Osipov 1993, 154.
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insinuations in the authorities’ arsenal was that Orthodox Christians and Russian

patriots were notoriously anti-Semitic and chauvinistic, a threat to others. Thus

Father Aleksandr, speaking to a Jewish audience in a forum dedicated to issues

concerning them, wanted above all to establish that Orthodox Christianity had

nothing to do with anti-Semitism. Shafarevich, again, was most frustrated by the

Soviet authorities’ dirty efforts to artificially force anti-Semitism onto the Russian

Orthodox patriots’ agenda. It is ill-fated that even if they wanted to make virtually

the same point, the exchange left the impression of a disagreement.

Also the interview’s structure was hapless. Men was careful to acknowledge the

right of Jewish-born Christians to their distinct national identity and to conceive

themselves as blessed namely as Jews. But then, when the union of Orthodox

Christianity and Russian identity came up, the idea of its negative manifestations

was given greatest prominence. By way of comparison, it may be remembered how

hard Shafarevich had tried in The Rubble not to hurt anyone’s national sentiments. He

had emphasised his fellow Russians’ need to repent, bypassing in a most gentlemanly

way issues in which a Russian like himself could have criticised other nationalities. As

the previous chapter revealed, in this spirit he had also mentioned Veche, noting that

it looks like some sort of a strange provocation when the journal Veche begins its existence
by describing [Russia’s 19th century] conquests in Central Asia, as if the most important

wars in our history were those that subjugated other peoples.81

There, in Either Isolation or Merger?, Shafarevich had tried to make his readers

realise how (all) national sentiments were being suppressed, rejected and ruthlessly

manipulated in the Soviet Union for the purposes of the policies of divide and rule.

Lastly, it is noteworthy that now, when commenting on Men’s words

Shafarevich entirely refrained from touching upon issues connected with Jewish

self-understanding, implying that he, as a Russian, had no right to do that.

This exchange has generally been ignored or forgotten. Only Horvath mentions

it – when attempting to prove that Shafarevich, the notoriously anti-Semitic author

of Russophobia, nurtured anti-Semitic inclinations already in the 1970s.82 Indeed,

that Horvath’s primary intention is to start to “build a case” against Shafarevich

becomes apparent when he names Shafarevich’s comment a “ferocious polemic

against Father Aleksandr Men”, “an astonishingly vitriolic response” where

Shafarevich “castigated Men”. According to him Men’s interview had “provoked

Shafarevich’s fury”– so much so that “never before had he attacked an opponent

with such ferocity”.83 Horvath is certainly right in indicating the importance of the

exchange for understanding the dynamism of Shafarevich’s thought relevant to

81 Shafarevich 1974 [1973], 101.
82 Beyond my criticism concerning this point, Horvath’s study merits in rectifying many one-sided

interpretations about Shafarevich and the dynamics of dissident debates.
83 Horvath 2005, 167–169. Horvath’s opening line as to the Men exchange – “The plausibility of

the image of Shafarevich the Jewish sympathizer began to crumble as early as 1976” (ibid., 167) –

is additionally curious, since nowhere does he rationalise “the Jewish sympathizer”. Since he had

earlier mentioned Shafarevich’s toil for the defence of universal human rights, he seems to take
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Russophobia. As will later be argued, Shafarevich’s motive and intention were very

similar in both cases. But it is simply wrong to imply that Shafarevich’s response

was unreasonable, let alone vitriolic.

Finally, due to their relevance in the following chapters – for discussions about

Christianity and Judaism in connection with Russophobia – de-canonisation and

liturgical reforms raised by Men deserve to be covered still. To begin with, it was

not surprising that Shafarevich was startled by Men’s prompt suggestions to change

liturgical texts and de-canonise saints while saying so little about the reasons why.

Men’s further explications left many essential things unsaid, as well. For instance,

he failed to say (very probably because he did not know it; in the Soviet Union

scholarly literature on theology was extremely difficult to acquire) that the first

saint whom he suggested to be de-canonised, Gavriil, had never in fact been

canonised by the Russian Orthodox Church in the first place. In 1690 a secular

court in Polish Białystok84 had given a verdict that Gavriil, a boy of whom little is

known, had been murdered by Jews. Rumours spread of a ritual murder and locals

began to regard him as having been martyred. Gradually it became habitual to

include Gavriil in the published calendars of saints. Such cases are not extraordi-

nary in the Orthodox tradition.85 Men had thus been intuitively correct to claim his

canonisation as feebly founded.

Shafarevich, again, was hardly familiar with the historical facts of Gavriil’s case.

(Gavriil is little-known outside specialist circles and Białystok locals.) He was

judging Men’s comments in terms of general principles and was right to question

them when given no further clarifications.

The other saint, Evstratii, had been a monk in Kiev in the 11th century.

Polovtsians had sold him as a slave to a local Jew who had eventually killed him,

angered that he had refused to renounce Christ. In this case it should be remembered

that many saints of both the Catholic and Orthodox Christian Churches are told –

without a reason to claim these stories automatically implausible – of having been

killed by non-Christians for their faith. Just because Evstratii’s hagiography says

that he had been killed by a Jew, it cannot be considered biased or problematic. The

“human rights activist” and “Jewish sympathizer” as some sort of interchangeable concepts. This,

however, is a dubious idea both morally and logically as it either implies that Jews are more

virtuous in issues of human rights than other nations or that Jews are somehow inherently on the

losing side in all human communities. While both postulations are discriminatory when presented

without rationale, the second is also quite hapless because it indirectly questions the fact that Jews
have and ought to have the same human rights as others. I shall return to these issues in Ch. 8

See also Petrovsky-Stern 2003, 397, whose mentioning of the exchange is misleading as to

Shafarevich’s intentions: “Men’ was attacked [. . .] by such figures as Igor’ Rostislavovich

Shafarevich. Yet their criticism only strengthened his determination to combat antisemitism within

Russian Orthodoxy itself. [. . .] Neither church hierarchs nor xenophobic intellectuals of the

Shafarevich variety sympathized with Men’’s attempts to neutralize the antisemitic feelings of

Orthodox believers”.
84 A region where the proportion of Jews in the whole population exceeded 70 per cent before their

annihilation in the Second World War, and a centre of Poland’s Orthodox Christians.
85 Hackel 1998, 20.
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way it is interpreted and understood can of course be that. However, if he would be

de-canonised in order to prevent any potential misinterpretations and misunder-

standings, this would be an anarchic and hypocritical measure. These

considerations lead to liturgical reforms.

Given the Soviet information vacuum concerning theology, it would again have

been helpful had Father Aleksandr stopped to explain which texts of the Great

Friday service he thought deserved to be changed in an evangelical spirit, as he put

it, and why.

He apparently had in mind the antiphons of the Great Friday matins service.

They originate from the early Middle Ages and are possibly of Palestinian origin.

The following excerpt is a translation by the late Father Sergei Hackel:

Here is what the Lord says to the Jews. My people, what have I done to you? By what means

have I dismayed you? I have given sight to your blind, cleansed your lepers, raised the

cripple from his bed. My people, what have I done to you? And by what means have you

repaid me? For manna you have given me gall, vinegar in return for water. In return for love

you have nailed me to the cross. I can bear no more. I shall call my nations and they shall

glorify me together with the Father and the Spirit. And to them I shall grant eternal life.86

These texts have historical baggage. In times of general unrest and social

ferment their reading has triggered popular violence against Jews. The best-

known incident occurred in Kishinev (Chisinau of present-day Moldova) on

Great Friday 1903. After the Kishinev pogrom, Orthodox clergy – most famously

St. John of Kronstadt – reprehended the perpetrators for having betrayed Christ and

shamed his suffering and death in a most horrible way.87 While the religious

motivation of violence has commonly not been considered as primary, it has

generally been assumed that these texts were catalytic. Due to this, some contem-

porary Orthodox theologians (Amilkas Alivizatos, Hackel) have suggested their

removal.

Before hastening to do this, some things should be considered, however. It is

characteristic of Orthodox liturgical expression nurturing archaic symbolism and

poetic dramatism to transcend historical phenomena into prototypal images of

human inclination to sin (which are intended to be perceived as exhortations to

personal penitence). This is because Psalms and other Old Testament texts have a

fundamental place in the Orthodox divine service and many chants and prayers

have been written in a genre similar to theirs, using kindred archaic metaphors.

Whereas in Psalms, Canaanites and Babylonians are routinely identified with deeds

deplorable and with a betrayal of God’s mercy, in liturgical texts composed during

the Christian era Pharisees and scribes have often inherited their role as warning

examples. But, for the listeners to shift the focus to issues other than their own

personal repentance is an unequivocal misinterpretation of these metaphors’ inten-

tion (both in the sphere of Christianity as well as Judaism. See Ch. 8 for a more

86 Ibid., 19–20.
87 Sergiev 1903. See also Solzhenitsyn 2001b, 329. For a thorough study of the pogroms, see Klier

& Lambroza 1992.
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thorough discussion). As in Evstratii’s case, it would be unreasonable to start with

the assumption that the faithful taking heed of them would automatically interpret

them in this distorted way. Again, the fact that they can be misinterpreted is

lamentable – both in the sphere of Christianity and Judaism – but that is indeed a

matter of their misinterpretation.
Finally, yet other historical realities are relevant for Shafarevich’s and Men’s

exchange of views. The Soviet state had openly announced as its goal to eradicate

religion. All religious communities were subject to officialdom’s ideological

manipulation. Under these conditions any suggestions by Orthodox clergy to de-

canonise saints or expurgate texts from divine services, especially without

rationalising why, were understandably met with anxiety among the faithful, as if

giving the officialdom the signal that tampering with them is possible.

There were also bitter historical traumas at play. During the early Soviet years

liturgical reforms had become associated with political manipulation and schis-

matic ambitions. Soon after the revolution, when the Soviets had started an aggres-

sive anti-religious campaign and the Patriarch was under house arrest, a group of

clergy calling themselves the Living Church had attempted to re-establish relations

between church and state authorities. They gradually resorted to denouncing the

Patriarch and annulling his priesthood, aiding the imprisonment of anti-Soviet

clergy, declaring monasteries abolished and introducing a host of other radical

reforms – among other in liturgical practices.88

Nonetheless, Father Aleksandr was correct in noting liturgical renewal as a

natural part of the life of the Orthodox Church. For instance, the synod of the

Russian Orthodox Church had discussed the introduction of the vernacular Russian

as a liturgical language alongside Church Slavonic, and a number of other similar

issues in 1917 and 1918 (when the church had recovered its independent status after

having been subordinated to the state administration since 1700).89 All of this had

been in accordance with canonical procedures. Due to the unbearable political

situation the discussions were interrupted and suspended indefinitely – and then,

turned into a tool of politicking by the Living Church.

Father Dimitrii Dudko and the Bankruptcy

of the Political Sphere

Through the 1970s Shafarevich signed and composed appeals for the rights of

religious believers in the Soviet Union. Among these was a long joint appeal of

members of all Christian confessions to the Presidium of the Central Committee in

1976. Its demand for the authorities to respect the principle of separation of church

88 For the Living Church, see Roslof 2002.
89 Balashov 2001.
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and state echoed Shafarevich’s conclusions in his report about the Soviet legislation

of religion.90

In 1976 a group of religious dissidents founded the Committee for the Rights of

Believers but Shafarevich chose not to join in. His later comments suggest that he

was reluctant to assume another title of a committee member after the painful

experience in the Moscow Human Rights Committee where he had been able to

help suffering citizens much less than he would have wished to.91

Shafarevich defended particularly visibly Dimitrii Dudko, the Orthodox priest

who became something of a symbol of Orthodox Christians’ struggle against state

atheism in the 1970s.92 Dudko’s lively sermons had filled his church with youth,

and in 1973, reacting to the growing interest of parishioners, he had invited them to

write to him notes with questions – anonymously, if they so wished – about anything

that intrigued them about Christian life. He answered them after the service, and

these lectures became immensely popular. Soon their transcripts circulated as

samizdats.93 Dudko emphasised that Christianity did not have to be in contrast

with normal rational behaviour and that being a Russian Orthodox must not mean

judging non-believers or people of other faiths but having compassion for all.

The authorities tried to silence him, harassing his parishioners, pressuring his

superiors to transfer him out of Moscow and even staging – as it is generally

believed – a car accident that broke his legs. In 1980 he was arrested. After several

months in prison he assented to the demand of his captors to repent publicly for his

“anti-Soviet activities”. Dudko’s statement of repentance was broadcast on prime

time television, and reported verbatim in major Soviet newspapers.94 Shafarevich

has later said that he happened to be visiting the Dudko family that night to see that

they were alright.95

90Volnoe slovo, No. 24, 63–82. For well-informed accounts about the significance of these

appeals, see Ellis 1986, 369–371 and 1979, 420–421.
91 Shafarevich 2004n. Shafarevich has even said later that he feels himself responsible for the

arrest of one the founders of the Committee for the Rights of Believers, Father Gleb Iakunin,

because as Shafarevich recounted, he had suggested to a group of BBC’s reporters that they

interview Iakunin (Shafarevich 1994 [1977/1978] is the first part of the same interview), who had

then given the interview entirely unprepared as it seemed to Shafarevich (Shafarevich 2008a). In

this connection it should be noted, however, that Shafarevich made a statement to Western

journalists condemning the officialdom’s apparent attempts to prepare the ground for Iakunin’s

arrest (Shafarevich 1994 [1977]b). After the arrest he also protested against it (“K arestu o. Gleba

Iakunina”).
92 For these appeals, see Volnoe slovo, No. 20; Shafarevich 1975; 1994 [1977]b; “ V zashchitu otsa

Dimitriia Dudko”; “K arestu o. Dimitriia Dudko”; “Khristianam vsego mira”.
93 Dudko 1974.
94 Laitila 1990, 150–152; Bourdeaux 2004.
95Militsa Neigauz recounted that Shafarevich was well-known among friends for his habit of

taking care of the families of the imprisoned people and paying them regular visits to keep their

spirits up (Neigauz 2006). This was common for the whole community of human rights activists

(see, for instance, Sakharov 1990).
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Suddenly the phone rang and they were told that Father Dimitrii will speak on television. It

didn’t seem possible but they switched on the TV. It all made a horrible impact. His

spiritual children made the sign of the cross in great agony, and his son ran to the kitchen,

saying he must have lost his mind.96

Not surprisingly, Father Dimitrii practically lost his parishioners’ trust and his

credence in the dissident community, never quite recovering from the shock.

In the preface of a publication of Dudko’s sermons to Western audiences,

Vladimir Maksimov has illustrated his influence in the circles of the Moscow

intelligentsia by misleadingly dubbing Dudko Shafarevich’s “spiritual father”.97

Shafarevich later commented that “according to the Orthodox understanding of

‘spiritual father’ this was absolutely not correct, but we were well-acquainted. As a

person he was very agreeable.”98 In his relations with Dudko, just as with many

other people and associations, Shafarevich retained his independent position.99

While appealing repeatedly for his defence and supporting him and his family in

difficulties, Shafarevich did it above all for the sake of defending Dudko’s rights as

an Orthodox priest in the Soviet Union.

Before the shattering of his reputation Dudko was an active participant in

virtually all significant nationalist samizdat projects of the time.100 Borodin

mentions that in the minds of some “the name of the rebellious batiushka
overshadowed even the name of Solzhenitsyn”.101 In fact Borodin, whose thinking

may be assumed to concur with Shafarevich’s to a considerable extent,102 reckons

with great compassion but even greater firmness that for an ordained servant of the

church any engagement in political activism, however sincere and well-intended it

was, could not but end up in a catastrophe:

I attempted to speak with some about how we could, in the most tactful way, try to make the

batiushka slow down his political gallop, but all, absolutely all were devoutly in love with

him, the sympathetic, honourable Russian muzhik [a man of the people, a peasant-like man]

who had become a priest during the fifties so ill-fated for the church and who was now

factually leading the Russian wing of opposition. All simply saw in this very fact a good

and worthy logic of the process of liberating our fatherland of the dictatorship of atheism,

not by the banal means of revolution (we all were already fed up to our necks with all

endeavours clandestine and illegal) but through the renaissance of Orthodoxy, in short,

through the unconquerable weapon of spirit.103

96 Shafarevich 2002a.
97Maksimov 1981, 180.
98 Shafarevich 2002a.
99 See even Ellis 1986, 371.
100Mitrokhin 2003, 456.
101 Borodin 2003a, 241.
102 Borodin (ibid., 186) has named Shafarevich as being the first reader in a long time of any of his

texts.
103 Ibid., 243.
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Back to Basic Spiritual Values

By the second half of the 1970s it was fairly evident that the dissident movement

was withering away. As noted several times, the years 1973–1974 had been

particularly fateful. To name just some incidents relevant from Shafarevich’s

perspective, these years had witnessed Osipov’s arrest, the intensification of

Dudko’s confrontation with officialdom, and Solzhenitsyn’s exile. The bold

human rights movement of the “old days” also suffered severely from emigration,

repression and internal strife, seeing most of its members either abroad or in prison.

When, in 1977 and 1978, Shafarevich was asked about the human rights

movement by Western correspondents and reporters, he kept holding its flag high,

emphasising that against the odds it had never died. He expressed his unconditional

loyalty to all its activists and prisoners of conscience, and continued to encourage

and exhort theWest to intervene for their protection.104 All the same, he began to be

disillusioned with the human rights movement as it was in the Soviet Union.

Later, when the Soviet period had ended and there was no more need to fashion

one’s words primarily for keeping up the morale of the dissidents, Shafarevich

confessed to having felt increasingly uncomfortable with the fact that the energy of

the human rights activists was spent all the more on the defence of their very own

circle. In an interview with Masha Gessen he spoke out:

If somebody was arrested, then there were letters of protest written about that. [. . .] Then
the people who wrote the letters were also arrested. And it seemed that if they stopped

arresting, they would stop writing letters, and if they stopped writing, they would stop

arresting. One fed off the other. But from the point of view of the people, the general

population, all this created a terrible impression.105

Indeed, this interview again betrays the fact that the crucial factor leading to

Shafarevich’s disillusionment had been the campaign for the right of emigration,

when, in his words,

collective farm workers did not have passports and could not move to the neighboring

region. So from the people’s point of view it seemed like a mockery to be fighting for the

right to emigrate, as though the peasants’ problems had been so insignificant that they were

not people, did not exist. This, of course, repelled the people, and was the reason for the

complete failure of the dissident movement.106

104 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]b, 43–44, 47.
105 Gessen 1997, 40. See also Shafarevich 2002a.
106 Gessen 1997, 40. Gessen then scorns Shafarevich for speaking about what she calls the

“mysterious” or “abstract” people, implying that he embodied the cliché about a naive member

of the pre-revolutionary intelligentsia obsessed with the “the good of the people”. Reasonably

speaking, there was nothing inviting sarcasm in Shafarevich’s words, however. Speaking safely

after perestroika, Shafarevich also named another reason for his discomfort with the dissident

movement. It was not untypical of its activists to insist that it was enough for the Soviet state to

return to “Leninist principles”. But, as he said, had these dissidents really been treated “according

to Leninist principles”, they would have been shot long ago (Shafarevich 2008a).

Back to Basic Spiritual Values 177



As was seen in Ch. 3, already at the end of the 1970s Shafarevich had put forth

reservations of this kind – although very cautious not to aid in any way the Soviet

authorities in their quest to compromise initiatives of political resistance. Again,

apparently uncomfortable with Western observers’ habitual tendency to identify

dissidents as the primary hope for the future, Shafarevich made a distinction

between “those who consider that their own fate cannot be distinguished from the

fate of their country and consider themselves personally responsible for its future”

and “all the rest”. He emphasised that it would be incorrect to automatically include

all dissidents in the first category. Those joining some “committee” in order to

pressure the authorities to grant them the right to emigration did not reasonably

belong to it, whereas this could well be said about a teacher, trying to squeeze into

the syllabus more Pushkin at the expense of Sholokhov,107 or those struggling

against the use of psychiatry for political purposes or against the pollution of Lake

Baikal. This was the sphere where Shafarevich saw himself to be standing as well.

Not that he wanted thereby to judge those with different interests, he hurried to

add.108

In this interview to the correspondent of Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
Shafarevich further stated that he did not belong to any specific group, “should

one understand that to mean any form of organisation – that the members know

each other by name, for instance.” Nevertheless, he estimated that his basic

concerns for investing in spiritual, cultural and moral values for the future of the

country were shared by many: on feast days, churches were no longer visited by old

women only but packed with youth. Many had grown interested in protecting

architectural monuments and objects of culture, and forceful literature depicting

life of the countryside and its ecological problems had started to appear.109

In another interview, given to the BBC and dedicated to the difficulties faced by

religious believers in the Soviet Union, Shafarevich stated that interest in Orthodox

Christianity was one of the strongest expressions of discontent with the Soviet

system and ideology. Some people were drawn to it after having become weary of

the hollow materialist way of life, some because they wished to learn about national

traditions or history which had been banned and ridiculed, and others when they had

recognised in Orthodox Christianity the basis for Russian culture. Yet Shafarevich

stressed that the essence of religion was man’s relation with God. For this reason

above all others, he found the consequences of the state’s suppression to be truly

tragic. He explained that while the situation of conscientious believers was natu-

rally lamentable, they, at least, understood the fact of repressions and were thus

107Mikhail Sholokhov, the patriarch of Soviet literature, had famously lamented in 1966 that

Siniavskii and Daniel could no longer be shot as they would have been in the twenties (Horvath

2005, 20). In 1969, in a speech to kolkhoz workers, he likened Solzhenitsyn to a Colorado beetle to
be soon eradicated (Nicholson 1985, 133).
108 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]b, 44–45.
109 Ibid., 40–42.
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prone to take them philosophically, as ordeals with a potential to contribute to one’s

spiritual growth.110

To Shafarevich’s mind, the greatest tragedy of the repression of religion lay in

the consistent and compulsory subduing of natural spiritual needs. He considered

that the state clearly betrayed a fear of the influence of religion on people in its

intense and hysterical craving to restrict any religious practices. In particular,

children whom, Shafarevich gauged, the Orthodox divine service tends to draw

forcefully and who are deeply affected by it, stumble into atheistic propaganda in

school. They are assigned to repeat, for example, that Christ is a legend made up by

the rich in an effort to exploit the poor. “The [children] experience one thing but

speak the other, and this gives them a sense of double-dealing, of dishonesty.”111

He added in another contemporaneous interview, with a correspondent of The
New York Times, that one more expression of the suppression of spiritual initiatives

in the Soviet Union was the fact that Soviet school children were raised to be

ashamed of pre-revolutionary Russian history in an all-encompassing way, and to

regard all its political actors as idiots, avaricious thieves or moral degenerates.

There was conscious suffocation, distortion and derogation of Russian national and

historical traditions.112

Albeit not articulated, underlying these comments was a hint that the Western

observers should not hurry to interpret the recent quest for spiritual and national

values – and their confluence which may have been puzzling to Westerners – as a

precarious expression of Russian chauvinism or nationalism. It only attested to

people’s natural striving for self-preservation in the Soviet system, which

Shafarevich understood as an aggressive and artificial project of introducing in

Russia the ideology of socialism that demanded fierce subjugation of all of its

spiritual life, culture and historical memory.

He emphasised the significance of Russian patriotism – or, as Dostoevskii had

called it, pochvennichestvo – as a worldview which considers man an organic

whole, accepting him as part of his historical and cultural environment. Socialism,

wanting to “free” man of the shackles of history and tradition, is a utopian ideology

which resorts even to psychiatry in the “reprogramming” of people, Shafarevich

said. He found a similarly mechanistic idea of man in Western consumer societies

which create new spiritual and material needs in people at increasing speed and

make of man some sort of “a machine programmed to consume”.113

110 In this connection he pointed out to his interviewer – who was to speak after Shafarevich

with members of the Committee of the Rights of Believers – that when interviewing believers he

would encounter a psychology different from that prevailing in the dissident world: “a believer,

suffering for his faith, just simply won’t speak about it in press conferences” (Shafarevich 1994

[1977/1978], 53).
111 Ibid., 50.
112 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]c, 38. See also Shipler 1983, 329.
113 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]b, 41–46.
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As these contemporaneous commentaries of Shafarevich hinted, the new popu-

larity of Orthodox Christianity and national patriotism was a most serious threat to

Soviet ideology in the late seventies.114 It found one expression in the emergence of

literature sympathetic to the problems of the countryside.115 The most important

channel for this so-called village prose was the “fat” journal Nash sovremennik,
the organ of the Writers’ Union.116

Blind devastation of the cultural heritage in the name of ideology had given birth

to a massively popular movement for the preservation of architectural monuments

already earlier, in 1966. This movement, VOOPIiK (Vserossiiskoe obshchestvo

okhrany pamiatnikov istorii i kultury), or The Pan-Russian Society for the Protection

of Historical and Cultural Monuments, was an architectural, archaeological and

largely non-ideological initiative. It organised public lectures about architecture,

large-scale programmes for repairing rotting provincial churches by volunteer

groups, and promoted indigenous tourism. Any overtly ideological or political

dimensions to its activities were controlled by the authorities. In a country where

the slightest emphasis on national (i.e., not socialist or revolutionary) traditions

inescapably had a counter-revolutionary flavour, some ideological implications in

a venture like this were not to be avoided, however. Thiswas the case especiallywhen,

in the end of the 1970s, VOOPIiK’s membership rapidly rose to several millions.117

The new demand for national values was likewise reflected in the immense

popularity of Ilia Glazunov’s art exhibitions in Moscow and Leningrad in 1978 and

1979.118 Glazunov, a prolific artist and former author of Molodaia gvardiia, was
a key force in VOOPIiK, and his studio was the headquarters for most active

members of Russian national patriots of the capital.119 His paintings depicted

churches, saints and heroes of Russian history, traditional peasant life and other

things markedly Russian, i.e., non-Soviet. They were often slammed in official

criticisms but his exhibitions were attended during a short period of time by an

incredible 1.5 million people.120

114 “National patriotism” refers to a phenomenon contrary to Soviet, internationalist and anti-

national patriotism.
115 Parthé 1992. See also Shafarevich’s later homages to the village prosaists Rasputin and Belov:

Shafarevich 2002c; 2007a; 2007b.
116 Cosgrove 2004.
117 Dunlop 1983, 66; Glushchenko & Platonov 2003, 165–168; Vserossiiskoe obshchestvo. See

also Shafarevich 1993a, 170–171.
118 Incidentally, Glazunov also painted a portrait of Shafarevich around the year 1978 (Glazunov

1997; Krakhmalnikova 1990, 168).
119 Borodin recounts that “the whole of the little dissenting ‘Russian party’ practically lived on

Glazunov’s expense. [. . .] In my life there was a period between the two prison terms when for

some months my wife and I could not find work. And we had a child in our arms. Had there not

been I. S. Glazunov with I. R. Shafarevich [for this, see also Borodin 2003b] I do not imagine how

we would have survived.” (Borodin 2003a, 199.)
120 Shipler 1983, 331, see also 332–334. Another informative source is Dunlop 1983, 60–61,

121–129.
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The fact that party officials had given Glazunov’s exhibitions a green light

prompted scholars in the West to ask whether a return to national patriotic values

was the new party line.121 This makes sense, but primarily in light of the fact that

previously the anti-nationalist excesses culminating in 1972 – whether targeting

Russian or other nationalism – had been put on ice on Brezhnev’s orders, as Ch. 4

showed. Now the issue was not of a new “party line” as such but of appeasing

Soviet citizens for the good of saving the ideology by way of responding to their

nostalgia for spiritual values.122

Here the point raised previously by Solzhenitsyn was relevant: prolonged,

unnatural repression of national values during the Soviet decades was taking its

toll and national values were inconspicuously creeping into the Soviet scene. The

new “line” attested to the need to fuel official ideology with foreign substance,

national values – and hinted of its gradual bankruptcy.

It is emblematic of the crumbling of Soviet ideology that the intelligentsia, even

members of nomenklatura, began to acquire antique objects and sport things of the

Romanov style. Nostalgia for something more genuine could certainly be expressed

in superficial ways, but it was a symptom of how Soviet citizens had started to

wonder whether the system and its ideologues’ untrammeled urge to construct a

brave new world was ultimately reconcilable with basic human spiritual needs such

as feeling a sense of unity with past generations.

In the early 1980s the notorious Pamiat (Memory) movement was also

conceived. It evolved among some active members of the society of devotees of

books of the Aviation Ministry (in close proximity to VOOPIiK) that took the name

Pamiat in 1986. Its activities were partly similar to those of VOOPIiK, but its

members’ obsession with “the Jewish question in Russian and Soviet history”,

forceful anti-Zionism and identification of “Jews and Masons” as the enemies of

Russia gave it a special flavour.123 Pamiat was a curious hybrid offspring of the

intercourse between the KGB’s anti-Zionist opportunist line and a spontaneous,

essentially natural concern for the architectural and spiritual heritage of the country.

Treatment of the inconspicuously growing movement of national and spiritual

renaissance turned harsher in the 1980s. This had much to do with Brezhnev’s death

and gradual ascent to power of the KGB head Andropov, culminating in his

becoming the first man of the country in 1982. Already the previous year Andropov,

in a memorandum to the Central Committee, had visibly attacked the movement of

“Rusists”, who “under the guise of protecting Russian national traditions are

essentially engaged in forceful anti-Soviet activity”. He had specified: “it is

emphasised that [their] activity takes place in a different and a more important

121 Dunlop 1983, 60.
122 See also similar emphases in Dunlop 1985a, 12–14.
123 Pamiat; Mitrokhin 2003, 555.

Back to Basic Spiritual Values 181



sphere than the so-called ‘human rights movement’ which has been crushed and has

discredited itself in the eyes of the popular opinion.”124

In true Soviet spirit Andropov was certainly not badgering Russian patriots only,

but was questioning the right to national identity of all Soviet nationalities.125

Incidentally, when Leonid Borodin was arrested in 1982 as one of the first

victims of the new harder line, he learnt about the KGB’s fantastic allegations

concerning a monarchist underground movement uniting himself, Osipov and

others. This movement, he was told, had been led since Solzhenitsyn’s exile by

Shafarevich.126 Borodin has also said that he had been warned by his interrogator

that the next person whom the authorities planned to arrest was Shafarevich.127

Reply to the Critics of The Rubble

In the latter half of the 1970s Shafarevich, Vadim Borisov and some of their

pseudonymous like-minded compatriots put together a compilation of texts to be

published in Vestnik RKhD. The first of them appeared in its 125th issue of 1978.128

More material – primarily Dudko’s talks and articles on Glazunov’s exhibitions –

was fitted into future issues. This compilation was in many ways a reply, or a

comment, to two tamizdat collections Self-Cognisance129 and Democratic
Alternatives130 having come out in 1976. The first was edited by Pavel Litvinov,

Mikhail Meerson-Aksenov and Boris Shragin, who appeared in Ch. 5, and the

second by Vadim Belotserkovskii, whose name also came up in the previous

chapter and will come up later in this one as well. These compilations further

included texts by Richard Pipes, Aleksandr Ianov, German Andreev, Grigorii

Pomerants, Roi Medvedev, Anatolii Levitin-Krasnov, Iuliia Vishnevskaia, Efim

Etkind, Lev Kopelev, Leonid Pliushch, and Evgenii Barabanov. Many of them

defended the views of Metanoia, challenged the stance of The Rubble and of

Solzhenitsyn in particular.

Horvath has rightly highlighted the significance of the inclusion of the final

chapter of Richard Pipes’s Russia Under the Old Regime in Self-Cognisance.131

124 Andropov 1994 [1981], 108–110.
125Mitrokhin 2003, 548–552.
126 Borodin 2003a, 232.
127 Ibid., 153.
128 See also Nikita Struve’s introductory remarks (“Spor o Rossii”). Struve calls these texts a

“samizdat collection” but Shafarevich has specified that straight from the beginning the material

was collected with the intention of publishing it in the Paris-based Vestnik RKhD (Shafarevich

2008a).
129 Litvinov, Meerson-Aksenov & Shragin 1976.
130 Belotserkovskii 1976.
131 Horvath 2005, 169.
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Here, under the title “Towards a Police State” the eminent Harvard historian drew

parallels between the pre-revolutionary Russian regime and the Soviet totalitarian-

ism, thus essentially putting forth the argument of Metanoia’s Gorskii. This was,
albeit in a more categorical tone, the basic claim of Aleksandr Ianov as well. Like

Pipes, he had become a visible interpreter of Soviet and Russian realities to large

Western audiences.

The 125th issue of Vestnik RKhD essentially reiterated the stances of The Rubble
and developed its arguments. One of its weightiest contributions was by (the

presumably pseudonymous132) I. Dubrovskii. This piece drew attention in a very

tactful manner to the tendency of some of the Self-Cognisance authors (Meerson-

Aksenov, Litvinov, Shragin, Kopelev and Pipes) to make bold, sweeping and

excessively pessimistic generalisations about pre-revolutionary Russian social

institutions which, as it then meticulously authenticated, had virtually no connec-

tion with elementary historical facts.133

Among other contributions were Vadim Borisov’s long article about the loss of

historical memory in the Soviet Union which had resulted from conscious attempts

to free the new Soviet man from “his cursed past”,134 and a piece about man’s

changing relation to nature by Andrei Lapin, Shafarevich’s old friend, writing

under the pseudonym A. Filippov. This thoughtful article recounted the develop-

ment of ideas identifying living creatures with machines, which had started to

emerge during the era of the Enlightenment.135

Shafarevich’s texts included the Shostakovich essay, the three of his interviews

cited above – to the BBC and to the correspondents of The New York Times and
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung –, and a polemical piece The Combat of the
Marxist Rearguard (On Works of Roi Medvedev).136 Here Shafarevich discussed

the logical and moral blind alley of Marxist true believers, concentrating on the

views of Roi Medvedev, the Soviet “court dissident”.137 An apparent reason behind

this choice of subject was that in early 1975 Medvedev had given out the first issue

of the samizdat journal Dvadtsatyi vek where he, in the words of Soulet, “had

instantly declared a war on (Maksimov’s) Kontinent and [. . .] From Under the

132 Since there are plenty of the same letters in the names I. Dubrovskii and Vadim Borisov, and

since Borisov was a specialist in Russian history, it would not seem implausible that the

Dubrovskii piece was written by him. When I asked Shafarevich this in 2008 he lamented that

he could no longer recall whether it had been so (Shafarevich 2008a).
133 Dubrovskii 1978.
134 Borisov 1978.
135 Filippov 1978. Shafarevich later said of Lapin: “Our friendship of many years (even many

decades), innumerable discussions and reading of his manuscripts has made such an impact on me

that concerning many of my views it is already difficult for me to say whether I arrived at them

myself, found out about them from him, or whether they were a mutual result of our discussions”

(Shafarevich 1991e, 555). See also his other piece about Lapin, Shafarevich 2001b, and his works,

Shafarevich 1991f.
136 Shafarevich 1994 [1978]a.
137 For a concise and apt summary of Medvedev’s thinking, see Shatz 1980, 160–162.
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Rubble, accusing them both of ‘devaluating Marxism and socialism in the eyes of

the intelligentsia and Western youth’.”138

Medvedev had also complained that Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn were acting

on irrational emotions.139 In his reply Shafarevich now questioned Medvedev’s

claim about socialism as a scientific doctrine. He suggested that Marxists insisted

on socialism’s scientific nature in order to silence their pangs of conscience

concerning the conception so inherent to socialist apologias about the indispens-

ability of the use of violence when making a society socialist. After all, Shafarevich

said, it is only with things scientifically verified as given or as biologically inevita-

ble that it is possible to claim that it is absurd to apply categories of justice to them.

If, in other words, revolution is a scientific inevitability, it would be as irrational and

naively sentimental to say that the use of violence when making a revolution is

wrong as to say that it is wrong that a wild animal kills a smaller one.

To Shafarevich’s mind, such an externalist approach to morality was the only

“scientific” element in socialism. In all else Marxists were prone to change their

slogans in ways staggeringly arbitrary whenever it best suited them. Medvedev, too,

had first passionately endorsed violence in the name of “perpetual revolution” but

then, when speaking about the great Soviet repressions since the 1920s, condemned

it. Then, his only explanation for these repressions had been “Stalin’s wicked

nature”. That was, to Shafarevich’s mind, an explanation as scientific, analytical

and intellectually convincing as the grand historical theories based on “Napoleon’s

head cold” or “Cleopatra’s nose”.

Horvath later claimed that “The contrast between [Shafarevich’s] early medita-

tion on Shostakovich and the recent polemic against Medvedev revealed the

growing militancy that would culminate in Rusofobiia.”140 This seems far-fetched.

After all, it is one of the basic principles of the history of ideas method to take into

account that the writer’s choice of genre depends on the subject matter. In

Shafarevich’s case, the contrast between a meditation on music and a polemic

with a hardboiled political opponent was notably slight. While the latter piece

certainly was sardonic at times, Shafarevich consistently refrained from ad
hominem arguments to which Medvedev, for his part, had resorted, having claimed,

for instance, that Shafarevich’s mind had been “paralysed to a considerable degree

[. . .] by his blinding hatred of this one tenet [socialism] which in truly scientific

form can save humanity from many dangers really threatening it.”141

138 Soulet 1982, 366. Among others, the pieces by Elagin and Andreev briefly introduced in Ch. 5

had appeared in it.
139 R. Medvedev 1976, 131–133.
140 Horvath 2005, 171. For another general assessment, see Shlapentokh 1990, n156, which states

that “in his scathing attacks against Marxism and socialism” Shafarevich made apt use of

Medvedev’s contradictions.
141 R. Medvedev 1976, 133.
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Solzhenitsyn on the Western Front

Solzhenitsyn’s Heroic Reputation Starts to Crumble

During the late 1970s and the early 1980s addresses made by Shafarevich’s exiled

friend Solzhenitsyn provoked fierce reactions in the West. Although Shafarevich

has later said that at the time he was still unaware of them, they reveal much about

the context in which he was writing his Russophobia, to be discussed later. In the

following pages I shall recount Solzhenitsyn’s major arguments in these addresses

as well as their reception. I will conclude by recounting the controversies about his

stance towards the Jews and the fantastic allegations about him being anti-Semitic.

Perhaps the most striking of Solzhenitsyn’s addresses, at least to Western ears,

was his commencement address at Harvard,142 carried live on nationwide television

of the US.143 In his diaries published later, Solzhenitsyn admitted that his seasoned

secretary Irina Ilovaiskaia-Alberti, “who knew well the West, was very upset by the

speech, trying to convince me to soften its ideas and expressions”.144 Indeed, the

first pieces of criticism Solzhenitsyn received were devastating. Many American

journalists and intellectuals, clearly offended, let it be known that Solzhenitsyn,

whom they had first mistaken for a heroic freedom-fighter, was in fact something of

a dangerous fanatic.145

Solzhenitsyn warned again that socialism aims at the desolation of man’s

spiritual essence.146 This time he concentrated on the Western capitalist system,

however. He noted its astonishing expansion – both material and mental – during

the past decades and centuries, a triumphant expression of the independence of the

individual. In practice, however, this expansion had frequently taken place in a

spirit of superiority and contempt for other peoples’ and cultures’ insight about the

world. It has become common to think that all the territories of our planet should

develop into a likeness of contemporary Western societies, Solzhenitsyn charged.

However, the human soul thirsts for something higher, warmer, and purer than the

Western way of life, introducing itself by way of its advertisements, foolish

television programmes and unbearable music.

142 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1978].
143 Scammell 1984, 965.
144 Solzhenitsyn 1999b, 100, see also 101–105.
145 Some prominent reactions were soon published in Berman 1980. For surveys and analyses of

the reactions, see Dunlop 1985b; E. Ericson 1993, 100–107; Scammell 1984, 969–971.
146 Here he mentioned Shafarevich’s “brilliant book” Socialism, and its “profound analysis”

(Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1978], 319). Already two years earlier he had enthusiastically recommended

it to American Sovietologists in a speech at the Hoover Institution (1995 [1976]a, 303–304, for

similar mentionings, see also 1995 [1976]b, 295; 1995 [1974], 219, 221).
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The conception of “human rights” has expanded to the extent that recognition of

human responsibility has virtually vanished. Rights infringing upon human dignity

– such as the right to freely distribute pornography – have grown to disproportional

dimensions. This, Solzhenitsyn suggested, has derived from a distorted idea

according to which only those social structures which restrict man’s actions can

be bad. Such thinking builds on the naive conjecture that man himself has no

potential for evil; that, in other words, individual moral pursuit is basically irrele-

vant and needless.

In these conditions social institutions which get their fuel from playing with

man’s propensity for evil have excellent prospects for growing and prospering. One

of these is the contemporary press. Relying on sensational formulations, it

aggravates the psychic illness of the century: superficiality and haste.

Inviting then his audience to consider the worldview of Renaissance and

Enlightenment, Solzhenitsyn assessed that they had most certainly been inevitable.

Due to the idea that only the spiritual mattered, pressure on man’s physical essence

had long become unbearable. The tragedy was, however, that now the overwhelm-

ing emphasis fell on man’s material needs.

Thanks to the Christian heritage of the past centuries, early European and

American democracies still acknowledged that personal freedom is not absolute

but relative; that man’s personal freedom is interconnected with man’s responsibil-

ity before God. The present Western social system, however, was best characterised

as juridical egoism. And even if technical progress was generally conceived as the

way out of its problems, it was no solution to society’s deep moral crisis.

Solzhenitsyn concluded the Harvard speech by calling his audience to give new

life to “the ossified formulas of the Enlightenment”. To his mind the values of

contemporary “humanism” had catastrophically receded from “values” worthy of

respect: “It is not possible that assessment of the President’s performance be

reduced to the question of how much money one makes or of the unlimited

availability of gasoline.” Mankind again finds itself at a similar watershed as the

turn from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance. This trial requires man’s spiritual

exertion so that “our physical nature will not be cursed as in the Middle Ages, but,

even more importantly, our spiritual being will not be trampled upon as in the

Modern era.”

While Solzhenitsyn’s Harvard address certainly marked a turn in the kind of

publicity he was given in Western mainstream media, this was only a culmination

of a longer development. The words of Leonard Schapiro, the eminent professor at

the London School of Economics, just some months after Solzhenitsyn’s arrival in

the West capture important points of friction:

It was after all only to be expected that the sudden catapulting of this lonely genius into the

arms of a howling mob of newsmen should have created certain misunderstandings. [. . .]
‘Moral purification,’ ‘autolimitation,’ and the like are not the sort of terms which are

usually to be found in the language of politics today [. . .]. Add to that the fact that

Solzhenitsyn did not conceal his contempt for the sacrosan[c]t right of the newsmen in

our modern society to invade his privacy by day and by night and did not hesitate to deliver

them a moral lecture: ‘To say simply that you are doing what you were told to do and will
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get the sack if you don’t is a very slippery and dangerous path. Any Soviet police agent can

say that,’ he stated in his recent CBS News interview.147

Another factor was turning many intellectuals and opinion-makers against

Solzhenitsyn, as well: his devastating criticism of socialism was too much for

many of them who, albeit willingly condemning Stalin, had a soft spot for socialism

and Lenin, or, at least, Trotskii.148 Having first misinterpreted Solzhenitsyn for a

critic of Stalinism only, they soon learnt that he was not only a principled enemy of

socialism but also a conscientious Christian, something similarly out of fashion

among Western intellectuals of the day.149

“Solzhenitsyn Has Constructed Himself an Ideal of Holy Russia”

Solzhenitsyn also invested his energy in criticising the Western short-wave radios

broadcasting to the Soviet Union. He complained that the American-funded radios,

in particular, served their listeners a strangely censored version of Russian history.

The producers’ greatest fear seemed to be to say anything positive about anybody

who could be possibly depicted as a “reactionary”, Solzhenitsyn assessed.150

There were also long programmes about sports, jazz, and “hobbies”, and tactless

bragging about the material wealth in the West. He charged:

Our nation is like a person mortally ill lying in bed and dying, and the American radio

broadcast is like a visitor, not a doctor, but a visitor who has come in, very satisfied with

himself, cheerful, and exquisitely dressed, who sits down and starts: ‘I’ll entertain you and

tell you how many suits I have, how I typically dress, what a wonderful apartment I have,

which things I recently bought, how splendidly I invest my money, what excellent pastimes

I have, and if you want, I’ll dance for you.’151

In 1979 Solzhenitsyn vented his growing unease with a small but all the more

visible group among emigrants “who have not come [to the West] so much as

emigrants but as people with full rights to interpret and explain our country, nation,

history, culture, anything at all.” He singled out Aleksandr Ianov and some others:

147 Schapiro 1974, 416–417.
148Mahoney has put it quite directly, “[Solzhenitsyn’s] sometimes intemperate chiding of the Free

World during the 1970s and 1980s for its vacillation before communist expansion did not help

matters in journalistic and academic circles, where anti-anticommunism was a ruling passion.”

(Mahoney 2001, 9.) This point had been made already earlier by Johanson in a rather colourful

manner: “Sympathy for him was general and strong until it appeared that he was not a socialist. A

rumpus broke up. A misinvestment had been made. [. . .] New signals were trumpeted. He had been

lifted up, now he had to be taken down. Truth started to be twisted, suspicion and slander put up.”

(Johanson 1985, 199.)
149 See also Schapiro 1974, passim.
150 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1981], 571, see also 1996 [1976].
151 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1981], 566–567, see also 1995 [1980]a, 367 and Puddington 2000,

204–205.
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Those who co-operated with national socialists have been judged, but those who have for

decades co-operated with communists [. . .] are taken by the West as the best of friends and

experts. In America they at times become university professors even if their scholarly level is

that of a hairdresser. With some variation their aspiration is to pacify Americans with commu-

nism in the Soviet Union – by way of depicting it as the smallest evil or even as a phenomenon

which is beneficial for them – and to convince them that Russian national reawakening, even

the national existence of the Russian people, is a greatest of hazards to the West.152

He later admitted that these comments had been extremely sour, which had

astonished his friends back in the Soviet Union, “[There] these doings of emigrants

must have still looked like a small thing. But here they did not.”153

Indeed, around this time the European and American press published visible

pieces alerting the readers to the dangers of rising Russian chauvinistic nationalism,

anti-Semitism and religious intolerance.154 As a rule, Solzhenitsyn was portrayed as

the illustrative example of these worrisome trends. For one, Olga Carlisle

[Andreyev Carlisle] warned the readers of The New York Times Magazine that

Increasing numbers of Russians are [. . .] urging a return to the orthodox beliefs and

chauvinistic traditions of the past. [. . .] Russians have long considered themselves a chosen

people. [. . .] [Russia] has a messianistic role to play: Moscow will be the third Rome.

Carlisle, the Paris-born granddaughter of the Russian writer Leonid Andreev,

had initially been one of the first Westerners to help Solzhenitsyn to publish his

texts in the West but around 1974 the two had ended up in a bitter row due to

disagreements over practicalities. A year before the appearance of this text in The
New York Times Magazine Carlisle had published her book-length revelations about
the events leading to this “crisis”. Now she was in the forefront of the Russian-

origin experts exposing Solzhenitsyn’s faults to the Western reading public.

Carlisle further cited Aleksandr Ianov’s words about new nationalists serving as

“an ideological base for [. . .] the restoration of Stalinism”. Then she quoted

Siniavskii who chimed in, referring to the Iranian Islamic revolution earlier that

year: “Look at what has happened in Iran; I’m afraid that in Russia, Orthodoxy

might be used as an excuse to attempt once again to build an ideal society.”

Depicting anti-Semitism “seemingly a natural companion to the thrust toward the

old era of church and czar”, Carlisle further discovered anti-Semitic references in

Solzhenitsyn’s historical novel Lenin in Zurich. She claimed that veiled anti-Semitism

had also found an expression in Solzhenitsyn’s critical words about recent emigrants

since, as she said, “the third wave of emigration [. . .] is for the most part Jewish”.155

152 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1979]b, 496.
153 Solzhenitsyn 1999b, 38.
154 For instance, Carlisle 1979 and Sinyavsky 1979 to be discussed below. See also the overview of

this publicity in Dunlop 1985b and E. Ericson 1993, 98–125.
155 Carlisle 1979. Dunlop and Ericson, who cites Dunlop in agreement with him, have later called

this piece “poorly researched and replete with factual errors and uninformed assertions” (Dunlop

1983, 281; E. Ericson 1993, 115–116).
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The parallel between Russia and Iran popped up again inDie Zeit.156 The former

Leningrad professor of literature, Efim Etkind, having emigrated in the mid-

seventies157 and now a professor at the Sorbonne, said that

Solzhenitsyn has constructed for himself an ideal, an ideal of holy Russia, with a new tsar

and with the Orthodox Church on the top of the country [. . .] Government and Church, this

is what France had at the time of Louis XIII. Voltaire’s only idea was to replace the cardinal

with the philosopher. Solzhenitsyn, then, wants no philosopher. And he does not want a

cardinal. He wants an ayatollah.158

Such feedback prompted Solzhenitsyn to answer with Persian Trick, published
in the émigré and Western press:159

A group of authors among the newest emigration from the Soviet Union has started to make

itself noted who, out of dislike, fright and aversion whether against religion in general or

Orthodoxy in particular, fear more than anything else that it could have a dignified and

spiritually influential role in Russia’s future. They are followed by some Western

journalists and major newspapers.

While religion is severely pressured in the Soviet Union, they hasten to depict

the prospect of its renewal as something vicious:

These persons and these pens shamelessly interweave Orthodoxy with anti-Semitism, even

equate the two. Lately, they have adopted a cheap political approach which I would call the

Persian trick: the cruelty of Muslims’ fanatism in Iran is glued as a label on the foreheads of

those who work for the renaissance of Orthodoxy in Russia.160

He lamented that such a campaign blackened in a very tragic and undeserved

way the reputation of those genuinely willing to create conditions for Russia’s

peaceful and friendly co-existence with the West.

Indeed, the Jewish activist Agurskii had made this point in 1975:

Unfortunately, Western public opinion views [Solzhenitsyn’s program as proposed in his

Letter to the Soviet Leaders] as something of an extreme form of Russian nationalism. It

does not understand that this is the only humanistic alternative in Russia to racism and neo-

Nazism.161

156 It had been drawn already earlier on in The New Yorker (Schell 1979), and later Chalizde

entitled his Solzhenitsyn criticism “Khomeinism or National Communism”. While Kontinent
changed the title (Chalidze 1980), it then appeared in the New York-based émigré newspaper

Novoe russkoe slovo under its original name (Scammell 1984, 971; Sakharov 1980).
157 This had happened after he had ended up in trouble for having helped hide Solzhenitsyn’s

manuscripts. In this connection, Solzhenitsyn, in turn, had written an appeal in his defence

(Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1974]c).
158 Etkind 1979. The entire interview appeared also in L’Express and Le Monde, and this excerpt

was cited in Russian in Russkaia mysl (20 Dec. 1979).
159 For exact bibliographical information, see Solzhenitsyn 1996b, 612.
160 Solzhenitsyn 1996 [1979]a, 511.
161 Agurskii 1977 [1974], 418.
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The appearance of Solzhenitsyn’s piece coincided with Andrei Siniavskii’s large

interview – again by Olga Carlisle – in a joint issue of The New York Review of
Books and The London Review of Books. Siniavskii assessed that sentiments of

“intolerance, a renewed yearning for isolationism – that go with a vision of Russia

as a theocratic state [–] are expressed [albeit] in very high-minded terms [. . .] when
Alexander Solzhenitsyn speaks.”162

He added that Solzhenitsyn, who “has become more and more narrow-minded”,

“sees pre-revolutionary Russia as an almost ideal state” and mentioned, as if it were

an indisputable fact, “Solzhenitsyn’s rejection of Western political pluralism, [and]

of the freedom of the press.” He lamented that a steadily growing number of

contemporaneous Russians were chauvinists.163

Articles of this kind prompted Vladimir Bukovskii, the exiled former dissident

who had a habit of disconnecting himself from émigré quarrels, to wonder why

Siniavskii, Etkind, Ianov and Chalidze were so obsessed with the blackening of

Solzhenitsyn’s reputation in the international arena. He had counted some seventeen

major attacks by recent emigrants against Solzhenitsyn during just three months.164

Of course, Solzhenitsyn also had a fair number of supporters, such as Irina

Ilovaiskaia-Alberti, Vladimir Maksimov, Nikita Struve (the editors of Kontinent,
Russkaia mysl, and Vestnik RKhD) and Dora Shturman (who frequently contributed

to the Tel Aviv-based Dvadtsat dva). The list of Western scholars who on various

occasions defended him against unreasonable attacks is likewise impressive and

includes Robert Conquest, John B. Dunlop, Edward E. Ericson Jr., Alexis Klimoff,

Daniel J. Mahoney, Martin Malia, Michael Nicholson, Georges Nivat, Nicholas

Riasanovsky, Leonard Schapiro and Adam Ulam.

162 Sinyavsky 1979. This claim about Solzhenitsyn’s “theocratic” inclinations is disproved most

programmatically by his Letter to the Soviet Leaders, which said, for instance, “I certainly do not

suggest to you the other extreme – to persecute or to forbid Marxism [. . .] Let it be propagated,

defended and foisted freely by all who desire, but outside of working hours and not at the state’s

expense. [. . .] I myself do not see today any other living spiritual power except for that of

Christianity, which could heal Russia’s soul. But I do not ask or suggest for it any privilege.”

(Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1973], 178, 184.)
163 Sinyavsky 1979.
164 Bukovskii 1980, 176–177. Later Bukovskii wrote bitingly how, in the West, he was constantly

asked about détente and “socialism with a human face” – a question which he paralleled with a

hypothetical question to Nelson Mandela after being freed from prison: ‘How do you feel about

apartheid with a human face?’ Since his answer was not enthusiastic, the sceptical reaction was

usually: ‘He sounds like Solzhenitsyn’. (Bukovskii 1996, 236–237. See also Solzhenitsyn 2000,

133.)
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Quarrels with Recent Emigrants and Western Specialists Go On

Solzhenitsyn did not fall silent under the criticism. In 1980 he published a lengthy

article in Foreign Affairs, the most influential journal of international affairs in

America.165 This time Western Sovietologists were his primary target. Despite the

fact that this piece reiterates many of his above statements, some more citations are

in order since, as I will elaborate, Shafarevich’s argument in Russophobia was

essentially similar.

Solzhenitsyn expressed his frustration with the common mistake of Western

scholars and diplomats of confusing “the universal disease of communism with the

country which it first conquered – Russia.”166 He complained that this mistake had

recently found support in the texts of an active group of emigrants.

[As a rule these individuals] [. . .] emigrated from the Soviet Union on Israeli visas, without

actually going to Israel [. . .]. Having reached their destinations in the West, they immedi-

ately proclaimed themselves experts on Russia, on her history and national spirit, and on the

life of the Russian people today [. . .].

In the texts of these informants

The significance of the current spiritual processes in Russia is seriously misrepresented to

the West. Western public opinion is being encouraged to respond with fear and even hatred

to any revival of Russian national awareness, a sentiment which has been crushed almost to

extinction by 60 years of communist power, and in contrived and disingenuous ways it is

implicated with the government’s anti-Semitic manoeuvre. The Soviet people are further

portrayed as a herd of sheep, utterly incapable of forming their own conclusions about their

fate over the last 60 years or of understanding the cause of their poverty and suffering,

entirely dependent upon official explanations from the communist leaders, and hence quite

content to accept the anti-Semitic excuses which the government foists upon them.

Again, Solzhenitsyn mentioned Ianov as a prime example of these informants,

finding his tendency to treat “messianism” as a typical characteristic of Russian

national awareness particularly dismaying.167 After all, this often-repeated claim

about “historical Russian messianism [was] contrived nonsense: it has been several

centuries since any section of the government or intelligentsia influential in the

spiritual life of the country has suffered from the disease of messianism.” He added,

165 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1980]a. The essential arguments of this article were reiterated in a more

concise piece in Time magazine (1995 [1980]c). Prompted by the ensuing debate on the pages of

Foreign Affairs Solzhenitsyn also wrote a shorter reply to his critics (1995 [1980]b). For his own

later account of the article and its reception, see Solzhenitsyn 2000, 141–142.
166 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1980]a, 336–337 [here and further in the text the citations are according to

the English translation by Klimoff and Nicholson: 797].
167 Ibid., 349–350 [English: 808–809]. Ianov’s role as the “primary interpreter” of the dangers of

Russian nationalism is incidentally characterised by his own words at the time as well – he states in

an article explaining how precarious it is that Solzhenitsyn does not understand these dangers of

Russian nationalism, “There have been more than 30 reviews of my books in the US, England,

Germany, France, and Italy. All foreign reviewers praised me, all Russians disparaged me.” (Ianov

1980b, 97.)
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“Indeed, it seems inconceivable to me that in our sordid age any people on earth

would have the gall to deem itself ‘chosen’.”168

Solzhenitsyn further lamented that

The efforts of these tendentious informants have been supplemented and reinforced over

the last year by a number of articles written by American journalists and in particular by the

Moscow correspondents of American newspapers. The gist of these articles is more of the

same: the grave threat which any rebirth of Russian national consciousness is said to pose to

the West; an unabashed blurring of distinctions between Russian Orthodoxy and anti-

Semitism.

These correspondents’ primary source for their “strident doom-laden articles

about the worldwide menace of Russian nationalism” is usually

representatives of the sameMoscow circles to which the aforementioned émigré informants

once belonged. And this is how some anonymous anti-Semitic leaflet in a Moscow gateway

is taken up by the Western press and invested with universal significance.169

He again stressed his old stance: “Only this absence of informed opinion can

account for the warped view that the main problem in the Soviet Union today is that

of emigration.” At the same time, after all, the wide country beyond Moscow and

Leningrad was suffering from a constant shortage of elementary foodstuffs. There

had recently been strikes of hungry workers in their thousands, which were dis-

persed by the armed forces.170

Two years later Solzhenitsyn finally published a piece aimed for consumption of

Russian-language readers, Our Pluralists,171 a continuation of sorts of The
Smatterers. He criticised recent utterances by such emigrants of the third wave as

Shragin, Siniavskii, Etkind, Ianov, Meerson-Aksenov, and the Leningrad-based

orientalist and philosopher Grigorii Pomerants, whose views he had disparaged

already in The Smatterers. Solzhenitsyn scorned, with his typical sharpness, these

writers’ passion to loudly defend “pluralism” while accepting only opinions like

their own. He again characterised their way of thinking to be that Russian history

has essentially been a story of despots and a slavish people. To their mind, he

continued, it will unavoidably culminate in a catastrophe, and for this reason Russia

must necessarily reject its history and traditions.172

168 Ibid., 356–357 [English: 814].
169 Ibid., 351–352 [English: 809–810]. Solzhenitsyn added: “But when some information happens

to point in a different direction, when it fails to tally with what the Western press is presently

looking for in Moscow, then it is simply suppressed. A case in point is the extremely important

interview which Igor Shafarevich gave to Christopher Wren of The New York Times, but which
was not published in the Western press.”
170 Ibid., 352–356 [English: 811–815]. Further on Solzhenitsyn mentioned plenty of other acute

problems.
171 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1982/1983]. It first came out in Russian in Vestnik RKhD, then in French as
an offprint in 1983, and in English in Survey in 1985.
172 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1982/1983], 406–444.
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These writers’ superficial understanding of history was betrayed in the way they

virtually forgot the February Revolution of 1917 in their historical analyses. In line

with well-meaning but naive dissident activists173 swearing in the name of

“liberalisation” and “more rights”, these writers insisted on the words “pluralism”

and “progress” – and were thus in fact pushing the country to repeat the February

Revolution once the communist system would be over. Solzhenitsyn characterised

the February Revolution – which had rapidly led to total anarchy – as a fruit of the

intelligentsia’s desperate determination to undo all the past mistakes of Russian

history by way of demolishing all social structures at once.

A similar symptom of the “disease of denying everything” was that those

demanding “more freedom, more rights” hardly ever cared to discuss democracy

in earnest. Concrete questions, in which Western political philosophers had been

immersed for centuries (such as which electoral system suited Russia best or what

should be the level of local self-government), were virtually absent in their texts.

Another burning question of this sort was the nature of the period of transition.174

The worries of these writers were typical of the elite. They did not care about the

desperate conditions of the Russian countryside and did not notice such tragic facts

as frantic selling of raw materials abroad.

Just as their predecessors and fathers had during the Lenin years peacefully missed the total

dying of Volga region, the genocide of collectivisation, famines in Ukraine and the Kuban

region, and the post-war streams into the camps (only noticing the purges of the party in

1937, the purges of ‘cosmopolites’ and the doctors’ affair), our pluralists do not notice that

Russia is on the brink of death.175

While Solzhenitsyn had stressed on several occasions that emigration was the

characteristic solution to the problems of most of these writers, almost all emigrants

themselves, he now stressed that he was not speaking of the large majority of the

third, or Jewish, emigration into the United States. There was much in the Russian-

language publications of the Jewish emigrants that showed clearly their authors’

deep understanding of and respect for Russian culture.176 These last emphases

may have been a reaction to some people’s readiness to interpret Solzhenitsyn’s

criticism of new emigrants as an expression of certain anti-Semitic sentiment as

was seen.

Indeed, the allegation that Solzhenitsyn had an anti-Semitic bias is of certain

relevance in the context of my study. Such accusations had been occasionally

heard already much earlier than this, for many different, even if at times contradic-

tory reasons. Roman Rutman, himself a Jew as well as a staunch defender of

173 It is probable that Solzhenitsyn had in mind people like Liudmila Alekseeva and Iurii Orlov

who had emigrated after having ended up in serious trouble in the Soviet Union. It perhaps also

referred somewhat to the circles around Andrei Sakharov and Elena Bonner inside the Soviet

Union.
174 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1982/1983], 413–416, 432.
175 Ibid., 431.
176 Ibid., 425–426.
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Solzhenitsyn, recalled, “When I spoke in America in late 1972 to an audience,

consisting mainly of Jews, I was amazed at the number of questions I was asked

about Solzhenitsyn’s ‘antisemitism’.”177 Most prominent were the complaints that

Jewish characters in his novels should have been either more virtuous or heroic.178

However, many Jewish readers forcefully rebuffed such demands. For instance,

Simon Markish argued that they could arise only because

it simply was beyond all comprehension that there had appeared in our midst a writer in

whose eyes the Truth – its artistic variation included – superseded all other considerations.

We held too rigidly to the view that no ‘progressive’ writer [. . .] would ever portray a

Jewish rogue: not only would he have been conforming thereby to the official antisemitism,

but he might also have done his reputation as a progressive irreparable harm.179

Then, “a storm of protest greeted the publication of the second volume of The
Gulag Archipelago – there were too many names and photographs of Jews among

the creators and builders of the slave camps.”180 A number of Jewish critics again

instantly objected, stating that the same book – a huge collection of stories about the

Soviet prison camp system based on Solzhenitsyn’s and his helpers’ personal

experiences and extensive research – included several touching accounts about

courageous and the most respectable Jewish inmates and that, besides, “considering

the proportionally high number of Jews who are known to have been active in the

NKVD and in the camps throughout the 1930s, Solzhenitsyn should probably be

regarded as charitable in his treatment of the Jewish role in the secret police.”181

They further argued that “One cannot accuse a whole people for crimes committed

by Naftali Frenkel, the founder of the GULag system. But we should not be silent

either – a great writer cannot sacrifice the truth. Indeed Solzhenitsyn has not only

words of tenderness for his own people; why then should he view the Jews

differently?”182

In a similar vein Solzhenitsyn was accused of portraying some historical Jews of

the pre-revolutionary years – Parvus, the millionaire having financed Lenin, or

Dmitrii Bogrov, the assassin of Russia’s Prime Minister Stolypin – in terms which,

so the critics claimed, brought to mind some standard images of traditional anti-

Semitism such as the Jew as a snake-like creature full of evil will.183 Once more a

number of conscientious Jews refuted such a demand as profoundly humiliating and

insisted that Solzhenitsyn’s greatness lay in that in his works “Jews are living

177 Rutman 1974, 14.
178 Very persistent in claiming this has been Grigorii Pomerants. For his texts containing this

argument, see Pomerants 1990 [1970s]; 1994 [1985]; 1995 [1985/1987]; 1990a.
179Markish 1977, 69–70.
180 Ibid., 72.
181 Frankel 1975, 59–60.
182 Rutman 1974, 10.
183 Thomas 1998, 489 recounts some of such allegations.
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people with recognisable Jewish characteristics but not conspicuously presented

mannequins”.184

Those who still held some reservations as to whether Solzhenitsyn really

deserved to be cleared of all doubt characteristically did not verbalise their

arguments in terms more explicit than ‘it’s hard to say exactly what disturbs me

but there is seemingly something’,185 therefore an attempt to decipher the essence

of these feelings is unequivocally somewhat arbitrary as well. However, it seems

that their central charge was that Solzhenitsyn was not always as sensitive to all

Jewish grievances as they would have wished, or that he depicted Jews as non-

Russians whose historical path was different to that of Russians, or that he

emphasised the difference or incompatibility of their historical interests or their

way of understanding history.186 I will not consider these arguments more thor-

oughly here but will return to similar issues in Ch. 8.

There is also the additional interconnected factor that already very early on, the

Soviet propaganda machinery had been actively contributing to Solzhenitsyn’s

reputation as an anti-Semite. Around 1974 it had begun, in Nicholson’s words, to

depict him, “for export purposes at least, [as] the virulent anti-Semite” in order to

cast a shadow on his name.187 The Soviets had apparently understood the “utility

value” of opportunistically playing with this label which was so painful particularly

to those numerous American Jews whose families had fled for their lives from the

Nazi extermination machine. The opportunism of this game is illustrated by the fact

that [as Ch. 5 recounted] as part of the rampant Soviet campaign of blackening

Solzhenitsyn’s reputation, propaganda workers inside the Soviet Union were simul-

taneously informing Soviet citizens that he was a Jew – a claim intended to be

understood to mean that he belonged to that species of the notoriously untrustwor-

thy anti-Soviets, the cosmopolitan Zionists, whose filthy misinformation ordinary

Soviet citizens were right to remain unaffected by.188

184 Voronel 2003a, 251. This argument was stated with eloquence also in Rutman 1974; Markish

1977 and Frankel 1975. The bibliography for the addresses with arguments for and against

Solzhenitsyn in Nicholson 1985, 139 is quite comprehensive. The discussions in Scammell

1984, 959–963 and Thomas 1998, 489–496 are likewise informative.
185 As Ericson has put it, “Grounds for the allegation of Solzhenitsyn’s anti-Semitism are hard to

come by. For lack of clear evidence from his works, though they have been carefully combed for

such evidence, the allegation, when it is made, is usually formulated tentatively. And so we

typically find suggestions that he might be implicitly anti-Semitic.” (E. Ericson 1993, 202.)
186 See, for instance, Markish 1977.
187 Nicholson 1985, 122, see also 138. The KGB indeed very much contributed to books of

reminiscences of his old acquaintances cultivating insinuations about his anti-Semitism, which

were intended for foreign consumption (Scammell 1984, 958–959. A summary of various KGB

provocations against him over the years is Solzhenitsyn 2003c).
188 It was characteristic of the KGB’s work that around 1974 another text circulating

within the Soviet Union crudely reprehended Solzhenitsyn for excessive sympathy for the Jews.

It was signed by the pseudonymous Ivan Samolvin, identified later as the industrious propaganda

lecturer Valerii Emelianov who had famously slandered Veche for “pro-Judaism” in an anony-

mous piece. Both pseudonyms are revealed in Verkhovskii et al. 1998, 39. See also Emelianov
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The insinuation of Solzhenitsyn’s “anti-Semitism” came up in the United States

again in 1984. The scandal was triggered by a Radio Liberty/Radio Free Europe

broadcast of an essay discussing Solzhenitsyn’s historical novel August 1914. This
novel includes a large section about Stolypin’s murder by Dmitrii Bogrov who

happened to come from a family of Kiev Jews. The essay mentioned – in a

condemnatory tone – the phenomenon of anti-Semitism, without accusing

Solzhenitsyn of it in any way. Shortly thereafter scandalous allegations were raised

about “anti-Semitism on Radio Liberty at the expense of American tax-payers”.

Even if these allegations, first surfacing in the The Washington Post189 and The New
Republic,190 were promptly proved nonsensical,191 they circulated in different

corners of the American media for quite some time.192

Soon a debate about allegations of Solzhenitsyn’s “anti-Semitism” appeared on

the pages of The New York Times. Among those voicing their authoritative opinions

was Richard Pipes of Harvard, reluctant to free Solzhenitsyn of all charges:

“Solzhenitsyn is unquestionably in the grip of the Russian extreme right’s view

of the Revolution, which is that it was the doing of Jews.”193 On the other hand,

Solzhenitsyn was defended by Elie Wiesel, the most visible spokesman for the

Holocaust victims’ memory, Adam Ulam of Harvard, a Polish Jew like Pipes, and

another prominent scholar, Robert Conquest of the Hoover Institution.194 Ericson,

who later assessed the quarrel, highlighted in particular Conquest’s statement that

“unfortunately the charge falls of the ears of many American Jews predisposed to

believe it because their notion of Orthodox Christianity and anti-Semitism in

Eastern Europe are out of date.”195

Later in his diaries of his exile years Solzhenitsyn wrote that it had been the charge

of anti-Semitism which had most effectively disturbed Western newspaper readers.

Valerii Nikolaevich. For an English translation of Samolvin’s letter, see “A Letter to Solzhenitsyn

by Ivan Samolvin”.
189 Omang 1985.
190 “Taking Radio Liberties”.
191 Shakespeare & Wattenberg 1985.
192 See, for instance, “Trouble in the Air”; “Bailey Resigning. . .”. For a more thorough discussion,

see Sosin 1999, 181–185, 286; Thomas 1998, 490–491.
193 Cited in Grenier 1985. Pipes later rationalised this accusation by pointing out that Solzhenitsyn,

while admittedly not publicising the Jewish roots of Bogrov, Stolypin’s murderer, nevertheless

referred to him not as Dmitrii but Mordko, a shorter version of the Jewish Mordechai. Pipes argued

that since Bogrov came from a fully assimilated family, such usage attests to Solzhenitsyn’s

malice towards the Jews (Pipes 2002). This opinion can be contrasted with that of Aleksandr

Voronel, a Jewish activist and an émigré to Israel, who considers Solzhenitsyn’s usage of the name

Mordko to attest to his profound understanding of the fates of the Judaic people (Voronel 2003a,

252–257). Another Jewish émigré writer, Dora Shturman, who categorically denies that

Solzhenitsyn had an anti-Semitic bias (Shturman 1988, 346), has also highlighted the fact that

Mordko was the name used for Bogrov in official documents (ibid., 369). Pipes has been further

aggravated by Solzhenitsyn’s depiction of Parvus (Pipes 2002).
194 Grenier 1985.
195 Cited in E. Ericson 1993, 203, original in Grenier 1985.
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He added, in his habitually sarcastic style, that “in the United States the ‘anti-Semite’

is a coinage sharper than ‘hireling of the bourgeoisie’ in the Soviet Union.”196

The KGB’s Extraordinary Efforts in Blackening
Solzhenitsyn’s Reputation

I consider finally some of these issues in the light of revelations from post-

perestroika years. They show that during the seventies and eighties the KGB had

planted several spies in the headquarters of Radio Liberty/Radio Free Europe, and

apparently also other broadcasters. They excelled in sowing distrust among old

emigrants of the first wave and the mostly Jewish-origin newcomers of the third

wave, attempting to create an image that the former group was anti-Semitic.197

Mitrokhin’s KGB documents confirm that the KGB devoted “enormous priority

and resources” to the campaign of discrediting Solzhenitsyn.198 Its head, Andropov,

the father of the idea of throwing Solzhenitsyn to the West, tried desperately to turn

Solzhenitsyn’s exile into his personal victory. He used all possible means to

blacken Solzhenitsyn’s reputation in the West. Indeed, the KGB’s operations unit

dedicated to neutralise Solzhenitsyn’s influence by no means expired after his exile.

For instance,

The ‘plan of agent operational measures’ to be implemented during 1975 against

Solzhenitsyn and the emigre journal Kontinent, with which he was associated, [. . .] had
nineteen sections, of which the first three alone provided for twenty different hostile

operations.199

Against this fact it is easy to see how accurate Solzhenitsyn was in sternly

warning Western policy-makers against naivety in their Soviet relations.

196 Solzhenitsyn 2000, 134.
197 One KGB agent, for instance, left an anonymous letter on a Radio Liberty bulletin board which

“listed the names of certain Russian staff members with the label ‘Jew’ attached, accused Jews

who served the Soviet regime of having ‘drowned the country with innocent blood,’ and asserted

that the Russian section ‘cannot be called Russian if it is in the hands of Jews.’” (Puddington 2000,

275.)

Another letter “singled out by name the more prominent Jewish members of the newly hired

staff for various forms of abuse and called them agents of the secret police and Russophobes. Both

letters were signed ‘The Russian Nationalists’.” (Ibid. See also Sosin 1999, 128–129; Urban 1997,

68–70. All these accounts rely on Kalugin 1994 and Tumanov 1993 – the memoirs of a Major

General of the KGB and of the spy in question.)
198 Andrew & Mitrokhin 1999, 417.
199 Ibid., 417, for the measures against Kontinent, see also 416–418; 423.
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Mitrokhin’s documents reveal, as well, that numerous “active measures [were]

designed to discredit Solzhenitsyn and embroil him with other émigrés”.200

Some post-perestroika memoirs by people involved additionally illustrate how

disproportionate were the noisiest accusations about expressions of “Russian chau-

vinism” or “anti-Semitism” in Radio Liberty/Radio Free Europe. Sosin and

Puddington, who both held high posts at the radio station, recount with distaste

that some members of its staff were eager to raise such unjust charges about their

colleagues. In this connection they name Vladimir Matusevich [Matusevitch]201

and Vadim Belotserkovskii202 – who figured in Ch. 5 as one of the fiercest critics of

Shafarevich’s pieces in The Rubble and who had initiated the tamizdat collection

Democratic Alternatives, where Solzhenitsyn in particular came heavily under fire.

Puddington additionally mentions human rights activists like Liudmila Alekseeva

who effectively recycled many of the accusations the Soviets had planted about

Russian nationalist chauvinism and anti-Semitism in Radio Liberty and Voice of

America.203

Radio Liberty/Radio Free Europe was also typically scorned in the leftist press

in the eighties for its blatant anti-communism and this charge was often coupled

with that of anti-Semitism.204 Urban, the former director of Radio Free Europe,

describes this in a rather straightforward manner:

Anti-Semitism was an especially lethal charge, likely to ruin reputations and undermine

support. It was regularly levelled against Radio Liberty [. . .] by ‘politically correct’ critics.
[. . .] The belief that Radio Liberty was a conspicuous symbol of Reaganite Cold War

politics and that Reaganism itself would be dealt a blow if Radio Liberty could be shown to

be promoting racist broadcasts was a much-favoured theme in the thinking of the East

Coast intelligentsia. That such racist broadcasts had not been made was well known to all

who were fully informed, but for those with axes to grind [. . .] hearsay was enough of a

basis on which to raise a great hue and cry and damage Radio Liberty – to the considerable

benefit of Soviet information policy and the KGB.205

200 Ibid., 418. See also Andropov’s 1977 memorandum to the Council of Ministers which

concluded that the KGB “is continuing its operations to further compromise Solzhenitsyn” in

Scammell 1994, 448, translated according to Kremlevskii samosud, 552.
201 Sosin 1999, 281; Puddington 2000, 177. For an excerpt of Matusevich’s “denunciations”, see

vanden Heuvel 1985.
202 Puddington 2000, 279–280.
203 Ibid. For one instance of these, see Alexeyeva 1986, 59, 73–74, 90–91.
204 Sosin 1999, 180.
205 Urban 1997, 65, see also 66.
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“Shafarevich, the Friend of the Notorious Solzhenitsyn”

It was not only Solzhenitsyn whose image as the Western intellectuals’ pet child

was starting to crumble in the latter half of the 1970s. Shafarevich, too, felt this

and not least because it had become habitual to connect his name with

Solzhenitsyn’s. In 1979 – some months before making headlines about how

Solzhenitsyn wants “Russia to have an ayatollah”– Die Zeit declared:

The Moscow institute of mathematics enjoys international renown. But it is less well-

known as a den of myth-creation from where occasional nationalist calls are heard: calls for

Stalin. A philosophical circle having emerged there has been inspired by its director, Ivan

Vinogradov, a great mathematical scientist and incurable anti-Semite, and, to a lesser

extent, by his deputy Lev Pon [i.e., Pontriagin], who regards internationalism as the

major enemy in the battle for human souls, and another renowned mathematician,

Shafarevich, who preaches Solzhenitsyn-like mysticism of Blut und Boden [blood and

soil, the notorious Nazi slogan] in a more feasible form, more acceptable to the system.206

The author authenticates these claims by recounting an awkward literary eve-

ning which the (then 86-year-old) director of the Steklov Institute, Ivan

Vinogradov, had put up. Responsible for arranging the compulsory propaganda

lectures in his institute,207 he had once invited the writer Ivan Shevtsov as speaker.

Shevtsov indeed had a terrible reputation among the Moscow intelligentsia as the

first Soviet anti-Zionist and anti-Semite, and not without reason.208 He wrote about

Jewish men seducing Russian women in ways which have been characterised as

pornographic209 and was sympathetic to Stalin’s campaign against “rootless

cosmopolitans” which had acutely jeopardised the life of the Soviet Jewish popula-

tion. Shevtsov’s appearance at the Steklov Institute consequently caused indigna-

tion in Western and émigré mathematicians’ circles.210

Shafarevich had apparently been present in the event among some eighty other

Steklovka academics.211 He was, however, in no way responsible for it or involved

206 Schmidt-H€auer 1979. The excerpt is reprinted in Schmidt-H€auer 1980, 231 where Schmidt-

H€auer also staggeringly calls “Sharfayevich’s” teachings “anarcho-theocratic” and names

Solzhenitsyn “the self-acclaimed Messiah and moral apostle” (among other things) (ibid., 232,

238). The misspellings alone speak for the fact that he had not acquainted himself with his subject

with all possible thoroughness.
207 As Igor Dolgachev explained, such philosophical seminars were obligatory for all workers in

scientific institutes: “Although named differently they mainly have the same topic: ‘They

(capitalists) are wrong and we (communists) are right’. However, at some institutes (mostly of

the Academy of Sciences) they are really philosophical seminars. For example, at the Steklov

Institute one may study philosophical problems of mathematics.” (Dolgachev no date. Another

good account of the pervading propaganda lectures is Kaiser 1976, 233–237.)
208 For background about Shevtsov, see Mikhailova 2003; Horvath 2005, 159–160.
209 See Friedgut 1984, 20.
210 This is clearly indicated in a number of contemporaneous letters and memoranda I acquired

from the personal archive of Miles Reid.
211 The number of participants is given in both Schmidt-H€auer 1979 and Shevtsov 2000, 405.
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with Shevtsov.212 Shafarevich’s ties to Vinogradov were respectful, cordial, but

remote, both in personal and ideological terms. One may also note Shafarevich’s

mentioning of “macabre situations” caused by Vinogradov in his old age, and his

characterisations of Vinogradov as “extremely strange”, “an incurable pessimist”

and “terribly lonely”, cited in Ch. 2.213

In fact, whereas Vinogradov and Pontriagin were singled out in concurrent

memoranda and correspondence by their Western colleagues for promoting policies

discriminatory against Jews, Shafarevich was never associated with such policies

but was instead well-known for rebelling against them. No doubt, that was one of

the reasons the following surreal anecdote became popular among Moscow

mathematicians:

Once when Vinogradov received a telephone call from higher authority abusing

Shafarevich, he answered:

‘Shafarevich is not a Jew.’

‘Yes, but. . .’
‘He is not a Jew. I’ve checked that myself.’

‘Yes, but. . .’
‘Shafarevich is not a Jew, and other things about him don’t concern me.’214

Indeed, Shafarevich was routinely introduced in documents by independent

observers as a righteous defender of the unjustly discriminated. He was reported

to have been consistently fighting against all nominations made not according to

mathematical but rather some other criteria – and, to have been subsequently

suffering from his rectitude. For instance, after emigrating, Igor Dolgachev,

Shafarevich’s former Jewish student estimated that

In spite of the fact that the Academicians I. Vinogradov and L. Pontriagin are among the

editorial board of [Izvestiia Akademii Nauk], the papers submitted to this journal were

judged only by their mathematical merits and not by author’s ethnic origins. This is

certainly explained by the presence of Igor Shafarevich in the editorial board. Being a

deputy chief until fall of 1977 he has been the most responsible and influential in the

staff.215

Similar depictions of Shafarevich were the rule, not the exception. For instance,

the French mathematician Laurent Schwarz stated at the International Colloquium

on Anti-Semitism in 1979 that

212 This is illustrated by Shevtsov’s memoirs where he writes in depth about his newly found and

most heartfelt friendship with Vinogradov and their shared political beliefs, never mentioning

Shafarevich (Shevtsov 2000). Elsewhere he notes approvingly that “the Russian spirit prevailed in

the [Steklov] institute since science was in the hands of such patriots as Vinogradov, Pontriagin,

and Keldysh.” Again he said nothing about the head of the algebra section, Shafarevich. (Shevtsov

2003, 135.)
213 Indeed, Shevtsov’s reminiscences – which of course may be misleading – create a strong

impression that Vinogradov had almost no other friends except for Shevtsov himself.
214 Freiman 1980, 44.
215 Dolgachev no date.
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Lately much has been said concerning passivity when faced by the Holocaust – well, in the

USSR passivity is enormous. The Soviet man does not know how to react to events except

the Jews who wish to emigrate to Israel and they have extraordinary courage and audacity.

But everybody else except a small minority such as Sakharov, Chaferievitch [sic] or the

physicist Orlov, are passive in the face of events.216

When Shafarevich had stood up against a politically motivated scientific nomi-

nation, Dolgachev wrote: “Shafarevich would never let his political views interfere

with mathematics and would never say anything he does not believe.”217

Shafarevich’s Positions During the Soviet Years: A Summary

Finally, before turning to the years of perestroika – during which, as Ch. 1 hinted, it

will become quite common to allege that Shafarevich is notoriously anti-democratic

and nationalistic – I attempt to determine some coordinates of his ideological position

so far. The first question concerns his relation to Russia and nationalism, the second

his relation to democracy, freedom and the West.

First of all, however, some basic facts concerning nationalities policies in the

Soviet Union need to be pinned down. They shed light on the origins of differences

of opinions among Soviet dissidents, samizdat authors, emigrants, and Western

scholars, rendering understandable the puzzlingly sharp divisions between them. As

such they provide the background for judging Shafarevich’s stance towards Russia

and nationalism (and his future addresses). I begin by inspecting the contradictory

notions as to whether pre-revolutionary Russian history was the ideological foun-

dation for the Soviet experiment. As has transpired so far, such prominent scholars

as Richard Pipes, Walter Laqueur, and Aleksandr Ianov are prone to answer

affirmatively.

If, say, one starts to unravel Soviet history from the last years of Stalin’s reign, a

notion of an unbreakable continuum from pre-revolutionary Russia would indeed

seem to make sense, as would a notion of the express emphasis of Russianness in all

Soviet life: during the post-war years Soviet children were taught in school that the

only inventions of humanity not of Soviet or Russian origin were the electric chair

and toaster. According to a popular joke – which swelled the Soviet dogma only

very slightly – the Soviet Union was even “the homeland of elephants”. For art

critics, too, it could be fatal to claim that any Soviet or Russian writer or artist had

ever received worthy influence from the West.

This epoch was characterised by hysterical suspicion of all things alien in every

sphere of life. One notorious culmination of these witch hunts was the “anti-

cosmopolitan campaign” directed against the Jewish population of the Soviet

216 Schwarz 1979.
217 Dolgachev 1980. See also The Situation in Soviet Mathematics, 86 and Nathanson 1980, xii.
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Union.218 Only Stalin’s death saved it from the fate of several other minority

nationalities, among them the Crimean Tatars, Chechens, Balts, Ingrian Finns and

Germans, deported to Central Asia or Siberia.219 Even if the Jews did not have to

experience such physical persecution, psychological pressure against them was

very strong: unlike other suspect minority nationalities, Soviet Jews were mostly

urban well-educated people living not in a particular geographical territory on the

fringes of the country but in major cities of Russia and Ukraine. Consequently the

campaign to defame them was vociferous and reached all spheres of everyday

life.220

It would, however, be wrong to take this period of Stalin’s last years as

characteristic of the whole of the Soviet era or to draw far-reaching conclusions

about Soviet nationalities policies on it alone. Starting with the revolution and

lasting up to 1935, a policy of equally grotesque proportions of declaring anything

Russian as anti-Soviet had been carried out. This had been part of a full-fledged war

against “the cursed past”. In the often-cited phrase by E. H. Carr,

Never had the heritage of the past been more sharply, more sweepingly or more

provocatively rejected; never had the claim to universality been more uncompromisingly

asserted; never in any previous revolution had the break in continuity seemed so

absolute.221

Until 1935 “Russian” was the denominator of all things of the past to be

annihilated: religion and church, tsarism, agrarian society, and traditional family

values. The Soviet authorities taught Russianness to be the embodiment of repres-

sion, exploitation, chauvinism, imperialism, backwardness and superstition. In

general, “Russian” had become a synonym of all things evil and worthless, “Soviet”

a synonym of things praiseworthy.

This line had even certain roots in the pre-revolutionary period when it had been

fashionable among the discontented intelligentsia to denounce any expressions of

patriotism as “Great Russian chauvinism”. This, again, was not terribly astonishing

as such, since in this country agonising in a major structural change it was common

to cling to the unifying symbols – tsar and Orthodoxy – in a panicky way at the

same time as their essence was being increasingly substituted by mere external

form.

Thus, in the course of the revolution “the struggle with Great Russian chauvinism”

proved to be an efficient way to win sympathy for the revolutionary movement –

among both the Russian intelligentsia and non-Russian population. Later this slogan

(and the accompanying demonstrative discrimination of native Russians) was

218 Simon 1986, 240.
219 Ibid., 242, for deportations of these other nationalities, see 109, 120, 127, 203–205, 217–234,

242–244, 274–280, 285, 311, 374–376, 396–398, 415–418.
220 Kostyrchenko 2003. Solzhenitsyn’s novel The First Circle is a good period piece set in this

oppressive atmosphere.
221 Cit. in Dunlop 1983, 3 and Carter 1990, 43.
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harnessed for purposes of having titular nations of smaller republics of the Soviet

Union swallow the aggressive policy of Sovietisation.222

As was the case with other Soviet twists in nationalities policies, derision of

Russians was a tool, not an end in itself. It was an implement of a flirtatious policy

of “indigenisation” of smaller nations, itself part of the greater policy of divide and

rule. In Sakwa’s words, another aspect to it was that “borders between ethno-federal

units were often demarcated precisely to cause maximum aggravation between

peoples”.223

In the mid-thirties the tide turned and a campaign of Russification was launched.

One aim – although not the only one – of the Soviet authorities was to further

control and tame the peoples of the Soviet Union for the good of socialism. Here,

however, a point made by Solzhenitsyn may be taken into account: for a Russian it

is no consolation if she is raped while being given orders in her own language224 –

nor can she reasonably be expected to feel proud if her language is used when doing

the same to those of other nations.

Nevertheless, due to the fact that their language was made a tool of

Sovietisation, their capital became the capital of the Soviet state and so on, the

right of Russians to retain a Russian identity by the side of the Soviet identity was

most strictly checked. Whereas qualifiers such as “Armenian” or “Karelian” still

had a certain raison d’être, “Russian” had something of an indecent, provocative

ring to it that was to be swiftly silenced by replacing it with “Soviet”. This remained

the case even long after the mid-thirties.225

The logic of blotting out any traces of anything’s Russianness for the sake of

revering its highest, Soviet essence eventually led to the grotesque Soviet patriotic

propaganda campaign of post-war years mentioned earlier. As was shown, even the

Russian past became ultimately derivative of the Soviet present and was hijacked

for purposes of demonstrating the glorious self-sufficiency of socialism.226

The shift in the stance towards Russianness also required an external impetus,

the war. From 1935 onwards Stalin had cautiously begun to draw (Russian) military

heroes from history to whip up battle spirit. In June 1941, after the German attack

taking Stalin by surprise, he was already greatly more liberal in borrowing unifying

symbols from the past. They were sorely needed to motivate the predominantly

agrarian, Slavic population to the front to defend the same Soviet homeland which

had ravaged their traditional agrarian lifestyle, cursed and demeaned their religion

and the heritage of their fathers and mothers, subjecting them, on the top of it, out of

sheer ruthlessness and stupidity, to severe famines.227

222 Smith 1990, 6.
223 Sakwa 1997, 7. See also Baev 1995.
224 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1980]a, 355.
225 Carrère d’Encausse 1990, 306–307.
226 Agursky 1989b, in particular 149; Dunlop 1983, 27–28.
227 See, for instance Dunlop 1983, 20–21. Judging by the 1939–1940 Winter War with Finland,

Stalin certainly had reason to worry. Despite overwhelming supremacy in men and war equipment,
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Stalin went so far as to seek advice from imprisoned Orthodox bishops, to open

more than ten thousand churches and to liberate more than two thousand priests

from the camps.228 On 21 December 1941 Pravda declared that the Soviet Union

defended “‘Russian culture’, ‘Russian people’, ‘old Russian cathedrals and

churches’ against the ‘fascist Barbarians’”.229 Tellingly enough, the word “holy”

mostly appeared with “war” only, thus indicating the master it was expected to

serve.230

In line with this opportunist tactical shift Stalin began to call Russians “the elder

brethren” of all Soviet peoples, increasingly presenting Russian history as an

organic part of Soviet life. This was, indeed, completely contrary to his earlier

emphases.231 Sticking to the war-time propaganda was for Stalin a handy means to

retain his own glory as the hailed generalissimus; all the more so because during the

war he had no doubt learnt that in the parlance of his Western allies he was namely

the leader of “the Russians”, not the Soviets.232 Lastly, as Gerhard Simon aptly

states, a most important side in

the glorification of all things Russian was a campaign against ‘sycophancy and toadyism in

front of the West and its capitalist culture’. Denunciation of the ‘decadent, rotten culture of

the contemporary bourgeois West’ and the struggle against ‘detraction of values and the

independent importance of Russian culture’ must have served, at the core, as a justification

for drawing the ‘iron curtain’ in Eastern Europe.233

During Khrushchev’s rule the tide again turned to another extreme. In the sphere

of nationalities policy the accent was put on rehabilitation of deported peoples and

on granting all Soviet nationalities at least elementary conditions for “flourishing”.

But, as Graham Smith notes, it became “increasingly evident that this was to occur

concomitantly with encouraging their ‘coming together’”, a process which was

the Soviets lost some five men to one Finn on the front (Krivosheev 1997). Stories were circulating

among Soviet citizens about a poorly conducted war effort and Soviet soldiers being frozen to

death without even decent boots, and examination records (one example is Neigauz 2000b, 11) and

secret reports of general sentiments in the country (see, Khristoforov et al. 2009) betrayed that

many Soviet citizens were sympathetic to Finland. It was, in other words, vital to depict the new,

already so much more demanding war with Germany as a “Great patriotic war” having its

validation in the historical continuum of Russians’ heroic struggle with external aggressors.
228Ware 1991, 167.
229 Simon 1986, 207, who relies on Oberl€ander 1967, 72–74.
230 See also, Miner 2003.
231 Simon 1986, 207. As Shafarevich had convincingly argued in his polemic with Medvedev and

other texts on socialism, it was normal for the Bolsheviks – up to the point that this was an inherent

part of their ideology – to twist the truth, should it only “serve the higher end”. On several

occasions he quoted the prominent Bolshevik Georgii Piatakov who had written that if the party

will declare that black is white and white is black, he will accept it and fight for this truth. Piatakov,

like numerous other Bolsheviks, was shot by his comrades in the purges of 1937. (See for instance,

Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 242–244; 2004a, 14.)
232 See, for instance, Roosevelt’s and Churchill’s statements and correspondence.
233 Simon 1986, 240. His two citations are from authoritative Soviet texts from 1947 and 1948.
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ultimately to culminate in their merger.234 As part of this campaign of dogmatic

purity the single stream theory – the conception of Soviet history as a continuation

of pre-revolutionary Russian history – was reasserted as heretic. In practice this

meant again the sanctioning of forceful scorn for all things Russian, and the

launching of a large-scale campaign against religion, believers, and monuments

of the pre-revolutionary era. And, in a manner reminiscent of the 1920s and 1930s,

Khrushchev subjected agriculture and the countryside to megalomaniac, utopian

experiments with devastating results.

In the Brezhnev era the wildest excesses of the Stalin and Khrushchev regimes

were buried as was seen. It was possible now to write about the Russian past if the

courage of the Russian people before its tsarist oppressors was emphasised. Russian

folk art and peasant traditions could be spoken of in a positive tone, but only as long

as it became clear that the peasantry of the past had since evolved into the

socialistically enlightened proletariat liberated from their former prejudices. Chris-

tian implications of the past were simply ignored, or when this was impossible,

depicted as expressions of backward magic or oppressive structures. It was also

typical to depict the Christian layer of folk traditions as very thin and to trace down

their core to pre-Christian traditions.235

With such a prevailing code of norms it was not exactly surprising that in the late

sixtiesMolodaia gvardiia published texts calling for a fresh start in the relation with
Russianness. However, as the Molodaia gvardiia version of Russianness was

“repulsively blown up” and “dolled up in commie-patriotic rags”, as Solzhenitsyn

had put it,236 it is not surprising, either, that it alarmed Meerson-Aksenov, Ianov

and others.237 Quite understandably this initiative brought to their minds the most

grotesquely xenophobic post-war nationalist campaign which Meerson, for one,

had experienced as a little boy of a Jewish father in Moscow.238 The rabid anti-

Jewish campaign intended to minimise emigration’s appeal that was launched very

soon after must have just confirmed these impressions. Indeed, on one occasion

when polemising against Solzhenitsyn (and in the person of Solzhenitsyn, all

contemporaneous Russian Orthodox patriotism) Ianov, clearly distressed, asked:

234 Smith 1990, 7.
235 von Lilienfeld 1987, 248.
236 Solzhenitsyn 1975, 267 [English: 245].
237 In his surveys of the samizdat debate on nationalist themes which he wrote in the West,

Meerson-Aksenov highlights the significance of Molodaia gvardiia, stressing that “the Russian

ethnocentrist patriotic movement [. . .] sprang up within [its] ranks[.]” (Aksenov Meerson 1980,

110; Meerson-Aksenov 1977, 345–347.) It is very probable that Amalrik and many others were

reacting specifically against the Molodaia gvardiia articles as well.
238Meerson-Aksenov has recounted that at the height of Stalin’s anti-Jewish campaign all the Jews

of the factory where his father had been working a little earlier were either fired or killed. Desire to

protect his son was also the reason why Meerson-Aksenov’s mother had him baptised at the age of

nine. (Kornblatt 2004, 60–61.)
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[Solzhenitsyn] does not disentangle himself from the Molodaia gvardiia’s Stalinist

Chalmaev and Lobanov. Why? He has not declared urbi et orbi that he is not with them,

the racists, the anti-Semites, and the Neo-Nazis, [he has not made it publicly known] that he

is against them. Why?239

The article shows clearly that Ianov did not suspect for a moment Solzhenitsyn

of “being with them”. Rather, the reason for his distress was that Solzhenitsyn had

not identified them as the major threat to the country and condemned them very

loudly.

Arguably for such Western historians as Pipes or Laqueur, who were prone to

make similar interpretations as Ianov and Meerson, these same associations played

a role: The Nazi Holocaust for them had been an enormous personal tragedy and a

shock.240 Thus they were understandably flabbergasted to have found out about

fresh propaganda campaigns against Jews in the post-war Soviet Union – the more

so when these campaigns were connected with a macabre praising of all things

Russian-cum-Soviet. Consequently, when discussing the Soviet Union of that time

they paid central attention to this theme.

Nonetheless, it is indisputable that when these authors and scholars reacted with

vociferous protests against all expressions of Russian patriotism, they were barking

up the wrong tree. This was one of the important points raised in The Rubble.
Perhaps most explicitly – although very delicately – it had been stated by Borisov:

The intelligentsia’s unwavering aversion to the false official patriotism into which Stalin

drove to direct the genuine national exaltation of the war years (succeeding generations will

forever associate this ‘patriotism’ with the purges of ‘cosmopolitans’ and arrests of Jews),

plus guilt for the Russification of the fringe republics and hostility to official anti-Semitism –

all this directly motivates the humanist protest against ‘Great Russian chauvinism’ or – to put

it another way – ‘nationalism’.241

This point of Borisov’s could be reformulated by modifying Solzhenitsyn’s

words cited in Ch. 4 which described the curious Soviet logic of sharply contrasting

city with countryside: in our country things are so gloomily strained – because

during the war, the word ‘Russian’ suddenly became synonymous with ‘Soviet’ and

soon after the word ‘Jewish’ became synonymous with ‘enemy of the people’ – that

if you now pronounce the word ‘Russian’ in an approving tone, it is already

interpreted to mean ‘hit the Jews!’

One example of this paradoxical logic was the way in which Russian

pochvennichestvo was unceremoniously identified with anti-Semitism in the inter-

view with Aleksandr Men.

When attempting to deconstruct this logic, it is very important to note that

responsibility for the Soviet nationality policies did not lie with Russian patriots

any more than with the Soviet Jews, but rather with the socialists opportunistically

239 Ianov 1980b, 101.
240 Both fled the Nazis in their youth, Laqueur from Germany and Pipes from Poland (Laqueur

2001; Pipes 2003).
241 Borisov 1974, 197.
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playing the nationalist card for their own ends. For them, all national sentiments

were deplorable; usable primarily as tools of political manoeuvering. Indeed,

identifying all Russian patriotism or Russianness with the way Stalin and his

successors took advantage of them is as far-fetched as identifying vegetarianism

with Hitlerism. Then again, there were still many more historical and psychological

layers to such misunderstanding. I shall discuss these in Ch. 8. which is dedicated to

Shafarevich’s Russophobia.
To summarise eventually Shafarevich’s stance towards the nationalities issues, it

is clear that his major motive was his apprehension about the tremendous role

which socialist ideology played in inciting national strife in the Soviet Union. His

intention was to expose the doings of this ideology, and thus, to contribute to mutual

understanding and good relations between nationalities.

In studies by Western authors it is common to define “patriotism” as something

moderate – love for one’s country within healthy limits which does not clash with

other peoples’ love for their country. “Nationalism”, again, is conceived as its

negative double that easily also implies hatred of other peoples. According to this

definition Shafarevich is a patriot, not a nationalist. If, however, these two concepts

are defined in a way consistent with the way they have been used in recent Russian

history, Shafarevich is a nationalist, or a national patriot. This is because in Soviet

jargon “patriotism” stood for official Soviet patriotism – loyalty to the declaratively

a-national and overly politicised Soviet fatherland. Consequently, it would be

wrong to assume that self-proclaimed “nationalists” in the Soviet Union would

have proudly sported an intolerant reputation. Indeed, the discussions on Veche, the
Men exchange and Solzhenitsyn’s addresses showed how disturbed and deeply

offended Shafarevich, Osipov and Solzhenitsyn felt when they (or their like-minded

persons) were groundlessly accused of chauvinism and anti-Semitism. For them,

such charges were highly aggravating.

The second – and final – question is about determining Shafarevich’s ideological

coordinates concerning freedom and democracy. Assessing them, Horvath, for one,

has claimed that Shafarevich formulated “perhaps the most important anti-demo-

cratic vector” of thought “worked out in the dissident epoch”.242

In a semi-scholarly genre at least it has been common to approach the question of

freedom and democracy by simply conceiving contemporary Western societies as

their embodiment. Such a postulation certainly works reasonably well if the point of

comparison to the West is the Soviet Union. Shafarevich, the ingrained opponent of

socialist systems, naturally acknowledged this. However, the level of discourse

which interested him was much deeper and more dynamic. It was therefore natural

that his ideas did not fit in this primitive framework. As has become evident so far,

Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn approached the question of freedom by highlighting

that freedommust have limits if it is to curtail arbitrariness and not become anarchy.

They held, in other words, that freedom must concern all (or, indeed: be applied in a

democratic manner) in order to be worth striving for.

242 Horvath 2005, 6.
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Because of this perspective they could not fail to see that the major promises of

the West to help the Soviet population – the promise of emigration as a solution to

Soviet problems and the redeeming publicity which the West could grant at least to

some Soviet citizens suffering in the clutches of the Soviet apparatus – were

ultimately deceptive and easily exhausted. While being relevant for the elite, they

had no meaning for the population as a whole. They were, in other words, crudely

undemocratic.

Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn found a similar deceptive idea of an “enlightened

elite” as constituent to the ideology of the Soviet human rights movement. They

saw the litmus test for any ideology and social system in how it treated the people,

not in terms of some selected individuals but in the entirety. They stressed that

whereas the Soviet system certainly was monstrously inconsistent in its readiness to

sacrifice vast numbers of its present population for the sake of its future, the

Western models of coping with problems were often inconsistent as well, albeit

in less flagrant ways. To conclude, it would be hasty to label Shafarevich an

authoritarian, claiming, like Horvath, that he undermined freedom and democracy.

He very much defended them both.

There was also the charge made by Belotserkovskii and some others in Ch. 5 that

Shafarevich idealised sacrifice and demanded it from other people. As was seen,

Shafarevich certainly was of the firm opinion that sacrifice of things like material

comfort or rewards of career was the only way to retain meaning in one’s life when

this was required in order to retain one’s freedom not to take part in a lie the system

demanded. Very importantly, however, he considered that this sacrifice had to be

voluntary to make any sense – it could not be imposed by others. The consistency of

this line which he shared in common with Solzhenitsyn is perhaps best illustrated

with the fact that for these two it was extremely important not to impose their own

difficulties on their helpers, friends and colleagues, thereby “requiring” sacrifices

from them.243

As the previous chapters have shown, the way of action of the human activists’

core group was somewhat different. Joining the human rights movement meant

taking a road where it was common to be thrown into prison and then, after

liberation, to emigrate. It was the “norm” to expect from others the same to such

a point that it could even be said that the human rights movement essentially

demanded new victims in order to exist. Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn, in turn,

tried very consciously to combine the objectives of denigrating the totalitarian

power of the socialist system and of securing their chances of doing this in a

persevering way, remaining inside the country.

243 It is paradoxical that Solzhenitsyn has had to face accusations about selfishness because in his

memoirs of the Soviet years he covered the tracks leading to his helpers by silencing them entirely –

and thus protected them from falling into the clutches of the all-powerful organs greedy to punish

them (for just one example, see Scammell 1994, xxxv). However, after perestroika Solzhenitsyn has

richly given his helpers their due (Solzhenitsyn 1996a).
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Chapter 7

The First Statements During Glasnost

Commenting on “the Nina Andreeva Letter”

This chapter discusses Shafarevich’s first addresses in Soviet press during the

momentous years of 1988 and 1989 – at the time when his Russophobia, to be

discussed in the next chapter, became the object of great passions. Some of these

addresses concern issues of culture and may seem rather specific. However, in a

similar way as during Khruschev’s “thaw”, it was in the sphere of culture where the

political pressure often erupted with the greatest force. Thus, after certain specific

questions involving very small nuances are discussed here, in Ch. 9 I will be able to

recount a wealth of Shafarevich’s statements and activities in the 1990s and 2000s

in a rather concise manner.

Shafarevich’s first public exposure was an article in Moskovskie novosti in June

1988.1 It was a comment on the discussions stirred up earlier that year by the

infamous Nina Andreeva pamphlet I Cannot Waive Principles.2 This stern piece

signed by Andreeva, a Leningrad chemistry teacher, had appeared in Sovetskaia
Rossiia when Gorbachev and his closest ally, Aleksandr Iakovlev [see Ch. 4], had

been abroad. Published on the first page of a major party organ, it had been

commonly interpreted to signal a halt to perestroika, thus chilling the ideological

climate for some weeks’ time. After this it had become a target of exceptionally

heavy criticism, by way of (Iakovlev’s) “official” rebuff in the most august outlet

Pravda3 and then in other papers. As is often noted, it was one of the most visible

trials of strength of perestroika’s engineers and a public humiliation of its

adversaries.

1 Shafarevich 1988a.
2 Andreyeva 1989 [1988].
3 Iakovlev later maintained that the anonymous Pravda piece was a product of teamwork (Iakovlev

2000, 276). He was its primary author, however, and it is habitual to speak about “Iakovlev’s

article”.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_7, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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While there is no doubt that the Andreeva letter was a pawn in the power game

inside the party and Andreeva herself was a stooge of Gorbachev’s ideological

competitors, it would be wrong to read it only as a manifesto of (a) morally corrupt

crank(s4) cherishing the repressive Soviet regime of the past decades. Nor should

Iakovlev’s piece be simply seen as a heroic defence of liberal reforms.5

The Andreeva letter certainly left no ambiguity about its author being a

hardboiled communist: it loudly defended the good name of Lenin and firmly

refused to stop giving value to Stalin’s accomplishments in building communism

during a crucial historical phase. Then again, Andreeva distanced herself from the

past repressions and expressed her regret for them. She welcomed discussion of

political, or at least social problems.

At the core of the letter was her indignation over the youth’s and the cultural

intelligentsia’s sudden and seemingly uncontrollable enthusiasm to blame the

Soviet past for all thinkable evils. She was upset by the thirst of her students to

scorn everything in the country where her generation had, after all, lived all their

lives; a country to whose well-being they had contributed with all their hopes and

efforts. As such, the letter was a rather well-argued reaction against what an elderly

Soviet citizen could perceive as the arbitrary shattering of the foundations of his

life. It also expressed worry about the sudden allure of consumerism among Soviet

youth.

The letter further commented sourly on the return of “cosmopolitanism” and the

tendency to denigrate and curse any national traditions. It was here that the letter

departed from Soviet ideology most boldly even if it certainly did it in a most Soviet

way, associating these “cosmopolitan” tendencies with Trotskii, the prototype of a

traitor in Soviet mythology. Trotskii, the letter noted with disapproval, had been a

Jew who had denounced even his own Jewishness for the sake of internationalism.6

This has given several scholars grounds to characterise Andreeva’s statements as

heavily anti-Semitic.7 Reasonably speaking it is, however, nonsensical to accuse

her of anti-Semitism. She had claimed, after all, that it would have been better if

Trotskii had not betrayed his Jewish identity. Of course, it is well-known that during

the last months of Stalin’s life, when the dictator was at the height of his paranoia

4 It is well-known that her letter was heavily edited by Gorbachev’s opponents who had realised

that Andreeva’s person gave them a sounding board for elaborating their arguments (see, for

instance, Iakovlev 2000, 274).
5 A great deal has been written about the Andreeva letter. For extensive accounts, see Remnick

1994, 70–85; Smith 1990, 133–140; Brudny 1998, 206–208, 319; Pittman 1990, 115, 130; Dunlop

1993, 13–14, 128. While being accurate as to the factual backgrounds of the incident and the role

of the letter in a political power struggle, these accounts also convey much about the contempora-

neous “politically correct” Western image of the period of Soviet history they depict. The later

account in Horvath 2005, 35 has brought more shades to this somewhat black-and-white picture

that draws an uncompromising line between the “good” and “evil” historical actors.
6 Andreyeva 1989 [1988], 286–287.
7 Dunlop 1993, 13; Brudny 1998, 207; Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 137. See also Wistrich 1991,

186; Laqueur 1994a, 252–253.
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and had got it into his mind that all Jews are potential wreckers, the idiom “rootless

cosmopolitan” was used as a euphemism for “a Jew”, which, again, was a synonym

for “a hostile enemy”. The elementary maxim of the history of ideas requires that

Andreeva has a right to define her concepts herself, however, and it is evident that

here she simply used the word “cosmopolitan” in its primary meaning because she

expressly contrasted it with Jewish identity.

As for Iakovlev’s official rebuff, it was in several ways no less Soviet than

Andreeva’s letter: it stressed the unsurpassed value of Leninist principles, socialism

and communism. Their ideology remained good and stainless, only the implemen-

tation had at times gone wrong, Iakovlev gauged.8 Essentially concurring with his

notorious 1972 article introduced in Ch. 4, he praised Soviet patriotism, explaining

it as Soviet man’s loyalty to the party and ideology alone, and contrasted it with

national patriotism. In Iakovlev’s rendering, Stalin’s major mistake had been that

he had compromised the good name of socialism by lapsing into repressions. In this

connection Iakovlev emphatically called for more fearless revelations about the

repressions.9

Against Selective Interpretations of the Past

Shafarevich commented on both Andreeva’s letter and the remarks of those who

had taken to condemn it in the Soviet press after it had been officially shot down in

Pravda. Making clear that he had no sympathy whatsoever for defence of socialism

in the Andreeva letter, he rebuffed many of its critics’ weak and elitist argumenta-

tion. He emphasised that Stalin had been a monstrous dictator (a fact that Andreeva

had been very reluctant to admit) whose crimes it was necessary to acknowledge

openly. He stressed, however, turning now to Andreeva’s mockers, that this was not

enough, any more than it would be enough to know the phases of the most terrifying

smallpox epidemic after its ravage. It was vital to attempt to understand why all

those horrible crimes had been able to occur in the first place.

In the same vein as Andreeva, Shafarevich categorically rejected the explanation

popular in the daily press and appearing also in Iakovlev’s piece that the terror of

Stalin’s regime was exclusively caused by people’s passivity, their ‘longing to be

led by a strong hand’ or the personality of Stalin.10 Shafarevich assumed that the

8Horvath notes aptly that Iakovlev’s goal was to “restore the opposition between Lenin and Stalin”

(Horvath 2005, 35).
9 Principles of Perestroika, 294–295.
10 Andreeva had written, among other things, “Verbiage about ‘terrorism’, ‘the people’s political

servility,’ ‘uninspired social vegetation,’ ‘our spiritual slavery,’ ‘universal fear,’ ‘dominance by

boors in power’ – these are often the only yarns used to weave the history of our country during the

period of transition to socialism. It is, therefore, not surprising that nihilistic sentiments are

intensifying among some students and that there are instances of ideological confusion, loss of

political bearings, and even ideological omnivorousness.” (Andreyeva 1989 [1988], 279.)
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astonishing inner resistance among contemporary Soviet citizens to revelations

about terror sprang from the predominance of such oversimplified models of

explaining it. These models were just making it tempting for people to disentangle

themselves from the tragedies of the past and to reject the thought that “we” could

have had somehow contributed to “it”. By “it” Shafarevich sardonically referred to

“Stalinism” – the catchword of the Soviet press of the day.11

Indeed, should the reason for the tragedies of the repressions have rested only in

the person of Stalin or in some sort of standard Russian servility, a sufficient way out

of all past problems would have been to condemn Stalin and to denounce one’s

Russian identity. It was against such clichéd and elitist ways of thinking that

Shafarevich primarily reacted. For this reason he was reluctant to throw yet another

stone at Andreeva. He apparently felt that her letter, whatever else it was, reflected the

genuine concerns of many: teachers, engineers and other ordinary Soviet people who

had habituated themselves to the system and its ideological requirements without

being ingrained party sharks (even if Andreeva no doubt was).12 These people

deserved more than scorn. Only if treated with dignity and as intellectually equal

sparring partners would it be possible to convince them that it had not been socialism

per se that had given them their basic security and a purpose to their lives. Only if not

demanded to curse themselves and their own history in its entirety, would they stop

denying the fact of repressions in socialism and taking refuge in its ideology.13

Shafarevich suggested that the vitality of the Soviet ideology and its most cruel

manifestations during the reign of Stalin were connected with the general trends of

development in the 20th century. To prompt his readers to consider this more

complex hypothesis, he asked why numerous Western luminaries with progressive

reputations – among them Jean-Paul Sartre, Albert Einstein and George Bernard

Shaw – had glorified the Soviet Union of the 1930s in such an evidently irrational

way and why, even much later when the terror had been unequivocally exposed,

they had still preferred to stick to their socialist ideals. Socialist values apparently

had had a particular appeal to 20th century man. Shafarevich readily admitted that

11 In general, Shafarevich was carefully refraining from sarcasm, trying obviously to be maximally

constructive when speaking to his first Soviet readers. Beyond his subtle, well-pondered

expressions it is, nevertheless, possible to discern some puns aimed at the liberal intelligentsia

and the popular political commentators of the day. For them, hurrying to reject “Stalinism”

(jeering loudly at Andreeva) had indeed become almost something of a ritual of testifying to

one’s political correctness, a ritual essentially similar to the previous Soviet ritual of referring to

the authorities of Marx, Engels and Lenin in all public statements no matter what their subject was

or the ritual of denouncing “the enemies”.
12 At the same time, since Shafarevich spoke of the “Nina Andreeva” action (Shafarevich 1988a),

it is evident that it was quite clear to him that ideological higher-ups were involved in the letter

much more than any Nina Andreeva.
13 Anatolii Strelianyi and Alla Latynina were among the rare political observers to share this stance

with Shafarevich. Strelianyi wrote: “Most of all I am afraid that we will force the conservatives to

shut up [. . .]. By stifling their voice, we risk becoming similar to them.” (Cited approvingly in

Latynina 1988, 244. English translation according to Krasnov 1991, 121.)
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these considerations were not only a product of his own thinking and credited them

to Vadim Kozhinov’s recent article in Nash sovremennik.14 Since this text provides
background for the next chapter, discussing Shafarevich’s Russophobia, I will

consider it now.

“Worldwide Demand for a ‘Human God’”

Kozhinov’s15 article, Verity and Truth, was formally a critique of Anatolii

Rybakov’s novel Children of Arbat16 but substantially it was much more than

that.17 It is relevant for my study not only because it illuminates Shafarevich’s

ideas and serves thus as a background for the coming chapters where these

ideas will be further explored. It also introduced to Soviet discussions such

basic stances which The Rubble had raised in the samizdat sphere and which

Solzhenitsyn had raised in the Western mainstream. The reactions it stirred thus

bespeak the intellectual atmosphere in which Shafarevich’s Russophobia would

soon come out.

According to Kozhinov, Rybakov’s book was representative of many Soviet

writers’ and intellectuals’ approach to the Soviet tragedies. For instance, it had

portrayed the twenties and the thirties as a quite satisfactory period even if that was

when collectivisation and deliberate famines had victimised millions and millions

in the countryside. By contrast, Rybakov had presented the notorious year 1937,

which had seen the fearful arbitrary terror eventually reach the urban intelligentsia,

as the country’s most horrible time of tragedy.

Kozhinov reckoned that many members of the intelligentsia, concerned about

the tragedies of their own, had not cared to form a holistic and coherent picture of

the nature of the Soviet experiment, either during the years prior to glasnost or after

it. He was himself of the opinion that a key to its understanding, if anything, was

Lenin’s hair-raising statement that the great victims of the revolution were simply

inevitable, like birth pains. Such an approach was inherent to the whole logic of

socialism, Kozhinov maintained and continued that it was worrisome that many

members of the Soviet intelligentsia did not find anything so very alarming in this.

14 Kozhinov 1988.
15 Vadim Kozhinov was the literary critic mentioned in Ch. 6. He and Shafarevich have often been

named the most distinguished representatives of post-Soviet Russian patriotic thought although

like Shafarevich, Kozhinov has often been characterised in many other ways, too.
16Written in the 1960s under Khrushchev’s rule, it was first published in 1987. Aleksandr Iakovlev

was rumoured to have been behind its publication (Pittman 1990, 114). Incidentally, Andreeva,

too, had mentioned Rybakov’s novel – as an example of an unconstructive discourse about past

Soviet life.
17 Krasnov’s excellent summary is faithful to Kozhinov’s text but leaves out many points essential

to my discussion (Krasnov 1991b, 110–112). Another good exposé is Horvath 2005, 35–37.
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Many apparently considered that the human sacrifice of the peasants was an

inevitable albeit somewhat disagreeable part of the modernisation process and

had thus to be accepted as natural. The peasants were viewed as the “raw material”

of new society.18

Kozhinov further criticised Rybakov’s tendency to attribute all ills of the Soviet

Union to the person of Stalin and to exaggerate his comrades’ powerlessness

already in the mid-thirties.19 Rybakov’s emphasising that Stalin’s terrifying char-

acter represented “Asiatic” and “Russian” traits was simplistic as was his tendency

to contrast it with the allegedly European traits of his allegedly more civilised

comrades and predecessors such as Lenin and Kirov. As Shafarevich’s article

already stressed, Kozhinov himself maintained that Stalin had reached his position

not only because of his servile entourage or his personal qualities but because there

was serious demand worldwide for a “human god” – a bold leader for a bold new

man desiring to free himself of the prejudices of the past.20

Kozhinov was ridiculed and condemned for Verity and Truth for rather fantastic
reasons: deviation from the party line, speaking up for Stalin, using the same

arguments as Nina Andreeva, and for anti-Semitism. The last accusation had its

rationale in the fact that some of the names of Stalin’s comrades criticised by

Kozhinov had been Jewish without Kozhinov having mentioned or taken notice of

their Jewishness in any way.21

18 Andreeva, for instance, had portrayed collectivisation in the customary Soviet fashion as a vital

leap towards a better society. Kozhinov claimed that this stance continued to be typical of many

identifying themselves with the “liberal intelligentsia” as well. Iakovlev, for one, had famously

lambasted peasants who had not been ready for sacrifices for the sacred cause of the revolution

(Iakovlev 1972, see Ch. 4).
19 This was another point where Kozhinov’s view was not exactly in discord with Andreeva’s. In

spite of the fact that Kozhinov was utterly critical towards socialism (both in general and in the

Soviet Union in particular) and Andreeva was utterly favourable towards its ideals, they both

firmly denied that the whole of the Soviet life in the 1930s could be reduced to the personality of

Stalin. Then again Iakovlev, just like Khrushchev, was much more prone to force a technical

solution: Stalin was guilty, whereas socialism remained good and pure.
20 Kozhinov 1988, 161–175.
21 For a bibliography of critical replies to Kozhinov’s article inside the Soviet Union, see Krasnov

1991b, 112–113, n123; Horvath 2005, 244. Kozhinov’s piece has been noted by Western scholars

as well. Reading the following encapsulation, it is hard to believe that the words “Jew” or “Jewish”

had not even figured in Kozhinov’s text. Brudny writes that it was a “programmatic essay in which

[Kozhinov] blamed the Jews for terrorizing the Russian peasantry during collectivization and for

blowing up Moscow churches in the 1930s. [. . .] [B]oth Lenin and Stalin were only carrying out

the will of the world communist movement, which was under Jewish domination.” (Brudny 1998,
208, emphasis added.) Such interpretations and allegations about Kozhinov’s agenda are indeed

entirely nonsensical. When mentioning a communist of Jewish origin like Kaganovich, he does not

even hint that he was Jewish or non-Russian. And, as Krasnov later pointed out, while naming

Kaganovich as one of the creators of the Red terror machine, Kozhinov had mentioned such

Russian-named, Russian-origin communists by his side as Kirov, Bukharin, Tomskii and Rykov

(Krasnov 1991b, 112). And, besides making sarcastic comments in this article about the absurdity

of finding insinuations about nationalities in an earlier text by him, Kozhinov raises the subject of
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Finally some words about the newspaperMoskovskie novosti where Shafarevich
had had his vindication of Kozhinov published. The journals and newspapers had

their own distinctive editorial policies, and the juxtaposition between Moskovskie
novosti and Nash sovremennik, where Kozhinov published his texts, was somewhat

similar to that between Novyi mir and Molodaia gvardiia back in the 1960s – one

between urban intelligentsia taking pride in its progressive reputation on the one

hand and those sympathising with the countryside, its fates and traditions on the

other.

It was arguably Shafarevich’s newly rated prestige as a former dissident that had

made his contribution hard to outstrip for the Moskovskie novosti, “one of the

flagships of perestroika”.22 His piece had evidently not pleased the editors, how-

ever. It was contested in the same issue by Shafarevich’s old sparring partner,

Marxist dissident Roi Medvedev, who attempted to prove wrong Shafarevich’s

straightforward judgement of Lenin by arguing that the bad Stalin had deviated

from true Leninism.23 Medvedev’s weak argumentation and his total neglect of

Shafarevich’s challenge to approach the subject from a more profound perspective

substantially proved that Shafarevich’s (and Kozhinov’s) concern for the low level

of discussion was well justified. Indeed, when Bill Keller of The New York Times
assessed this dispute soon after, he dubbed it an “extraordinary exchange” because

Shafarevich’s way to put under question the whole ideology of communism and not

only the person of Stalin was still entirely unheard of at the time.24

nationalities only when he explicitly denies the nationalities question any marked role in the

historical analysis of the Soviet experiment and when he rejects and scorns the characterisations of
Stalin as an Asiatic Russian and dubious Georgian “foreigner”, Dzhugashvili.
22 Horvath 2005, 3.
23 Krasnov writes: “Although Shafarevich expressed some doubt whether Moscow News would
print the letter, Moscow News was liberal enough to do just that. [As the editors noted in their

introduction, Shafarevich had sent together with his article “a covering letter expressing his doubts

that ‘MN’ would publish it.”] But it also invited Roy Medvedev to give a rebuttal to Shafarevich,

which in itself is certainly a sound journalistic practice. Still, the newspaper’s bias is apparent in

the way it entitled the two contributions. While Shafarevich’s letter is headed by the interrogative

title ‘Logic of History?’, Medvedev’s rebuttal is titled in the declarative: ‘The Roots of the

Phenomenon’.” (Krasnov 1991b, 114.) The editors had changed Shafarevich’s original title The
Stalinists without his approval (Shafarevich 1988a), thereby blurring his sarcasm directed against

the suddenly-so-popular habit of the self-declared progressive intelligentsia to label people

Stalinists.
24 Keller 1988.
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On Solzhenitsyn and Tarkovskii, Culture and Politics

Solzhenitsyn’s Rehabilitation – a Yardstick for Glasnost
and Perestroika

Shafarevich also took part in 1988 in the discussion about returning Soviet citizenship

to the expelled Solzhenitsyn. This demand had been made by Elena Chukovskaia,

Solzhenitsyn’s long-time friend and helper,25 in a statement published in an August

issue of the weekly Knizhnoe obozrenie.26

Vague insinuations about the need to rehabilitate Solzhenitsyn had been in the

air since December 1986 – after Gorbachev had welcomed Andrei Sakharov back to

Moscow from his exile in Gorkii. Many political prisoners had been freed and

rehabilitated in 1987 and early 1988. Banned literature had also been published. In

1987 Akhmatova’s Requiem, an all-time samizdat favourite, reached Soviet readers

(in Oktiabr and Neva). The works by Vasilii Grossman, the author of epics about

the Soviet horrors, and even Kolyma Tales by Varlaam Shalamov, whose eye-

witness accounts of the forced labour camps belong to the most terrifying

monuments of literature written in the Soviet Union, had appeared during the

course of 1988 (in Oktiabr and Novyi mir).27 Such communist luminaries as

Bukharin, Kamenev and Zinovev who had died in the repressions were likewise

rehabilitated in 1988.28

Chukovskaia’s statement was the first address in the Soviet press about the need

to rehabilitate Solzhenitsyn, return his citizenship and publish his texts. The then

head of the censorship administration of Moscow oblast later acknowledged that it

was also the first Soviet publication published without permission of Glavlit, the
Soviet censorship organ.29 This made its aftermath more delicate than readers could

suspect.

The following issue of Knizhnoe obozrenie attested to emphatic support for

Chukovskaia. The first in a long list of published readers’ letters was by Shafarevich

25 For Chukovskaia, see Solzhenitsyn 1996a, 469–486.
26 Chukovskaia 1988.
27 A helpful overview of the publication policies of early perestroika is Pittman 1990 (despite its

certain facileness in differentiating “the good” and “the reactionary”).
28 Green 1994, 100.
29 Shchuplov 2000. For additional background information acquired from discussions with

Chukovskaia, see Khazanova 1989, 299–300.
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and another scholar with a weighty name, Viacheslav Ivanov.30 They called for

swift publication and republication of Solzhenitsyn’s works and asked the Writers’

Union: “why can, say, Galich and Pasternak be rehabilitated but not Solzhenitsyn?”

At the time of their first publication, Solzhenitsyn’s stories had been an important

factor in the short-lived spiritual revival experienced by society: “A whole genera-

tion of thinking people was raised on them. The younger ones, however, have been

completely deprived of their beneficial influence.”

Shafarevich and Ivanov were hardly exaggerating. Solzhenitsyn’s stories

published from 1962 to 1966 had truly shook Soviet society, a fact which not

even his most aggravated later opponents have wanted to deny. They further noted

that by raising not only the forbidden subject of the camps but that of collecti-

visation, Solzhenitsyn had been far ahead of his time.31

The Knizhnoe obozrenie incident stimulated the first publication of

Solzhenitsyn’s text during perestroika, Live Not by Lies in a Kiev newspaper.32

Any plans to publish his works in the “fat” literary monthlies with mass circulation

were not successful until the summer of 1989, however. In October 1988 almost a

half-million copies of Novyi mir were destroyed in the last minute by the order of

the Central Committee because the journal carried an announcement that texts by

Solzhenitsyn will appear in it during 1989. In November 1988, Vadim Medvedev,

the new head of ideology, stated that publishing Solzhenitsyn was unacceptable. In

Medvedev’s words “to publish [his] work denotes undermining the foundations on

which our present life rests”.33 Finally Novyi mir got permission to publish chapters

of The Gulag Archipelago from its August 1989 issue onwards.

30 Ivanov & Shafarevich 1988. Viacheslav Ivanov was a versatile linguist and one of the initiators

of the Tartu school of semiotics. Dismissed from Moscow University in 1958 for his friendship

with Pasternak, he was never well-favoured by the Soviet regime. When I interviewed Shafarevich

in 2008 (Shafarevich 2008a), he mentioned in passing that he had been very sorry to learn that

Ivanov had been widely criticised by his colleagues and acquaintances because, as I understood it,

he had written a letter together with Shafarevich, the notorious author of the notorious

Russophobia which hit the headlines around this time. Such criticism was of course entirely

nonsensical because, to begin with, reasonably speaking there could be nothing to be scorned in

Ivanov’s and Shafarevich’s call for Solzhenitsyn’s rehabilitation, and there were no pretensions

from either one of them to tie Russophobia to this matter in any way. Incidentally, at this time

neither of them was probably even aware of the plans of a Munich tamizdat journal to publish this

old samizdat manuscript of Shafarevich’s, and Ivanov hardly even knew anything about it. As for

the question whether Russophobia can be considered a “compromising work” in some reasonable

way, it will be discussed at length in the next chapter.
31 For Shafarevich’s further commentary about the necessity to publish Solzhenitsyn, see

Shafarevich 1991 [1990], 185–187.
32Rabochee slovo, 11 Oct. 1988.
33 Cited in Dunlop 1989. See also V. Medvedev 2000.
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It has later been revealed that in 1988–1989 Gorbachev himself had given orders

to obstruct Solzhenitsyn’s rehabilitation and publication of his works, fearing that

he could become a unifying leader of the opposition.34 This was no doubt because

in a manner more principled than hardly anyone else (Shafarevich may rightfully be

called the sole exception), Solzhenitsyn had rebutted the ideology of socialism.35

It was not that Solzhenitsyn was demanding the most radical of reforms. As the

discussion of his earlier addresses revealed, the only thing he wanted to happen

promptly was that the moral blind alley of socialism be acknowledged without

provisions. The structures directly derivative of its utopian ideals should be

disassembled, but gradually, with restraint, he viewed. Most of all he feared that

the fateful mistakes of the February Revolution of 1917 would be repeated by way

of frenzied reforms made for the sake of reforms, in a desire to gainsay everything

previous.

Such a bearing was in a collision course with the line chosen by Gorbachev and

Iakovlev. They were still seriously flirting with the ideals of socialism and, in full

concordance with these ideals, had launched into a quest to localise a concrete,

absolute enemy, Stalinism, which could be triumphantly demolished.36

The Significance of Solzhenitsyn According to Shafarevich

In 1988 Shafarevich seized another opportunity to speak out in defence of his old

friend – in a literary soirée on the occasion of Solzhenitsyn’s 70th birthday in

December.37 His address was first published in January 1990, with considerable

delay, that is. While Shafarevich certainly had a unique vantage point with respect

to this person whose contribution to the collapse of the Soviet system can be rated

as extraordinary, he did not even mention that they were personally acquainted,

speaking of Solzhenitsyn simply as a great writer and about himself in the capacity

of a reader only. And this was at a time when only a chosen few had had the

possibility to read Solzhenitsyn’s words about their close friendship in The Calf.38

34 “Pochemu A. I. ne stanet. . .” which refers to the memoirs of Gorbachev’s aide, Chernyaev 2000.
35 For more on Solzhenitsyn’s historical role, see E. Ericson 1998.
36 For an apt and comprehensive account of the discussion of Solzhenitsyn’s rehabilitation and the

wrangles concerning the publication of the The Gulag Archipelago, see Horvath 2005, 37–44.
37 Literary soirées in honour of Solzhenitsyn still had a certain clandestine air: some of them were

called off because of the authorities’ pressure, and articles reporting about them were blocked by

the censors (Solzhenitsyn 2003b, 49; Martynenko 2003. See also Horvath 2005, 39).
38 In his contemporaneous statements Shafarevich did not bring up the Solzhenitsyn connection on

his own initiative on any other occasion, either. Once, when asked about his relations with

Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich simply said: “Since [his deportation] we occasionally write but of

course nothing can replace personal conversation.” (Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 312.) That the

two communicated regularly during the years of Solzhenitsyn’s exile becomes apparent also in

occasional references in Solzhenitsyn’s Sketches of Exile.
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Shafarevich’s address shows what he thought to be the secret of Solzhenitsyn’s

persuasion when fighting the Soviet colossus. Thereby it of course says much for

his own convictions. It also sheds light on the logic of Shafarevich’s reactions in

other contentions to come, not least in connection with the literary rows that would

flare up later that year.

Shafarevich found in Solzhenitsyn deep kinship with the spirit of ancient

Russian literature. This, he specified, was astonishing because Ivan Denisovich
had reached Soviet readers at a time of the so-called great rupture,39 a rupture of all

life and culture. A similar rupture had been taking place during the reign of Peter

the Great and it, too, had produced a totally new cultural canon, defining only

literature written after it as worthy of the name of literature. Even despite these

profound breakages, Russian literature may be perceived as a continuum,

Shafarevich claimed, referring to the studies of Dmitrii Likhachev and Aleksandr

Panchenko, the two superb specialists of the Russian literary tradition. Persever-

ance of certain spiritual dilemmas was typical not only of the writers of ancient Rus

but such later writers as Tolstoi and Dostoevskii as well, he specified.40

Shafarevich reckoned Solzhenitsyn to be an astonishingly genuine representa-

tive of this Russian literary tradition. It had always been vital for him to stubbornly

try to discover the deeper meaning of the turns of his own life and to refuse to see

them only as cruel twists of fate. In Solzhenitsyn’s own words: “‘And so it turns out

that one’s misfortune needs to be utilised, like one’s fortune. And even, perhaps, for

the sake of joy. But how? But how?’” Such determination had convinced Shafarevich

that Solzhenitsyn was “closer to Ilarion of Kiev,41 Nestor,42 or Avvakum43 than to

some later stylists – Chekhov, Bunin,44 or God help us, Nabokov.45” Shafarevich

explains himself by quoting Likhachev’s characterisation of the literature of ancient

Rus: “the sense of meaningfulness of things having happened, meaningfulness of all

things temporal, meaningfulness of the history of human existence left the man of

ancient Rus neither in life, nor in art, nor in literature.” Likhachev had further spoken

of the experience of perceiving life “as an enormous entity, of discerning one’s place

39 This conception became idiomatic during the war, not least because of a popular film by the

same name. It denoted a turning point in the breaking free from the agrarian, “backward” past.
40 Shafarevich 1994 [1988/1990], 412–414.
41Metropolitan Ilarion of Kiev (11th century) was well-known for his writings, such as Sermon on
Law and Grace.
42 Nestor (11th and 12th centuries), a monk of the Kievan Cave Monastery, has been reputed the

author of The Tale of Bygone Years and several hagiographies.
43 Archpriest Avvakum had been the figurehead of those whom the later history knows as the Old

Believers, staroobriadtsy, those excommunicated during the 17th century schism in the Russian

Church.
44 Ivan Bunin was a Russian émigré poet and prosaist, the author of rather melancholic and

pessimistic works. He wrote, among other things, about malevolent Russian peasants and the

dullness of contemporary life.
45 Vladimir Nabokov was a Russian emigrant writer best known as the author of Lolita, the
controversial novel about an erotic love affair of an old man with his 12-year-old stepdaughter.
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in it” and – as something closely interconnected – the sense of the world as divine

creation.

Shafarevich mused that a key to understanding Russian literature was its

“restraint and temperance, caution of excessive expression of emotion, fear of

pomposity – or, as a religious category, conceit.”46 This might sound somewhat

odd to readers of Dostoevskii or Solzhenitsyn, while formally neither one professes

“caution of excessive expression of emotion”. However, Shafarevich clarified the

core of his idea by referring again to Likhachev. In Laughter in Ancient Rus47

Likhachev had claimed that the eternal problem for Avvakum, the leader of the Old

Believers, had been to fight against the temptation of regarding himself a righteous

man. In this struggle he had adopted humour as his shield and protection.48 This

temptation was also seriously pestering Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich gauged, and how

could it not: when working on The Gulag Archipelago he was writing something he

perceived to be a testament left by all those who had not survived. To the struggle

against the temptation of “conceit, swagger with his sufferings, rattling the

shackles” Solzhenitsyn had harnessed humour and biting irony.49 Shafarevich

reckoned that in Russian literature

tragedy is present often, even very often, but it does not demean the soul but uplifts it. [. . .]
It seems to me that this can always be sensed in typical pieces of Russian literature. The

contrary current – that of hopelessness50– can always be sensed in the works of authors like,

well, Kafka, for instance.

Even if Solzhenitsyn wrote about subjects of utter gloom such as war, prison

camps, or cancer clinics, he refused to take a bitter, hopeless look at life and to give

in to the experience that he was doomed to live in meaninglessness.51

Shafarevich readily admitted that Solzhenitsyn’s sharp tongue could dispel

readers:

46 Shafarevich 1994 [1988/1990], 415.
47 Likhachev & Panchenko 1976.
48 A reader acquainted with Likhachev’s works may object that he has also made a contradictory

statement: “Egocentrism of the Hagiography of Avvakum is quite stunning.” (Likhachev 1997,

400.) However, he wrote the piece about Avvakum’s humour after it, and it is evident Likhachev

had reconsidered his earlier interpretation (thus following his own wise aphorism that “a scholar

should always be willing to correct his former mistakes”). Indeed, the fact that Avvakum’s

autobiography is entitled The Hagiography of Avvakum by Himself, quite evidently signals his

conscious self-ridicule. After all, according to the Orthodox thinking conceit is the most deplor-

able of sins. Thus conceit, of which one is aware, taking it with humour, already slips to the side of

humility, whereas humility of which one is too conscious, again slips to the side of conceit. This

makes the battle against lurking conceit a continuous, dynamic process where formal, static

categories have little relevance.
49 Shafarevich 1994 [1988/1990], 413–416.
50Bezblagodatnost in fact refers to the state or experience of being deprived of blessing,

“blesslessness”.
51 Shafarevich 1994 [1988/1990], 417–418.
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But Solzhenitsyn is nevertheless not good-natured!52 He has often been reprehended for

sprinkling salt to wounds. And it is true – he does it, and laughs, besides. [. . .] I remember

very well how I took offence to this passage about scientists: ‘the wakeless pleasurable

slumber of Soviet scientists is to do their scholarly business and thanks to this, to live in

excess, and thanks to this, not to think of things higher than their test tubes.’53

Here, too, Solzhenitsyn resembled Avvakum; theirs was essentially the style of

the battlefield, of fierce defence of their own country and its spiritual traditions they

saw threatened. The fact that Solzhenitsyn possessed rare perception of the charac-

ter of this battle was shown vividly in his publitsistika. Shafarevich returned to

Solzhenitsyn’s old feuds with his critics by noting that, strangely enough,

Solzhenitsyn’s fiercest opponents had been those active in the human rights move-

ment of the Soviet Union. They had then gradually “ended up in the West in great

numbers, ‘having chosen freedom’”. While under Soviet conditions their central

slogan had been “freedom of speech”, it seemed that in the West they were using

this freedom to besmirch Russian culture and history, to emphasise the “slavishness

of the Russian soul”.

Shafarevich concluded his talk by expressing his conviction that even if the

Russian nation and the whole of the world – with the whole of its ecosystem

jeopardised – was in severe crisis, the situation was not hopeless. A way out

could be found, but only with the help of the wisdom of people raised by their

own history, or with the help of the wisdom of living nature, “or, perhaps, in some

sort of ways, the wisdom of the cosmos. [. . .] And our task is just [. . .] to recognise
and acknowledge when it is flickering, and not let it go by.” Literature, Shafarevich

assessed, has the role of “nourishing the veins with which we are united with our

roots. Here Solzhenitsyn, as I attempted to show, occupies a special place. He is

especially close and perceptive to these roots.”54

When assessing Shafarevich’s musings about Solzhenitsyn, it is interesting to

note that more than a decade after him the literature scholar Aleksandr Urmanov,

one of Russia’s leading specialists on Solzhenitsyn, wrote very thoughtfully about

Solzhenitsyn’s kinship with Avvakum. There Urmanov, unaware of Shafarevich’s

text, stated, for instance, that “Solzhenitsyn is to a great extent an heir of the

mediaeval religious culture and not the later, essentially secular one.”55

52Dobr: kind, complaisant, mellow, even: benevolent.
53 Original in Solzhenitsyn 1974 [1969], 8–9 [English: 5, considerably altered].
54 Shafarevich 1994 [1988/1990], 421. On Solzhenitsyn, see also Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 232;

1991 [1989]a, 228–232; Shafarevich 1998e; Solzhenitsynu – 85 let.
55 Urmanov 2003, 222–233, citation, 227.
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Criticising Tarkovskii’s Rublev

Shafarevich defended the spiritual potential of Russian culture also when answering

a questionnaire of the monthly Iskusstvo kino. Commenting on Andrei Tarkovskii’s

celebrated film Andrei Rublev (1966), he said he had been struck by “the image of

gloom, dirt, ugliness and cruelty it draws. Amongst such life the appearance of

Rublev would have been impossible and meaningless.”

He believed firmly that all truly genial art is nurtured by its surrounding world

and enunciates something underlying in its society. It crystallises the most genuine

hopes and convictions of its contemporaries and gives a form to the most sublime in

its traditions. This was true also for the most astonishing beauty of the works of the

14th and 15th century icon painter Rublev. Of course, he had lived during the

tumultuous era of the Mongol invasion of Rus, but in Tarkovskii’s depiction

violence and dumbness were not characteristic of the encounters between the

Mongols and the Russians only but of the whole lifestyle of the people of Rus,

Shafarevich pointed out.56

Solzhenitsyn had criticised Tarkovskii’s Rublev with similar arguments ear-

lier,57 and long before the appearance of Tarkovskii’s film Likhachev had

established that the time of Rublev in Rus was “an epoch of steep advancement, a

time of multifaceted and keen creative work, and of an intensive evolution of

Russian national culture” – a period “exceptionally important for the history of

Russian culture as a whole.”58 It had seen evolution in literature, art, architecture,

handicrafts, scholarship, natural sciences, military technology, and commerce.

Calling it “Pre-Renaissance”, Likhachev had paralleled it with the intensive cultural

evolution of Western Europe at the time.59

Shafarevich’s words much later, when he was once again writing about the

music of Shostakovich, capture well what he saw Tarkovskii to lack to an almost

staggering extent. Shafarevich quoted the way in which Aleksei Losev, the eminent

Russian specialist of philosophy and literature of antiquity had described epic

tragedy: “We experience some sort of transcendent peace, some noble satisfaction

because when contemplating this catastrophe we come into communion with

56 Shafarevich 1988b. Shafarevich further claimed that Tarkovskii had demonstrated his

condescending attitude to Russian culture when his pyrotechnic exercises had harmed the Cathe-

dral of the Dormition of the Mother of God in Vladimir, one of the most valued architectural

monuments of Russia. This fact has been confirmed by Tarkovskii’s producer (for this informa-

tion, see Turovskaia 1991, 72). Tarkovskii has even been criticised for the scenes of a burning cow,

beating a dog to death, and a horse falling down the stairs and breaking a leg (for one example, see

Volkov 1979, 10, n216).
57 Solzhenitsyn 1997 [1984]b.
58 Likhachev 1962, 4.
59 Ibid., passim, in particular, 3–4, 12–29. As to Shafarevich’s argument about the continuum of

the living spiritual tradition, see Kott & Seidenberg 2003 which shows convincingly that Rublev

was firmly rooted in the spiritual traditions of Rus and that it was very uncharacteristic of Russian

ascetics to isolate themselves from society.
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something very commonly shared and remote from insignificant and detached

things, with something universal.”60

It would seem that these words indeed capture a feature typical ofmany of themost

forceful pieces of art – including Solzhenitsyn’s literature andmuch of Shostakovich’s

music, especially his 14th Symphony and the finale of his 1st Violin Concerto: the less

it originates from an attempt to overcome the tragedies and hardships of life in some

superficial or artificial manner and to solve them in ways which are not thoroughly

compassionate, the greater its creative power and cathartic, life-giving beauty.

In this connection it is thus interesting to consider yet another assessment by

Shafarevich about Shostakovich. He admitted that a sense of unfathomable tragedy

which was so intrinsic in Shostakovich’s music and could not but somehow reflect

the tragedies of the Soviet experiment had helped him to conceptualise the essence

of the Soviet system: that its greatest enemy was a human soul striving towards

deeper meaning.61

These ruminations concerning Solzhenitsyn, Shostakovich and Andrei Rublev,

which highlight the close underlying interconnection of culture and spiritual pursuit

in society, reveal Shafarevich’s conviction: when culture somehow has its roots in

the national heritage and national tragedies and yet somehow – if only with its

creative strength – attests to the superiority of life over death and faith over despair,

it is also a profound expression of compassion (to the point of being an expression

of partial responsibility for those tragedies in some transcendent sense). Thus it

inescapably has an absolute value for the life of that nation and society.62

Even if it might seem that Shafarevich was singling out Russian literature and

culture as high and sublime in a blunt or even chauvinist manner, the issue was only

secondarily about the opposites “Russian” / “non-Russian”. Primarily it was about

the opposites of “Russian” / “Soviet” and, more generally, of “the right to memory,

tradition, spiritual and moral values” / “radical rejection of this right”.

The Oktiabr Affair

The Battle for the Ownership of the Soviet Periodicals

Shafarevich’s concern for culture as a token of society’s spiritual potential was

manifested once more in the so-called Oktiabr affair in 1989, which evolved into a

real scandal, and has consequently been discussed in many studies.63 The

60 Shafarevich 2005b, 207–208.
61 Shafarevich 1994d, 454, for Shafarevich’s further contemporaneous commentaries on

Shostakovich, see 1991 [1990], 182; 1991 [1989]a, 238–239.
62 See also, Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 234.
63 See, for instance, Brudny 1998, 231; Petro 1995, 107.
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controversy was stirred when Shafarevich and two other signatories wrote an open

letter to the secretariat of the board of the Writers’ Union of the Russian Federation.

They expressed their concern and indignation for the publication policies of the

Union’s literary monthly Oktiabr.
David Remnick, the then correspondent for The Washington Post in Moscow,

has described the general atmosphere of the time:

What was really incredible in 1988 and 1989 was to ride the subways and see ordinary

people reading Pasternak in their sky-blue copies of Novy Mir or the latest historical essays
in the red-and-white Znamya. For a couple of years, stokers, drivers, students, everyone

consumed this material with an animal hunger. They read all the time, riding up escalators,

walking down the streets, reading as if scared that this would all disappear once more into

the censor’s black box. [. . .] In the dailies, there were articles on prostitutes, drug addicts,

KGB informers, hippies, motorcycle gangs, nudists, mass murderers, rock stars, faith

healers, and beauty queens, and all of it was new. No one had ever read anything like it.64

This massive flow of previously unpublished material was accompanied by

competition about the rulership of the dailies and the monthlies – a struggle to

occupy strategically important bridgeheads of sorts. According to the rules of the

Soviet system they all were official organs of one organisation or another. Now,

however, many of these “formal rulers” were quickly becoming irrelevant – such as

Komsomol, the party youth organisation, in the case ofMolodaia gvardiia – and the
current editorial boards of these periodicals gained more freedom of choice. In

the case of Oktiabr or Literaturnaia Rossiia, formally organs of the Writers’ Union,

the issue was less simple because the Writers’ Union had not disappeared

anywhere.

When Mikhail Antonov,65 Viacheslav Klykov66 and Shafarevich sent their letter

to the Writers’ Union, complaining about its publication policies, their argument

was that Oktiabr’s current line was “anti-Russian”. This, they reckoned, was unfit

for an organ of Russian writers. As a recent example of Oktiabr’s anti-Russianness
they mentioned the appearance of “fragments of a scandalously famous lampoon”

Strolls with Pushkin by Abram Terts, i.e., Andrei Siniavskii,67 “the man who has

suggested to the West the terrible alternative that ‘either the world be alive, or then

Russia’ and who has declared in print that ‘Russia is a bitch’.”

64 Remnick 1994, 59.
65 A former political prisoner and a frequent contributor to Nash sovremennik and Molodaia
gvardiia who had expressed concern for ecological problems and the rising tide of consumerism

as well as defended patriotic causes in his pre-perestroika articles (Antonov Mikhail Fedorovich.

See also the detailed and knowledgeable, although markedly contemptuous, introduction in

Laqueur 1994a, 133–134 and the account of Antonov’s projects prior to perestroika in Mitrokhin

2003, 329–337). During the years to come, Antonov and Shafarevich would clash in public

because Antonov refused to renounce the socialist ideals which Shafarevich condemned, see Ch. 9.
66 A prominent sculptor known for his sculptures of Russian saints and national heroes who has

participated in various ventures for the cause of Russian culture and religion (Bolshakov 2003).
67 Terts 1993 [1966–1968].
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The publication of “another Russophobic work”, the historic novel Forever
Flowing by Vasilii Grossman,68 and an accompanying commentary by Grigorii

Vodolazov had also ruffled these three authors. They lastly referred to Oktiabr’s
announcement that texts by Aleksandr Ianov would soon appear on its pages. Ianov,

they claimed, was “the author of the most militant, fiercely anti-Russian works,

rightfully criticised by Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn.”69 Their letter was published in the

weekly of the Writers’ Union, Literaturnaia Rossiia.
Shafarevich and his co-authors were not the first to complain about Oktiabr’s

line. Nash sovremennik, Molodaia gvardiia and Literaturnaia Rossiia had issued

pieces expressing disgust for Siniavskii’s Strolls, disapproving of Oktiabr’s deci-
sion to publish it.70

Oktiabr’s editor Anatolii Ananev then defended himself while Literaturnaia
Rossiia’s editors sourly commented on his letter and published a host of readers’

letters criticising him and defending Shafarevich, Klykov and Antonov.71 In the

columns of other monthlies and weeklies sympathy poured out to Ananev. One of

the most significant pieces was a joint letter in Oktiabr’s defence by several

influential cultural figures, among them Sakharov and Likhachev.72 They consid-

ered Shafarevich’s and his co-authors’ reactions paternalistic and suggested that

Oktiabr disengage itself from the Writers’ Union, gaining in this way freedom to

form its own publication policy like the other journals.

Later that year the Writers’ Union chose to dismiss Ananev but due to his status

as a People’s Deputy he could not be fired without the approval of the Supreme

Soviet, which it never gave.73 Eventually Oktiabr became the first journal in the

country to register itself as an independent publication.74

In this quarrel Ananev and his defenders tended to insist that re-establishing

blacklists of works or authors would be perilous. However, this was not what

Shafarevich and his co-authors were after, either. The key to their logic was anxiety

over what they perceived to be defamation of Russia and its cultural traditions.

From this perspective Pushkin, whom Siniavskii’s essay discussed, was a particu-

larly sensitive subject.

68 Grossman 1991 [1955–1963].
69 Antonov et al. 1989.
70 Some examples are Kazintsev 1989 and Gul 1989 [1976], a reprint of excerpts of an older

negative critique of Strolls by the emigrant writer Roman Gul who accused Siniavskii of profaning

Russian cultural heritage. See also Lobanov 1989.
71 Ananev 1989; Sekretariat pravleniia 1989; “Ot redaktsii”; “Pisma na odnu temu”.
72 “Ochen prostoe predlozhenie”.
73 Brudny 1998, 231, which refers to “Snova o zhurnale ‘Oktiabr’”. See also “Vse zaedino”;

“Obsuzhdenie knigi. . .”
74 Nemnogo istorii. . .
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Pushkin as the Litmus Test for Elementary Respect
for Traditional Values

Catharine Theimer Nepomnyashchy has encapsulated Pushkin’s unique position in

Russian literature in her commentary to Siniavskii’s Strolls with Pushkin:75 in the

19th century he was Russia’s most revered, most beloved writer. For this reason the

nihilists who attacked traditional values, took him as their major target.76 Then,

whereas the unveiling of Pushkin’s statue in Moscow in 1880 had united together

virtually all the quarrelsome notables of Russian literary life as a spontaneous

cultural enterprise, the centenary celebration of Pushkin’s birth in 1899 was

monopolised by the official representatives of the state. In their desperate struggle

to win over the revolution-minded intelligentsia, they desired to give Pushkin once

more a unifying and pacifying role in restless Russian society.

After this Pushkin was again attacked by the revolutionary futurists who urged

him “to be thrown off the Steamship of contemporaneity”. Such a militantly

disdainful stance towards him remained strong for the first Soviet years.77 Eventu-

ally, during Stalin’s reign Pushkin experienced “a ritual recanonisation”.78 This was

part of a comprehensive homage of (pseudo-)classicism in Soviet art and culture

and the terribly superficial but doubly pompous project of re-legitimisation of

Russian traditions. Since then Pushkin retained his status as the revered and beloved

classic of Russian literature – unlike, say, Dostoevskii, whose works had been

published in the Soviet Union very selectively and in limited editions.

In her conclusion Nepomnyashchy elaborates the symbolical value of Pushkin in

society of 1989 where Strolls appeared by citing the words of Ernst Safonov, the

editor of Literaturnaia Rossiia:

Not long ago I was in my native village, and I was standing in front of a church that had

been destroyed. An old woman came up to me and I asked her when the church had been

destroyed. She told me in 1932. She had been a little girl and now she was an old woman

and obviously the offense had festered in her soul for such a long time that she told me, a

stray passerby, who happened to have gotten out of a car and gone up to the church. . . She
told me, ‘I was a little girl and when they were destroying everything, I grabbed an icon and

ran away with it, but when I was almost home, a man with a bag and a revolver in his belt

tore the icon away from me and trampled it before my eyes.’ When all of these holy things

are trampled, when there are no more icons or very few, Pushkin is one of those icons. He is

an icon equal to the icons of the church.79

75 Nepomnyashchy 1993, 30–41.
76 Nepomnyashchy 1993, 30–41. Shafarevich commented on this in an interview: “Chernyshevskii

and Pisarev believed, for instance, that Pushkin wrote only about women’s legs, that he was a

pitiful imitator of Byron. Such people are able, with primitive partisan thinking, to catch people’s

attention very quickly.” (Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 317.)
77 See, for instance, Curtis 1991, 8: “[In 1920, Mikhail] Bulgakov [. . .] defended [. . .] Pushkin
against charges that he was a frivolous, bawdy writer[.] [. . .] Bulgakov was subsequently criticized
[. . .] as a bourgeois reactionary.”
78 Nepomnyashchy 1993, 30–41. See also Sandler 2004.
79 Nepomnyashchy 1993, 44.
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This view was reiterated in many readers’ letters backing Shafarevich, Klykov

and Antonov. Their argumentation makes evident that the agitation over Oktiabr’s
line was essentially about a basic right to retain the traditions of former generations

in honour, and not to scorn them. It was about cherishing and retaining in dignity at

least something of the old, something cherished by one’s parents, grandparents and

great-grandparents when, for the second time in a century, all the pillars of life were

being knocked down and all the old signs and symbols replaced by new ones. The

letter of a reader who explained her anxiety by referring to painful experiences in

the 1920s and 1930s but who hardly even mentioned Siniavskii, Grossman or Ianov

is indicative:

To mock everything Russian – be it literature, history, lifestyle of the people, traditions, or

morality – was at that time the most fashionable, the most accurate thing. To love or to

bolster something Russian was not only improper but also dangerous: it was instantly

followed by an accusation of Russian chauvinism, hurray-patriotism, counter-revolution!

Even putting up a Christmas tree for children or celebrating Easter had to be done secretly.

That is, all expressions of national life in our own country were pressured, they became

illegal and punishable. The atmosphere that reigned was that of total spiritual occupation.

Agriculture and the peasants had been destroyed, a flourishing school of agrarian

co-operatives had been purged. And, this reader further lamented, essentially it was

in this short-sighted way that the nationalities issues were again raised in the Soviet

Union. It was done by way of artificially assuming national emotions to be

dangerous and, thus, retaining unnatural relations towards them. Such an approach

was simply prone to instigate national passions in an unhealthy manner.80

Readers reacting in support of Shafarevich and his co-authors found it worri-

some that the obliteration of the Soviet Union was seemingly perceived by some as

a parallel project with the obliteration of Russian culture, which was to be replaced

with something more “modern”, in the meanest case with commercial Western

popular culture and consumerism. As the quotation from Remnick showed, it was

not only forbidden classics that were flowing into the grasp of Soviet readers but

just about anything thinkable, pornography and drug culture included. Hence, the

logic of these readers was similar to that part of Nina Andreeva’s criticism that was

certainly reasonable.

The person of Siniavskii was also at issue. In the eyes of many he was something

of a personification of the opportunistic third wave émigré. They could not forgive

him that with his authority of a professor of Russian literature at the Sorbonne

Siniavskii had been gloomily warning about a dangerous revival of Russian

national feelings, and contributed greatly to the fallacious picture of Solzhenitsyn

80 “Pisma na odnu temu”.
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as a theocratic, monarchist, chauvinist and anti-Semitic nationalist. Siniavskii’s old

barb about Russia as “the bitch” was a symbol of all these things.81

The issue was also about the attitude of the liberal press towards the emigrants

who, as Aleksandr Kazintsev complained in distress, were “coming back. No, not to

live permanently” – after all, he mocked, “to be with those who suffer from lack of

goods, who get exhausted in queues” was “uncomfortable”. They were returning to

the readers, with their works appearing “in the publications with the biggest

circulation” and with their “interviews all over. They are taken for advisors and

even judges.” At the same time, Kazintsev grumbled, it was out of fashion to

remember writers like Valentin Rasputin or Vasilii Belov who had written about

the ordinary people of the wide countryside and stubbornly refused to leave their

hometowns or villages.82

Eventually, when it comes to Strolls with Pushkin itself, it is difficult to find in it
evil will or disrespect for the great Russian poet – at least should the reader be an

ordinary contemporary Westerner so habituated to occasional throw-away remarks

about sex and scandal whatever the subject matter that he barely even takes notice.

Siniavskii expresses with much tenderness and insight which cannot but be rooted

in love, why Pushkin is so great, so unique and yet, so familiar to every reader. His

Pushkin greatly resembles Mozart – a connection Siniavskii himself stresses –

whose transcendent genius has no comparison, expressly because he had accepted

it with such a mixture of joy, artless humility and naturalness that never for a

moment was it his own property but a gift from above.83

As Nepomnyashchy and Iastremskii explain in their detailed commentary to the

English translation, Siniavskii incorporated in his text conscious anachronisms and

playful distortions of the facts of Pushkin’s life. Taking into account his fantastic

metamorphoses as an instrument in battles of (cultural) politics and the familiarity

81Yet one thing is that among dissidents and émigrés Siniavskii’s emigration had an air of a moral

compromise more than many others. Nina Voronel, a writer close to the dissident circles and an

émigré to Israel, has written in her rather gossipy memoirs about persistent rumours in the émigré

community that Siniavskii had been allowed to emigrate to France after his wife had entered into

some sort of an agreement with the KGB that they restrain themselves from criticising the Soviet

Union. (N. Voronel 2003, 209–211.)
82 Kazintsev 1989, in particular, 145, 148; “Obsuzhdenie knigi. . .”, 91–93.
83 Some quotations from Siniavskii’s text may be in order: “It would be impossible to find a more

benevolent writer in the world [than Pushkin]. His sociability and responsiveness, his trust in

providence and his confluence with it are either called forth by goodwill, or they draw this feeling

up out of the depths of the soul out into the open with the same sacred simplicity with which the light

is sent to the earth – onto the righteous and sinners alike.” (Tertz 1993, 77) “Loyalty to the honor of

his grandfathers meant, in particular, that the genius was a legitimate child of the national family and

that he had grown up, not in the street, but in the ancestral cradle – in history”. (Ibid., 99.) “Pushkin

(it’s frightening to say!) reproduces the self-appraisal of a saint. The saint in his heart’s contrition

proclaims himself the worst of sinners – ‘and among the insignificant children of the world, he,

perhaps, is the most insignificant.’ Or even more direct – without the ‘perhaps.’ This is neither

modesty nor hyperbole, but a real touch of sanctity, which no longer belongs to the man, who has

realized the insignificance of the vessel into which it has been poured.” (Ibid., 118.)
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of his life and works to every Soviet schoolchild, the pun may easily be appreciated.

Nor is it difficult to second Nepomnyashchy’s assessment of Siniavskii’s play with

genre as essentially self-ironic, an expression of a devotee’s desire not to immerse

the object of admiration into pathos, explicitly since that respect and love for him

are so great. If seen from this point of view, it may even be perceived as kindred to

the ultimate dimension of humility in the self-irony of Avvakum and Solzhenitsyn,

which Shafarevich so masterfully captured in his Solzhenitsyn essay.

If, however, the play of genres is taken as an aim in itself, the pursuit of

eccentrism and scandal easily enters the picture. Whether or not this had been

Siniavskii’s original intention in writing Strolls,84 many scholars in visible forums

of Russian studies have keenly focused their attention on Siniavskii’s play with

images of sexual deviance, his depiction of Pushkin as “the other” – “as Jewish, as

female, and as the Vampire”.85 It certainly also was quite significant that in the

rather short excerpt which Siniavskii had selected to be published in Oktiabr he
developed the theme of Pushkin as a bloodsucking vampire and, quite extensively,

of dead bodies.86 Admittedly, it is not hard to agree that much of it strikes one as

needlessly tasteless.

Already in the mid-seventies, after its appearance in the West, Siniavskii’s essay

had stirred up a controversy.87 This had happened again in 1984 when Solzhenitsyn

published his rebuff of Strolls.88 In his piece, written in the thoroughly Russian

genre of forthright literary criticism,89 Solzhenitsyn reprehends – and does so

forcefully – Siniavskii for his light genre, inconsistency and for what he perceives

as cheap accusations directed at Pushkin. However, Solzhenitsyn also gives

Siniavskii much credit, writing that his piece “includes so much talent – so why

destroy it? Could it be that Siniavskii does not see the greatest heights of Pushkin?

84 Siniavskii wrote it in 1966–1968 when sentenced to the prison camps in the famous

Siniavskii–Daniel trial.
85 Slater 1999, 407–427. See also Sandler 1992, 2004, 301–310.
86 “But don’t get too carried away: what we see before us is a vampire. Something of vampire was

hidden in so heightened a susceptibility. That’s why Pushkin’s images have such luster of eternal

youth, of fresh blood, high color, that’s why the present manifests itself in his works with such

unprecedented force: the whole fullness of existence is crammed into the moment when blood is

transfused from random victims into the empty vessel of the one who in essence is no one,

remembers nothing, does not love, but only declares to the moment: ‘You’re beautiful!’ (You’re

full of blood!) stop! – guzzling until he slides off.” (Tertz 1993, 83.)

And: “Isn’t it strange that so much space is devoted in Pushkin’s works to unburied bodies

smuggled in between the lines. [. . .] Now let’s glance back: look, there’s a corpse, and there, and

there, and there. . . The traveler leaves gifts in one home after another. But – miraculously – the

appearance of these corpses energizes Pushkin’s text”. (Ibid., 84–85.)
87 In Nos. 122 and 124 of Novyi zhurnal, 1976.
88 Solzhenitsyn 1997 [1984]a.
89What Shostakovich had said about the musical school applied to it as well: “Russian composers

had always conferred with one another and criticized one another, and no one took offence.”

(Volkov 1979, 105.)
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Oh no, he sees them splendidly. [. . .] To understand such things – why then waste

one’s talent?”90

Solzhenitsyn is disgusted by what he perceives as Siniavskii’s iconoclastic

pathos, his spirit of principled discomfort at the thought of incontestable national

heroes. He discerns here the logic of revolution for the sake of revolution, and the

infantile and dangerous excitement of rocking the boat.

It has been claimed – by Siniavskii’s wife Mariia Rozanova, for one91 – that this

old text of Solzhenitsyn’s paved the way for Shafarevich who then voiced his

indignation in a wish to court his hero, Solzhenitsyn. This does not sound plausible.

As had happened on so many occasions before, these two simply shared a way of

seeing things. Indeed, Shafarevich rationalised his annoyance essentially in similar

terms as Solzhenitsyn in his Emigration Phenomenon in the autumn of 1989:

[All these fragments about Pushkin as a vampire, a corpse, a lap-dog running around

women, as Khlestakov – the pitiful civil servant who becomes the object of grandiose

campaign of adulation on false grounds in Gogol’s Inspector General – and a royal

impostor] are written in the spirit of a snickering sneer, reminiscent of the style of a

hooliganic ruffian who may snatch a hat and put it in his pocket, and, clapping you on

the shoulder, say: ‘There there, old man, don’t you get a little joke?’ And he who ‘gets the

joke’ should see here a breathtakingly courageous attempt to expose to us Pushkin from a

side which is not the polished parade side – ‘the living one, not the mummy’.92

Shafarevich saw in the publication of Strolls an attempt to shift further the limit

of what is legitimate tampering with spiritual, moral and national values. Publishing

the text in the delicate situation of 1989 was like sending up a trial balloon to test

whether Russians were willing to sacrifice their traditional moral and cultural

values for the good of the international market with its ethical relativism of

“anything goes”. It was not that Shafarevich would have been claiming this to be

some conscious venture involving a plan of action. Rather, the matter was about a

subconscious tendency, or about a sense of direction which was perceived as

desirable and thus allowed to determine the agenda. Pushkin, he saw, was an

ideal target – Orthodoxy and Russian history had been targeted for so long that

they did not do any longer. Pushkin, however, still remained dear to most Russians,

a symbol of their national loyalties.

Here Shafarevich saw an affinity with the case of The Satanic Verses of Salman

Rushdie, assuming that by its spontaneous reactions the Islamic world had managed

to signal that the spiritual conquest of Western values ought at least not to be

accelerated. He emphasised he was not speaking about Khomeini’s condemnable

call to kill Rushdie or any similar unacceptable overreaction, but only of the fact

that many Muslims had been wounded by Rushdie’s novel and publicly expressed

90 Solzhenitsyn 1997 [1984]a, 238–239. For another assessment, very similar to that of

Solzhenitsyn’s, of Siniavskii’s astonishing talent and genuine sensitivity to poetry and his superfi-

cial “aesthetism”, see Borodin 2003a, 116–127 (in particular 116).
91 Rozanova 1993. See also Vozdvizhenskii 1989, 166.
92 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]a, 253, see also 1999c.
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their indignation about it in demonstrations, managing thus to weigh in on its ban in

many countries.93 In Russia, then, how could it happen that

the dirty derogation of one of the most radiant names of Russian culture is being published

in a journal which is the organ of the Writers’ Union of Russia?94 [. . .] Were not the

persecutions of Akhmatova, Pasternak and Solzhenitsyn enough for us?

The answer to this question depended on the reactions of all those to whom that

culture is precious, Shafarevich concluded, adding that he had in mind not solely

the greatest achievements of Russian culture but European as well.95

Later when returning to this episode Shafarevich reconfirmed that censorship

was not what he ever wanted. The point, he again explained, was that around 1989

Russia was under extremely intense external pressure and people were virtually

competing about making “courageous” statements. The sense of responsibility

seemed to be getting lost in worrisome ways, however.96

In early 1990 Shafarevich signed a long collective letter initiated by members of

the Writers’ Union, commonly known as the Letter of the Seventy-four, which

raised many similar issues.97 Since Shafarevich has been very free in signing

collective letters, and emphasised that whenever he has done this the issue has

always been a compromise as regards the general idea of the letter,98 I will not go

into it.

Lenin, Stalin and Russia at the Root of All Misfortunes?

Shafarevich and his co-authors had singled out Vasilii Grossman’s Forever
Flowing as another “Russophobic” work. This novel is the story of a political

prisoner and his loved ones after his liberation from the camps. In this superbly

written epic the reader may indeed pay attention to mentionings of the “eternal” or

“millennial slave soul of Russia”, affirmed by Grossman’s own voice of narrator.99

Consequently, Brun-Zejmis100 and Rancour-Laferriere find in Grossman’s epic

93 Later when Shafarevich was attacked for his Russophobia, he was scandalised and scorned for

these words. One example is Krakhmalnikova 1990, 167. See also Sandler 1992, 295–296; Slater

1999, 412.
94 Shafarevich highlighted this also in a contemporaneous interview (Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b,

240).
95 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]a, 252–254.
96 Shafarevich 2008a, for his general comments against censorship, see 2004c, 136.
97 “Pismo 74-kh”.
98 Shafarevich 2003a, on this occasion Shafarevich also said that there had been instances when his

name had been attached to collective letters without his knowledge. For his stance towards

collective letters, see also 1994 [1991]b.
99 Grossman 1973 [1955–1963], see in particular chapters 7, 22.
100 Brun-Zejmis 1991, 649.

The Oktiabr Affair 231



novel the theory of Russia’s millennial slavery. Rancour-Laferriere even begins his

The Slave Soul of Russia. Moral Masochism and the Cult of Suffering by stating:

This book owes its title and chief inspiration to the Soviet Russian writer Vasilii

Semenovich Grossman (1905–64). In his pessimistic novella Forever Flowing Grossman

explains Russia’s uniqueness by its ‘slave soul.’ Russia is a land of endless suffering,

according to Grossman, because Russians typically cannot overcome their self-defeating

slavishness. If there was anything to what Grossman was saying, I thought when I first read

him, then the psychoanalytic theory of moral masochism ought to apply to the Russians.

Nearly one thousand footnotes later, I have become convinced that Grossman was correct,

for I have been able to document the widespread occurrence of moral masochism in various

spheres of Russian culture.101

Of course, not everyone reads Grossman’s book quite as Rancour-Laferriere

does. The fact that some do102 proves that it would be too hasty to label

Shafarevich’s apprehension paranoid. Indeed, Shafarevich’s criticism concerned

to a great extent the way in which Grossman’s book was served to eager Soviet

readers. In a contemporaneous interview he specified103 that he had been taken

aback when the author of Oktiabr’s preface to Grossman’s novel104 had taken pains

to apologise to the readers that Grossman was very critical of Stalin and Lenin, not

Stalin only.105 Shafarevich, considering this to be Grossman’s virtue, not vice, saw

this stance as lamentable and worrisome. To his mind Grossman’s novel had two

central characters, Lenin and Russia. Grossman had inseparably connected the two

so that gloomy ruminations about Lenin were coupled with strikingly negative

sweeping statements about Russia. In Shafarevich’s words, Grossman

speaks about the Russian soul as about some quintessence of non-freedom. The Russian

soul is an eternal slave, which he even contrasts to the rest of humanity. [. . .] I am not

against discussing any points of view. But it is interesting to compare the reaction of the

author of the preface and the journal’s editors [. . .] towards these two central characters –

Lenin and Russia. Whereas negative appraisals about Lenin demand explanations, soften-

ing and objections, statements about Russia which are no less stark are perceived as

something natural.106

101 Rancour-Laferriere 1995, xi.
102 Reznik, for instance, formulates the novel’s main idea: “Lenin succeeded in establishing the

totalitarian regime because both Lenin and the regime were products of hundreds of years of

Russian slavery under the Czars’ despotism.” (Reznik 1996, 134.)
103 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 241–243.
104 Shafarevich did not mention its author Grigorii Vodolazov by name, apparently considering his

person beside the point.
105 In Reznik’s translation Vodolazov had written: “Although I applaud the artistic merit of

Grossman’s novel, I shall resolutely protest the author’s (and his main character’s) interpretation

of the cause, roots, and sources of Stalinism; his putting Lenin on the same level with Stalin, and

Leninism with Stalinism. In this sense, I protect Lenin. But above all (and it is of primary

importance for me today), I would like to defend Grossman, to defend his right to speak his

mind, his right to bring his ideas to the reader’s notice.” (Cited in Reznik 1996, 134.)
106 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 243.
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Chapter 8

Russophobia

The Samizdat That Hit the Headlines

During the years 1978–1982 Shafarevich rewrote many times anew what was to

become his most controversial article, Russophobia.1 He has later admitted that still

at that time “it did not even occur to me that this work could be published during my

lifetime. [In 1982 or 1983,] after wavering for a long time, we decided with friends

to spread it in Samizdat, hoping that out of the dozens of copies at least some would

be spared.”2

This happened after Iurii Andropov had come to power after Brezhnev’s death.

Andropov had notoriety as the KGB chief who harassed all dissidents and

nationalists, and gloomy anticipations of a new “ice-age” were in the air. As Ch. 6

recounted, one of the first victims of the new times had been Shafarevich’s friend

Leonid Borodin, arrested and given a long sentence, even if he had moved to Siberia

to “be out of the way”. And, as mentioned, in interrogations Borodin had been told:

“We will imprison people. Shafarevich will be next.”3 When I asked Shafarevich to

comment on this in 2008, he said that he had known of the threat at the time because

Borodin’s defence attorney had passed him these words through Borodin’s wife.4

If the authorities had hoped to silence Shafarevich, they failed. The oppressive

atmosphere just prompted him to seize the opportunity: “I had the feeling as if I was

just about to miss a bus, that soon it will be too late.”5 Upon concluding Russophobia

1 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982].
2 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a, 172, see also 2004c, 137; 1990a, 89; 2000 [1997]b, 8. He has later

thanked in particular Sergei Demushkin and Igor Khokhlushkin: “I cannot say that they helped me:

they simply took all the work to themselves. I remember how it seemed like a miracle to me when

in 1983, in the atmosphere of general apathy and fearfulness, more and more people told me that a

copy of my work Russophobia had reached them.” (Shafarevich 1991e, 555.)
3 Borodin 2003a, 153.
4 Shafarevich 2008a, see also 2010a, 114 for the same story.
5 Shafarevich 2003a.
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he expressed this in a more grandiloquent way: “It is necessary to say the truth, to

eventually say the fearfully silenced words. I could not have died in peace had I not

attempted to do this.”6

At first at least some of the copies of Russophobia circulated anonymously. In

1987 or 1988 the text began to spread with momentum, and there was no more

ambiguity about its authorship.7 Etkind’s early critique shows that at this point

some were suspecting Shafarevich’s name of having been forged.8 Its first publica-

tion was in 1988 in the Munich-based Veche. This journal was close in spirit to

Osipov’s samizdat by the same name, having assumed the role of its successor of a

sort. Shafarevich himself found out about the publication only when his acquain-

tance, the philosopher Lev Gumilev whom he happened to come across, started to

congratulate him enthusiastically for it, naturally assuming him to be aware of its

appearance.9 As Shafarevich later learnt, the text had reached Veche’s editors Oleg
Krasovskii and Evgenii Vagin10 through the hands of Valentin Rasputin, the

Siberian village prose writer with whom Shafarevich was not personally acquainted

at the time.11 In the course of 1989 Russophobia appeared in two Soviet monthlies,

Nash sovremennik and Kuban. Two more tamizdat publications of it were made still

during the same year without Shafarevich’s knowledge – in the Tel Aviv-based

6 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 164.
7 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]b, 8–9; 1994 [1991]a, 173; Dunlop 1994, 24. See also Senderov 1989a;

Krakhmalnikova 1990, 166.
8 E. Etkind 1989, 178. Etkind was not the only one to be taken aback when learning that

Shafarevich was its author. According to Levin (1996, 346) Sakharov was deeply saddened

when “the authorship of the initially anonymous Russophobia was disclosed”.
9 Shafarevich 2003a, see also 2010a, 113. In 1989, in a television interview, Gumilev dubbed

Russophobia “a very convincing piece of work”– one “to which I am not able to add anything”

(Gumilev 1994 [1989]). Later Shafarevich commented on his acquaintance with this philosopher

of Russian ethnogenesis: “I often used to argue about the character of the laws of history with the

late Lev Nikolaevich Gumilev”, adding that to his mind Gumilev’s deductions and prognoses went

too far. (Shafarevich 1996d, 229–330.)
10 Vagin was a former member of the same underground organisation as Leonid Borodin,

VSKhSON. After a long camp sentence he had emigrated to Italy where he edited Veche together
with fellow emigrant Oleg Krasovskii who founded the journal in 1981 (for a short description of

Veche, see Popov 2004). Apparently Krasovskii was initially against Russophobia’s publication
(Bondarenko 1998). Vagin, too, had his first pieces in Veche commenting on Russophobia (i.e.,

Simanskii 1989 and 1991) published pseudonymously. In his case the intention in doing this was

evidently to lend it maximal credence, not to deprive it of his visible support.
11 Shafarevich 2003a; 2000 [1997]b, 9.
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Dvadtsat dva,12 and in the New York-based Vremia i my.13 They both lacked

considerable portions of the original and were accompanied by very critical

commentaries.14

Russophobia appeared quickly as separate offprints in Munich and in Moscow.

The first translation was into Italian.15 It was followed by translations into French,16

Serbian,17 German,18 and much later, Bulgarian.19 In addition, at least two full-length

non-commercial unauthorised English translations of Russophobia were made. The

first was by the Joint Publication Research Service, a US government defence-funded

organisation, late in 1989.20 It circulated widely within US State organs and selected

academic circles. The other one was prepared by the American mathematician Larry

Shepp on his own initiative in 1992, in connection with a controversy about

Shafarevich’s membership of the US National Academy of Sciences, due to

Russophobia. Shepp’s translation circulated in photocopies among mathematicians.

Nash sovremennik’s version of Russophobia is by far the best-known and the

most widely noted. When this lengthy article first appeared in its June issue of 1989,

it lacked the chapters touching upon the Jewish theme. This was demanded by the

censorship officials.21 In the November issue they were belatedly published, “on

readers’ request”. The editors stated:

We understand that [these chapters] will call forth a reaction that is not unequivocal.

Perhaps, once more the frivolous accusation of anti-Semitism will resurface, having lately

been heard from high tribunes. However, we feel that liquidation of ‘white spots’ in the

relations between nations is a guarantee for bringing forth an atmosphere of mutual trust

and benevolence.

Russophobia is the work Shafarevich is commonly remembered for. As its

emotional finale betrays, it is very important for himself as well. Nonetheless, it

would be an overstatement to call Russophobia his most important text. It is not

included among his weightiest contributions in the first volume of his collected

works but in the second, among texts tied to the specific context of their writing.

12 Nos. 63 and 64.
13 No. 104.
14 The cover of Dvadtsat dva announced “Watch out, Russophobia. The sensational anti-Semitic

manifesto of academician I. Shafarevich”, and in Vremia i my the editors spoke about

Shafarevich’s text “On Russophobia” which “presents itself as some sort of a historico-philosoph-

ical treatise”, specifying that “the major goal which the author set for himself is to show the

destructive role of the Jews in the life of Russia and the Russian people.”
15 La setta mondialista contro la Russia, 1990 [by all’Insegna del Veltro].
16 La Russophobie, 1993 [by Edition Chapitre Douze].
17Rusofobija/Dve staze – ka istom bezdanu, 1993 [by Pogledi].
18Russophobie: das kleine Volk und die Russen, 1995 [by Verlag der Freunde].
19Rusofobiia, 2002 [by Zharava].
20 JPRS Report, Soviet Union: Political Affairs (JPRS-UPA-90-015), 1 November, 1989.
21 Shafarevich 1996c.
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The following section recounts Russophobia’s ideas according to its uncensored
version. Keeping in mind the grave accusations of fascism and anti-Semitism which

Shafarevich has encountered due to it, it is appropriate to note in a clichéd way

when letting him have the word: “Everything that you will say can be used against

you.” In fairness it must be added: “But anything you will not say, cannot.”

Western Standard Notions About Russia – and Shafarevich’s
Objections

Shafarevich begins Russophobia by assessing that among the immense variety of

conflicting proposals for the future of the country, one stance has become dominant

since the mid-1970s. It is supported by the majority of emigrant publications, in

particular Sintaksis, Vremia i my, and Kontinent. It has been assumed by many

Western scholars, found its way into the Western media, and started to figure in

Western general opinion. Its first expressions were Grigorii Pomerants’s essays,

Amalrik’sWill the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984? andMetanoia. Later it featured
in the tamizdat anthologies Self-Cognisance and Democratic Alternatives and in the

writings of Boris Shragin, Aleksandr Ianov and Richard Pipes of Harvard.22

Roughly speaking, this conception holds that “Russian messianism” is an inher-

ent part of the Russian national character and the pretension to socialist world

revolution one of its expressions. It holds that despotism is part of the Russian

tradition and sees Stalinism as a continuation to the tradition of the previous

centuries. According to it, the Russian psychology is slavish: Russians lack self-

esteem, are intolerant about others’ opinions, and their servility in the face of

foreign powers combines hatred, malice and admiration. Those promoting this

conception warn against any attempts to seek Russia’s own way of development,

considering them to inevitably lead to the rise of Russian chauvinist nationalism,

revival of Stalinism and a wave of anti-Semitism.23 Shafarevich substantiates his

claim with a large number of quotations from the texts of the authors whom he had

singled out as the first to popularise these ideas.

Shafarevich himself finds little factual support for these tirelessly repeated ideas.

He complains that those promoting them tend to substantiate allegations about

complex historical issues with the flimsiest of arguments. Russian barbarism and

cruelty are spoken about as if there were other peoples to whom the accusation of

cruelty never applies. Religious intolerance and faith in the vocation of one’s own

group – whether nation, church, class or party – are hardly traits typical of Russians

only, he argues. Deducing the essence of all Russian history from the persons of

Ivan the Terrible or Peter the Great is as absurd as deducing the entire history of

22 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 86–88, 165.
23 Ibid., 88–89.
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France from the execution of Louis XVI,24 the massacre of St. Bartholomew, the

persecutions of the Protestants during the reign of Louis XIV or the terror of the

French Revolution. Shafarevich considers the fatalism and pessimism embedded in

these views to be disastrous. If taken in earnest, they can only lead to spiritual

desolation.

These writers vilifying Russia study history selectively, from the perspective

of their contemporary consciousness, ignoring the basic principles of historical

research, Shafarevich continues.25 Their panacea for the future of Russia is to make

it an exact copy of contemporary Western democracies. While arguing that Russia

had never had democratic traditions – a claim Shafarevich himself finds dubious, to

say the least – they insist that democracy now be forcefully rammed into the

country. That it allegedly has no roots whatsoever in Russian history is for them

“a guarantee that it is not infected with those poisons which, according to these

authors, have nourished all of our past.” Shafarevich is also uncomfortable with

these writers’ firm conviction that unless the future Russia becomes a democracy of

the Western kind, it cannot ever be anything else than totalitarian. He finds this

determinism hopelessly naive, stressing that forces influencing the life of society

are innumerable and that the spectrum of possible forms of government and their

combinations is infinite.26

On Democracy and Its Prerequisites

The concept of democracy is very complex, Shafarevich further stresses. For

instance, the question about “the will of the people” – a concept commonly used

when arguing for democracy – is anything but simple. Reasonable indicators of “the

will of the people” are found in a large number of most diverse phenomena, such as

the birth rate trend, cultural activeness, prevalence of alcohol or drug abuse, valour

or easy capitulation in war, and so forth. Here Shafarevich is evidently hinting

that it is rather foolish to infer “the will of the people” from the results of free

elections alone because the question is much more profound and much more

complicated than that.

24 The version in Shafarevich’s collected works still includes some misprints inherited from the

samizdat “edition”. (This is explained by the fact that when Shafarevich had decided to “publish

Russophobia in Samizdat”, he had hired a typist used by samizdat authors who had typed it and

then made some 60 identical copies of it, Shafarevich 2002a, see also 2010a, 113.) The text

mentions on two separate occasions the execution of Louis XI (Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 91)

and Louis XIV (ibid., 145), neither of whom was executed. Instead, it was the public execution of

Louis XVI (1754–1793) by the Jacobins in revolutionary France that was an enormous shock for

contemporaneous Europeans.
25 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 89–100.
26 Ibid., 100–104.
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Moreover, he highlights, a system of government of a given society should

respond as fully as possible to the needs and questions arising from within that

society: a fitting system should be perceptive to its historical tradition as well as be

equipped for the future challenges awaiting it. By this, again, Shafarevich obviously

wants to say that there is no one universal remedy for all problems in all human

societies and in all historical situations. As will soon be seen, this is not to say that

some basic guidelines could not or even should not be universal. Shafarevich

simply rejects the idea of a one and only rigidly fixed system which is supposed

to be the best always and everywhere.27

He also says that it is problematic to declare “democracy” to be the solution for

Russia’s future and to consider the question thus to be solved. The question about

democracy and Russia’s future deserves to be discussed with greatest responsibility

because transitions to democracy have very frequently taken place by way of

bloody upheaval (as in the civil wars of France and England). In addition, even if

there have been conscious attempts to create democracy by peaceful means, the

process has often led to violence and totalitarianism nevertheless (as in the February

Revolution in Russia or in Weimar Germany 1919–1933). Shafarevich reminds his

readers of the fact that even Churchill, a convinced proponent of democracy, had

admitted that the fate of Germany would have been less horrible if monarchy had

been retained in 1918 and a formally more democratic model of rule had not yet

been adopted.

Shafarevich then turns to Montesquieu, the authors of the Constitution of the

United States, Hobbes, Spinoza, Rousseau, Burke, Aristotle and Plato, and stresses

the importance of the separation of powers and various social contracts. Unre-

strained democracy, just like unrestrained monarchy, had been equalled with

despotism already by Burke. Shafarevich also claims that in contemporary Western

democracies the principle of unlimited power of the people is idealised to such an

extent that almost any decision taken by the majority of the population is considered

lawful. But, he asks, would contemporary democrats be ready to give way to their

own antagonists, should the latter get the majority vote?28

He summarises that thus far democracy has given a guarantee of people’s

internal freedom and protection from the terror of governments (but not the terror

of the red brigades – here Shafarevich refers to the short phase of “democratic

freedom” in Russia in 1917 which soon bent before the red terror). Democracy has

also secured the growth of material well-being (and brought about the threat of

ecological catastrophe). All the same, dreams that all of humanity will one day

embrace democracy as if it were some sort of fundamental constant of all social life

were to his mind as absurd as would be dreams about returning to an Orthodox idyll

of ancient Rus – such a thing had never even existed in the first place. History is a

27 Ibid., 103–104.
28 Ibid., 104–106. This was essentially the question which Solzhenitsyn had asked when debating

with “our pluralists”, see Ch. 6.
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process of constant change. It is possible to influence its direction but not to halt it,

any more than to turn it backwards, he formulates.29

Rejecting the Idea That Society Is Comparable to a Mechanism

Shafarevich complains that the authors he had singled out reject categorically the

idea that the future system of government in Russia could be based on its own

culture and its own traditions. Instead, he says, they want to turn Russia into a

mechanism with a programme made over the seven seas.

He is particularly exasperated by Aleksandr Ianov’s reasoning. Referring to

Voinovich’s satirical novel, Ianov had taken as an example its despicable Russian

hero whose biggest dream is to go to America and to bring home a magnificent

stereophonic device. He had hinted that despite all the lowliness of such people they

nevertheless are the most innocuous kind of Russians since ‘if he desires a stereo-

phonic device, is it likely that he wants a World War?’30 Shafarevich finds such a

conception appalling, as if Westerners ought to “tame” or “neutralise” Russians by

way of “defusing” their “Russian soul” in a like manner in which the Japanese had

been transformed from enemies into business partners. He apparently sees here a

phenomenon similar to the misuse of psychiatry in the Soviet Union with its attempt

to “reprogramme” those seeking spiritual independence into harmless Soviet citizens.

Shafarevich reaches the crux of his thinking when he distinguishes between two

profoundly different approaches of philosophy of history. According to the first,

history is a process like the growth of a living organism or biological evolution.

According to the second, it is consciously constructed by man and resembles a

deterministic mechanism – for this latter line of thought, ignoring historical

traditions is fully acceptable.31 Shafarevich makes his own position clear when he

says that representatives of the first view regard themselves as helpers and fellow

workers of a power much greater than themselves, whereas representatives of the

mechanistic view see themselves as some sort of demiurges with an almighty

power. When they adopt this attitude, it is almost inevitable that they eventually

resort to the use of violence, forcing the world to fit into their perfect plans.

Shafarevich assesses that this mechanistic notion is being superimposed in the

texts he criticises. Why else would their authors “attempt to prove to us with foam

in their mouths that Western democracy is totally foreign to our nation and yet

firmly demand that we choose expressly this form of government?” Indeed, it is

typical of such a mechanistic notion to picture only two options for the future,

Western democracy and totalitarianism. If, however, societies are comprehended as

29 Ibid., 106–107.
30 Yanov 1977, 21, slightly rephrased.
31 Here he refers to Voltaire’s famous saying: “Do you want good laws? Burn yours, and write new

ones.”
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living things, not as lifeless mechanisms, it is absurd to say that they have two

options only. All societies have been shaped as a result of a complex evolution of

norms of behaviour in the spheres of technology, morality, social life and religion.

They have not been developed consciously by anyone but have slowly taken form

through complicated processes.

Due to their mechanistic thinking these writers – particularly the emigrants –

have made a sharp distinction between the creative elite and the people serving as

its material: “In Russia a member of the intelligentsia is one who sees among the

blind, the responsible among the irresponsible.” Other similar distinctions in their

texts are “the creative elite and the defrauded and degenerated mass”, “the Euro-

pean civilised and democratically oriented intelligentsia and the perennial frost”,

“the kin of the giants and the human sty”. Not seldom do the same authors who call

democracy the only choice for Russia even end up refuting the principle of

democracy, saying things like, if it is necessary, the enlightened elite should

make the decisions alone, ignoring the will of the large boorish majority.32

“The Little Nation” – an Outcome of the Complex Historical
Processes of the Past 400 Years

A key conception in Shafarevich’s Russophobia is “the little nation”. The French

historian Augustin Cochin (1876–1916) had used it to describe the little group of

intellectuals behind the French Revolution, living in their own spiritual and intellec-

tual world. In more general terms a “little nation” can be characterised as possessing

the ambition to change the worldview of “the big nation”, the majority, whose

tradition and history it regards as disgusting and backward. For “a little nation” it

is not experience that affirms the verity of something but the general opinion of their

own group. In other words, their worldview rests on doctrines, not on experience.33

“A little nation” tends to emerge during critical, revolutionary times. It has a

tendency to perceive all social problems as technical in nature, i.e., to adopt a

mechanistic worldview.

In history there have been a number of such elitist groupings that can be

characterised as “little nations”, Shafarevich assesses: the Calvinist Huguenots in

France and the Puritans in England in the 16th and the 17th centuries, the German

intellectuals in the 1830s and 1840s who admired all things French and detested all

things German as “Teutonic” and “Prussian”, and the Russian nihilists at the end

of the 19th century. Shafarevich thus expresses very explicitly that belonging to

“a little nation” is an elitist stance not to be deduced from any particular ethnic or

32 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 108–113.
33 The original for these ideas is Cochin 1921, 43–140, in particular, 72–74, 86, 94, 114, 118, 123,

127.
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religious background. Most versatile groups of people have been tempted to adopt

such a stance in different historical contexts. However, he makes one proviso

(which, as such, basically just emphasises his claim concerning the universality

of this phenomenon): this complex of ideas has recurred in Europe (and in the

sphere of influence of Western ideas) during the past four hundred years.

Shafarevich suggests that modern (or post-Enlightenment) man can easily adopt

the elitist mindset of “a little nation” which seeks mechanistic, “superhuman”

solutions to all complex problems of life.

Shafarevich specifies that contemporary man is well capable of taking notice of

and analysing the political and economic side of life. Neither is he prone to miss the

role of inter-ethnic relations or religious friction when it is expressed in civil wars.

However, it is overly hard for contemporary, post-Enlightenment man to verbalise

other spiritual factors which are much more complex and even more powerful than

these and which also play a role in human history. One important reason for this is

that our “scientific” language has been stripped of such categories as faith, honour,

loyalty and virtue. All the same, these complex spiritual elements greatly determine

whether people experience their lives as meaningful – or whether this experience

escapes them.34

Shafarevich obviously considers that this lack of tools for articulating and

dealing with these “non-scientific categories” such as virtue or honour makes it

harder for people to find their strength and place in life. They compensate for this by

adopting a mechanistic approach towards their environment. This approach is

inescapably elitist. This can perhaps be expressed by saying that they suffer from

some sort of a repressed moral trauma to which their own historical environment

encourages them.

“A Strong Jewish Element”

Shafarevich returns to the texts of the contemporary authors whom he had criticised

at the beginning. To his mind these texts reflect the standard mindset of “a little

nation”. The “cult of emigration”, so typical of former “little nations” of history,

reigns among their authors: strikingly many of them are emigrants, and they seek to

demonstrate that they have left the country because “it was impossible for a decent

person to live there”. Whenever this notion is challenged, it usually triggers a

tremendous wave of condemnation.35 They also typically insist that they were

34 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 114–120.
35 Shafarevich refers to The Rubble press conference although not mentioning it or himself by

name: “In one press conference an idea was expressed that emigration is, after all, not an

achievement and that those who leave have torn their spiritual ties with their homeland and, for

that sake, are hardly capable of offering a great contribution to its culture. Rebuffs and protests

came both in the Western and émigré press and radio.” (Ibid., 124.)
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either ‘exiled’ or ‘evicted’, even if in reality many had been applying for their visas

for a long time [see Ch. 5]. They often emphasise the hardships endured by

minorities but are strangely indifferent to the fates of the majority.36

After thus reasoning that an anti-Russian stance is typical of these writers,

Shafarevich asks whether they feel a sense of togetherness with another nation:

For anyone who knows our country there hardly is doubt about the answer. There is only

one people about whose worries we hear almost daily. Jewish national emotions give

shivers both to our country and the whole world, they affect disarmament negotiations,

trade treaties and international relations among scholars, they give rise to demonstrations

and sit-in protests and appear in almost every discussion. ‘The Jewish question’ has

acquired incomprehensible power over intellects, leaving in its shade the problems of the

Ukrainians, Estonians, Armenians or Crimean Tatars. And seemingly the existence of any

‘Russian question’ is not admitted at all.37

Shafarevich states that the texts of the authors whom he is criticising for their

“Russophobic” views show clearly them to be strongly influenced by Jewish national

emotions. Here Shafarevich hastens to emphasise in almost every sentence that he

restricts his observations to “the works of the authors scrutinised in this study”, that

is, a very limited group: Aleksandr Ianov, Grigorii Pomerants, Mikhail Meerson-

Aksenov, the pseudonymous Gorskii, the author(s) ofMetanoia’s anonymous preface,

Andrei Amalrik, Boris Shragin, Boris Khazanov, Vadim Belotserkovskii, Richard

Pipes, Leonid Pliushch, Anatolii Krasnov-Levitin [Levitin-Krasnov], Andrei

Siniavskii, Nina Voronel and still some others. As he specifies:

The texts scrutinised here might give an impression that the national aspect of life is foreign

to their authors and that they even are antipathetic to it. But what is astonishing is that even

if these authors are predominantly Jewish, they never attempt to apportion to their people

and its state those reprimands which they address to Russians and to Russia. For instance,

almost all of these authors accuse Russians of ‘messianism’, the conceit of considering

themselves ‘the chosen ones’ [izbrannichestvo]. Whether Russians have such

characteristics and how strongly they are expressed is a contentious question. But, after

all, the word ‘messiah’ is not a Russian word! [. . .] It is the Jews for whom the conception

about themselves as ‘the Chosen People’ and the expectation of the Messiah are the

undisputable foundation of their religion and for whom religion is the foundation of the

state of Israel – and none of these authors see anything morbid or unnatural in this.

The lengthy paragraph straight after this is instructive of Shafarevich’s style and

logic:

Clearest of all this is expressed in the works of Ianov (Breslauer emphasises Ianov’s

Jewishness in the preface of one of his books, seemingly considering it an important feature

of Ianov’s). He describes in a very sincere way his confusion and incredulity when, in the

1960s, ‘new, peculiar times dawned’ in the Soviet Union: instead of having holidays in

Crimean or Caucasian sanatoria members of the intelligentsia began to wander in villages,

collecting icons, and even expressed unease because the peasant population was

36 Ibid., 120–128.
37 Ibid., 128–131.
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disappearing! How he attempted to convince all ‘honest and thinking people’ that with their

leaning towards Russian nationalism they were taking upon a very dangerous and gloomy

path! However, he seemingly did not find it strange that his own kinsmen left at the same

time not for a closeby village but for a distant tropical land – not for holiday but for good –

where they were not attracted by icons in front of which still their fathers and grandfathers

had been praying but by the Temple, destroyed 2000 years ago. Or then Ianov describes a

Russian national group [VSKhSON38] which had been declaring in its programme the

inviolability of individual freedoms, freedom of all methods of disseminating truth, of

demonstrations and gatherings, and so on. Nevertheless Ianov considers that this is the

beginning of a road which will irrevocably lead to despotism just because they spoke about

the spiritual renaissance and Russian way, using the expression ‘Great Russia’39 and

suggesting that the special role of Orthodoxy be safeguarded in the future Russia. And

yet, all these things – and not in the dreams of 30 young people, but in reality – can be

observed in the state of Israel! Does Ianov consider that it is inescapably taking the road of

despotism? Israel is mentioned in Ianov’s books only once, as an example of a democratic

state. Ianov reckons that the Russians’ traditional way of thinking consists of asking on any

occasion ‘who is guilty of this?’ and of attempts to blame others, i.e., ‘the presumption of

national innocence’. (This conclusion is not unquestionably convincing – after all, often

one may also observe there to be a proneness to repentance that is typical of Russians which

is expressed in the ideas about ‘the repenting nobleman’ or ‘the repenting member of the

intelligentsia’ or in the Russians’ assistance to the Polish rebellion in 1863, and so on.) On

the other hand, the conception ‘anti-Semitism’ plays an exceptionally great role in his

books and articles. But, the content of this concept [as Ianov uses it in his books and

articles] is best expressed with his own term ‘presumption of national innocence’; by way

of asking ‘who is guilty?’ when the issue is of the misfortunes of the Jews, and by way of

answering to it: all the others, from the inhabitants of Old Elephantine or Ancient

Alexandria up to contemporary Russians. And Ianov does not see here any parallels!

Shafarevich concludes his commentary on Ianov:

The author wants to say: ‘Do not believe in the peace-loving, spiritual face of the Russian

national movement! Eventually it will lead to results harmful to us. So it was before, so it

will always be.’40 And indeed, the motif of ‘anti-Semitism’ comes up on the last pages of

the article.41

Shafarevich reckons that “evidently the Jewish national emotions are among the

central powers motivating ‘the little nation’ at present”. He continues:

Perhaps we are then dealing with a purely national movement? It seems that it is not so. The

matter is more complicated. The essence in the psychology of ‘the little nation’ is that a

crystal clear conception frees man of the burden of choice and personal responsibility

before ‘the great nation’ and gives a sweet feeling of belonging to an elite. Such a

psychology is not immediately connected with any social or national group. Nevertheless,

‘the little nation’ ‘becomes flesh’ by using a certain group or layer, which, at that moment

of time, has a tendency to isolate itself spiritually and to contrast itself with ‘the great

38 For this organisation, see Vserossiiskii 1975; Vserossiiskii 2003; Dunlop 1976b. For Ianov’s

discussion, see Yanov 1978, 14–16, 21–38.
39Velikaia Rossiia is a concept usually associated with Petr Stolypin, the Russian pre-revolution-

ary Premier, who famously said “What we need is great Russia, not great eruptions.”
40 This is Shafarevich’s summary of Ianov’s thoughts, not a direct citation from Ianov’s text.
41 Ibid., 131–132, 133. Shafarevich refers to Yanov 1977.
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nation’. This may be a religious (in England – the Puritans), a social (the third estate in

France), or a national group (certain tendencies of Jewish nationalism in our country). But,

just as in France priests and noblemen had a visible role in the revolution, in our country it

is possible to encounter many Russians and Ukrainians among the leading writers of ‘the

little nation’. Such openness is, too, the power of its psychology: without it these

movements would close themselves up into a narrow circle and could not have such

influence on the people at large.

A few lines further he specifies:

The role of [these certain writers with peculiar Jewish national emotions] is to make up the

central core around which this layer [i.e., ‘the little nation’] has been crystallised. Their role

can be compared with that of a souring agent [fermentor] that accelerates and gives a

direction to the process of shaping up ‘the little nation’. Nevertheless the category of ‘little

nation’ is itself broader: it would exist also without this influence, even though its activity

and role in the life of the country would probably be substantially weaker.42

Why, then, do certain circles of Jewish émigrés have such strong antipathy

towards Russia? Shafarevich sees the answer in the Jews’ great influence on the

Russian Revolution, assessing that

history hardly knows of another case where those coming from the Jewish part of a

country’s population would have had such an enormous impact on the life of a country.

For this reason, in any discussions about the role of the Jews in any country the experience

of Russia will for long remain one of the major arguments. Above all, this is the case in our

country where we are still for a long time destined to solve knots tied during that epoch.

On the other hand, this question becomes increasingly topical all over the world,

especially in America, where the ‘lobby’ of Jewish nationalism has reached such an

inexplicable level of influence that when making decisions about major questions of policy

(such as the country’s relations with the Soviet Union or with the oil-producing Arab

lands), the interests of this numerically small group of the population can influence their

solution or that the congressmen or senators can blame the President for his actions

weakening the state of Israel – so that the President, instead of reminding them that they

ought to be led by American, not Israeli, interests, apologises and assures them that Israel is

by no way harmed.43

Shafarevich considers that “the literature of ‘the little nation’ and the writings by

the newest wave of emigration” clearly reveal their authors’ uneasiness with the

Jewish contribution to the Russian Revolution. Referring to the works of Grigorii

Pomerants and Nina Voronel as the most illustrative examples, he claims that the

motif “Jews and the Russian Revolution” is, as a rule, raised by them but discussed

in such a way that “the nonsensicality, inaptness of the question [about the reasons

of Jews’ disproportional contribution to it] itself becomes totally evident”. In this

vein Metanoia’s preface had stated that it would be crazy to maintain that the

revolution was carried out by the Jews alone – a statement which, Shafarevich says,

“superbly disproves a claim [. . .] which it would never occur to any sensible person
to utter”. Shafarevich’s point is, in other words, that these authors’ texts tend to be

42 Ibid., 135.
43 Ibid., 136.
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strangely irrational when they touch on the subject of the Jews’ participation in the

revolution.

The aspect essentially concerning Shafarevich is that as long as this subject of

Jewish participation in the Russian Revolution remains such a painful, repressed

taboo, of which it is habitual to speak only in irrational ways, it breeds mythologies

about the “Russian slave soul” and about Russians’ particular inborn hostility

towards other peoples. Indeed, these claims feature astonishingly frequently in

the texts of the authors Shafarevich has singled out: the guilt of any historical

Jews is played down in them by emphasising that Russians have such a feeble soul

of a slave that anybody a little more energetic may get them to do just about

anything, like an animal tamer. Some others of these authors “reject the idea

about a strong Jewish influence on Russian history as offensive towards the Russian

people, even if this is the only point in which they are ready to express such delicacy

towards Russians.” Or then those Jews who took part in the revolution are retro-

spectively declared not responsible for their deeds because the Russians have

allegedly always been pathologically hostile, envious and irresponsible in their

relations towards other peoples.

It can be pointed out yet again that Shafarevich consistently restricts his charges

only to those certain writers whom he has been criticising, specifying his claims each

time with quotes from their texts. He also makes it clear that not all of them have

expressed all possible aspects of ‘Russophobic’ thinking. For instance, whereas Ianov

excels, to Shafarevich’s mind, in having an unreasonably judgemental attitude

towards any Russian nationalist sentiments, Pomerants tends to deny the existence

of any national sentiments whatsoever.44

However, when commenting on the tendency of these, often Jewish, writers to

explain away the unpleasant fact of the disproportional Jewish participation in the

Russian Revolution with all sorts of limping explanations and by way of pointing

out how others are to blame instead, Shafarevich stresses that

there is nothing especially Jewish in such reactions. Each person’s and each nation’s past

has episodes which one does not like to think about, and of which one attempts to make

believe that there is nothing to think about. [. . .] In human terms it is, on the contrary,

astonishing that there have been honest, fearless attempts to deliberate on what has

happened.45

One such attempt is the Russian-language compilation published by a group of

Russian Jews in 1923 in Berlin, Russia and the Jews.46 This and other similar

ventures47

44 Ibid., 135–137.
45 Ibid., 138.
46 Bikerman et al. 1978 [1923].
47 He mentions Feliks Svetov’s Open to Me the Doors (Otverzi mi dveri, 1978) and articles by

Samuel Hugo Bergman and Dan Levin in the Tel Aviv-based journal Dvadtsat dva in 1978.
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give rise to a hope that the relations between peoples would be determined by repentance

and good will, not by egoism and mutual hatred. They bring us to an important question: do

we need to ponder about the role of the Jews in our history as if we would not have enough

of our own sins, errors and problems? Would not the way of repentance of each nation of its

own errors be more fruitful?48

Shafarevich expresses his full-hearted endorsement of this stance. However, he

specifies, repentance does not need to mean that “we would prohibit ourselves from

thinking of [painful questions vital to the sense of national self-preservation] in the

hope that others will solve them for us.”49

Difficulties of Attaining a Constructive Mode of Discussion

Shafarevich says, thus reiterating the ideas of The Rubble, that constructive discus-
sion about nationalities questions is particularly difficult in the Soviet Union. Due

to official nationalities policies these questions have been sharpened to an extreme

and consequently their discussion is subconsciously avoided. There is also a more

general difficulty. While hardly anybody in the contemporary world is taken aback

by discussions about feuds between the Germans and the French, the English and

the Irish, or the Persians and the Kurds, and while it is not considered odd or

improper to point out that on some occasions these nations have suffered at the

hands of their neighbours or brought suffering to them, speaking about the Jews in

such a tone is clearly a taboo.

Anti-Semitism is generally and consensually condemned, but it is not explained

what the conception exactly signifies; where “anti-Semitism” begins and where it

ends. Shafarevich himself is firmly of the opinion that it would be absurd and utterly

harmful if “not being an anti-Semite” was equated with “not presupposing, not even

on the level of conjecture, that actions of some Jewish group, movement or

individual could have negative consequences for others”. However, such absurd

thinking was, to Shafarevich’s mind, expressed by (the Russian) Andrei Siniavskii

(whom he sees to be a prime representative of the “little nation”) in his old

Kontinent essay [see Ch. 5]. There, when speaking about the emigration of the

Soviet Jews, Siniavskii had alluded that Russians just simply are non compos
mentis, a people of whom it is pathologically typical to shove the guilt on others;

a people ready to start a pogrom if only they hear the word “Jew”. Shafarevich also

finds it grotesque that such ideas have been most commonly voiced by those who

have been loudest in proclaiming “pluralism” and “tolerance”.

He again stresses that even if he sees a “strong influence of Jewish national

emotions” to be characteristic of some important works of the Russophobic

48 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 138.
49 Ibid.
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character, he considers by no means all Jews prone to Russophobic ways of

thinking. Many of them are very much against such ideas and such works.50

The Century of Russian Crises, and the Nationalities Issue

Shafarevich turns to the Russian Revolution, which to him, a convinced opponent

of revolutions, is the most painful. He elaborates his earlier reference to the

disproportional Jewish contribution to the revolution by claiming that in the most

daring and painful decisions of the Russian revolutionary era, the Jews’ involve-

ment seems to have been considerable. In the advent and the wake of the

revolutions of 1917, they were easily attracted to enterprises aiming at overturning

the traditional way of life. He also notes the visible role of Jewish-origin

communists in the execution of the family of Nicholas II in 1918.

But again he hastens to specify: “I do not see any arguments in favour that the

Jews [. . .] were the initiators of the revolutions, not even as a leading minority.”

He is firm in stating that the reasons underlying hostility towards traditional lifestyles

and advocacy of revolutions have nothing to do with Jewishness and that it would

be senseless to consider revolutions as inherently Jewish inventions in any way.51

Shafarevich then says that it is beyond him to attempt to find the most profound

answer to the question of why, at a historical phase critical for Russia, expressly

those raised up in a Jewish environment wound up in the heart of the “little nation”

that played a fateful role in that critical situation. But,

probably the foundations are religious, having to do with a faith in ‘the Chosen People’ and

the power over the world prescribed to it. Which other nation is raised generation after

generation on dictates such as

The Lord your God brings you into the land He swore to your fathers, to Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob, to give you a land with large, flourishing cities you did not build, houses filled
with all kinds of good things you did not provide, wells you did not dig, and vineyards and
olive groves you did not plant (Deuteronomy 6:10–1152)?

Shafarevich reproduces more excerpts of this sort from the Book of Isaiah and

the Third Book of Ezra (admitting that the latter does not belong to the canon of the

Hebrew Bible). He specifies: “such a worldview of ‘a Chosen People’ is a prototype

of the ideology of ‘the little nation’ in all its historical manifestations – particularly

clearly this can be seen in the example of the Puritans.”53

50 Ibid., 138–142.
51 Ibid., 142–151.
52 Here and henceforth when citing the Bible the translations into English are mostly according to

the New International Version but occasionally, when another one of the most common

translations is more literal or in another way clearly better, I use it.
53 Ibid., 152.
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He explains that for two thousand years Jews had lived in “full isolation” among

other nations, with a “suspicious, hostile attitude towards the surrounding world”,

and mentions “well-known expressions in the Talmud and its commentaries which

explain from various points of view how representatives of other religions (akum54)

must not be regarded as people”: “One can imagine what an indelible mark such an

upbringing, started in childhood, and life according to such canons for generations –

for 20 centuries – should leave in one’s soul.” To authenticate this, Shafarevich

borrows excerpts from memoirs, poetry and belles lettres mainly by Jewish writers

of the revolutionary era, Jewish socialists and from Jewish emigrant journals. Then,

however, he again emphasises that such hostility towards surrounding society as

illustrated in these works has been far from the mode of thinking of all Russian Jews –

let alone all Jews of all times – but explicitly of a small but most active group

among them.

Shafarevich continues that when considering the reasons for the enthusiastic

Jewish participation in the revolution, it must be remembered that the historical

context was extremely peculiar. In fact, the weight of this very specific context can

be hardly exaggerated: at the end of the 19th century Russia was going through a

profound structural change and social crisis. Both traditional Jewish and Russian

community life was rapidly shattering. Young Jews, like their Russian peers, were

denouncing their fathers’ traditions. Many among both nationalities were attracted

to revolutionary movements. Shafarevich emphasises, however, that those Jews

who ended up as leaders of the socialist revolutionaries in Russia had a fairly vague

idea about the society around them due to their previous isolation. Since their

childhood they had been in an environment markedly cut from Russian spiritual

culture. It was an environment where the tone of speaking about the culture around

them could often be disparaging and where the Russian language was hardly ever

heard. It was thus not surprising that these Jews were relatively easily won over to

the revolutionary cause in Russia and that the Jewish contribution to the process of

tearing Russia from its roots – one that had been begun by the Russian nihilists

already earlier – was considerable. But, as was said and as should be consistently

emphasised, Shafarevich’s bottom line is all through: “The conjunction of these two
crises [i.e., that of Russian society and that of Jewish community life] had a

decisive effect on the character of this epoch.”55

Shafarevich’s above interpretation relied heavily on the compilation Russia and
the Jewsmentioned earlier. It had been published by members of the Patrioticheskii
soiuz russkikh evreev za rubezhom (Patriotic Association of Russian Jews Abroad) –
conscientious Jews loyal to their homeland Russia. For these writers, whom

Shafarevich clearly respects very deeply, open acknowledgement and dispassionate

discussion of Jewish impact on the Russian Revolution could not be an anti-Semitic

54 Hebrew akum is used in the conceptions pat (or pas) akum, chalav akum, and gevinat akum, i.e.,
bread, milk or cheese baked, milked or made by a non-Jew. Here a more accurate word would have

been goy, i.e., gentile.
55 Ibid., 158, emphasis added.
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act or an expression of disloyalty towards their own (Jewish) people with whom

they felt deep belonging. Indeed, by referring namely to Jewish authors in his

analysis, Shafarevich obviously wishes to emphasise that it would be nonsensical

to treat Jews as some sort of a homogeneous entity – or to read this thought into

Russophobia.
These writers had suggested that the rupture of Russian society, universal

pressure towards breaking bonds with national traditions, isolation of the Jewish

communities (caused by both internal and external factors) and, resulting from it,

some young Russian Jews’ disinterest in and even certain sense of superiority

towards the traditions of their surrounding society made these certain Jews particu-

larly prone to jump onto the bandwagon of the revolution.56 These authors had also

been of the view that the Jews of Russia should choose their role either as foreigners

without political rights or as Russian citizens who love their homeland and remain

loyal to it as members of a family. Shafarevich comments on this that the writers

producing Russophobic texts – he is, in other words, not speaking about the Jewish

population of Russia or the Soviet Union – have assumed an attitude of hatred and

suspicion towards the country and its spiritual traditions. At the same time, they

have an active inclination to influence its life, and this is problematic.57

National Spiritual Traditions Protecting the Health of a Nation

Shafarevich finally states that he would not have cared to discuss these matters in

such detail if so much of Russia’s future would not depend on them. He considers it

to be most tragic that contemporary youth – of the Soviet Union in the early 1980s –

is very susceptible to the views of “the little nation”. Since Soviet values do not help

them to solve the essential problems of life that they encounter, they start to seek

fresh ideas and new facts in programmes of the foreign radio stations, singled out by

Shafarevich as the major channels of Russophobic propaganda. They listen to the

lyrics of Galich and Vysotskii – them, too, Shafarevich had rebuffed for cultivating

nonchalant references to the notorious stupidity of the Russians. Or they are

attracted to fashionable new theatres with an “independent” aura:

And from everywhere the same ideology of ‘the little nation’ is poured and imposed on

[these young people], as if it were the only thinkable view. It is a disdainfully ironic, jeering

relation towards everything Russian, even towards Russian names; the conception that

‘nothing good has ever happened in this country and nothing good will ever happen here’

and the image of Russia as ‘the land of fools [strana durakov]’.

56 In the coming sections when analysing Russophobia’s ideas I shall return to these immense

matters. At this point my task is to present its ideas as truthfully to its text as I can.
57 Ibid., 151–159.
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He is anxious because “nobody of those who could be an authority for [the

youth] forewarns them that they are dealing simply with a new variety of propa-

ganda”. The layers of protection against such propaganda which would under

normal conditions be provided by historical experience are missing and the bonds

between generations have been broken as well.

The present situation is in a worrisome way reminiscent of the slide towards the

socialist revolution in the early 20th century, Shafarevich assesses. He admits that

he fears that the present road will lead towards the final devastation of the religious

and national fundamentals of life, to be followed by “a hasty, resolute manipulation

of the national fate.”

Shafarevich said that all those he was criticising from Amalrik to Ianov certainly

had the right to hate or despise Russia if they so wanted. The problematic part was,

however, that they also felt a compelling need to determine Russia’s future fate. Of

course, it was possible to resist this with words and ideas – and, in any case, this was

the only proper way, Shafarevich assessed. This would not always be very easy,

though, because fashion plays an enormous role in the modern world even if it is

basically nothing but propaganda in a sophisticated guise. Certain names are

idolised far over others to a point that afterwards it is often hard to understand

their attraction. Here Shafarevich referred to Cochin, who had said:

Nowadays it is hard to comprehend that Mably’s moralising, Condorcet’s political studies,

Reynal’s history, Helvétius’s philosophy, this hollow tasteless prose, were published or

found a dozen readers. Still everybody has either read them or, at least, bought their works

or spoken about them.

Shafarevich predicts that “In a similar way it will be hard for our descendants to

comprehend Freud’s influence as a scholar, the glory of the composer Sch€onberg,
the painter Picasso, the writer Kafka or the poet Brodskii.” Here he obviously refers

to the fact that all these people, now considered leading lights of their fields, had

created theories, music, visual art and literature which either went boldly against

age-old comprehensions of what is prudent, morally acceptable and beautiful or

which just rejected the idea having given consolation to previous generations for

centuries that man is always right not to give in to feelings of existential meaning-

less but to retain faith in something higher and wiser than himself no matter how

desperate the situation would seem. Indeed, straight after this Shafarevich encourages

Russians not to lose faith, to come to terms with their tragic experiences and to

ponder their national traditions from a contemporary perspective.

Ultimately Shafarevich wants to prompt his readers to think independently and

to warn them against capitulating to the whims of fashion and shrill journalistic

polemics. He argues that after a century of tragedies, Russians should believe that

they basically have the maturity for such mental independence. His logic is that

only when one has elementary faith in one’s capability to be a responsible individ-

ual can one actually be that. Hereby he essentially repeats his points in Does Russia
Have a Future?

Shafarevich also emphasises that historical traditions and historical evolution are

especially important in moments of crisis because they may show a way out of a
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difficult situation. Thus, the fact that a strong state has always been somehow

present in Russian history deserves to be seriously considered. In contrast to what

authors of “the little nation” have claimed, however, a strong state does not need to

be only the root cause of tragedies:

By itself a strong state is not determined to be pernicious – just as it is not determined to be

advantageous. [. . .] States, just like other powers which influence the life of a nation [. . .],
have their own dangers, the possibility of a morbid development (or falling prey to a

fallacy). For a state this may be an attempt to subjugate the souls of the citizens under its

power. But it can quite easily remain strong, eschewing this morbid road.

Shafarevich hastens to add that however important historical traditions are, their

evolution and modification is vital. In the end he still stresses that the nation58 is the

concrete context of people’s lives, giving them strength and their existence mean-

ing. Man, in turn, contributes to the life of the nation with folklore, art, language

and awareness of its historical fates. If the dynamic co-dependency/interdepen-

dency of the nation and the individual citizen becomes dislocated, this will be a

process similar to the disruption of man’s relations with nature:

[Then] the individual’s interest in work and the fates of his country disappears. Life

becomes a meaningless burden, the youth seek a way out in irrational bursts of violence,

men become alcoholics or drug addicts, women stop giving birth, the nation starts dying.

Regaining a balance is the common task and challenge of the whole nation,

Shafarevich concludes – again characteristically of himself, in a hopeful tone.59

Ideological Buttresses of Russophobia

The bulk of Russophobia’s feedback concerns the question of anti-Semitism as was

said at the very beginning of this study and as will be thoroughly authenticated later.

I shall thus start with it here. First, however, Shafarevich’s motive and intention in

writing Russophobia will be considered as the history of ideas method – the method

of reading ideological texts so that it will be possible to correctly understand (and

duly criticise) them – advises. The handling might seem lengthy, but it will provide

workable tools for assessing the logical and moral consistency of the article.

Shafarevich’s own explanations in Russophobia’s beginning as well as in his

later commentary on its feedback60 indicate clearly that he had been motivated by

what he conceived of as Russian emigrants’, Western journalists’ and social

scientists’ condescending allegations that dictatorial father figures and their slavish

58 I.e., narod. It is just as well translatable as “a people”. Narod denotes the loose, open-ended unit
which shares a language, culture, history, religion, territory etc.
59 Ibid., 159–164.
60 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a.
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subjects have characterised Russian history from age-old times to the present, and

that hopes about anything else ought not to be nurtured.61

His intention is to prove such claims both factually and morally untenable and to

expose their logic as flawed. He thinks that after having been encumbered by a

totalitarian experiment for over half a century it is time for Russia to get back on her

feet. Before this it is senseless to start to convince Russians that despotism and

slavishness have always been major characteristics of their political culture which

they will never get rid of no matter how much they try. Quite the opposite, he

deems, it would be vital to infuse them with a belief that they can contrive a far

better system than the totalitarian Soviet Union, if only they want.

Shafarevich states huffily that the deterministic interpretations of these

ideologues of “Russophobic” conceptions are absurd because society is never a
mechanism that works like a programmed engine. Rather, it resembles an organism

whose life is synergetically influenced by innumerable historical, cultural and other

factors. Likewise, members of human societies are never involuntary parts of a

machine, the working of which is determined according to one single model of

explanation – be it of history, culture or biology – that would determine their

behaviour as fatalistically as a computer program. People and groups of people –

living things – are capable of change and creation. The change has conditions and is

an outcome of logical, albeit very complex processes. It is never merely

determined.

Shafarevich is all the more aggravated by the ostensibly well-intentioned

recommendations that Russia had just better assume democracy exactly as it is in

contemporary Western societies, and the sooner the better. His train of thought is as

follows. First Russians are exhorted to lose faith in themselves, then they ought to

stop thinking by themselves. They are stipulated to mime others like apes without

sacrificing a thought to the conditions set by their own historical situation. They are

expected to be spellbound by the word “democracy”, to repeat it like a bliss-

inducing mantra – and, ultimately, not to ask themselves whether this behaviour

really has to do with anything democratic. Shafarevich finds all this just too

mechanistic.62

Hence, the touchstone of his argumentation on which his logic rests is the

distinction mechanistic – organistic. It can be characterised as follows:

The mechanistic conception regards man either as a superhuman whose theories

are all-powerful, or as a lifeless mechanism programmed to follow a prescribed

theory. As such, it equates to a way of seeing things in terms of binary distinctions:

all or nothing, either – or, good – bad, perfect – useless, on/off, always or never.
The organistic conception admits that no human is – or should be treated as – an

almighty godlike authority any more than an involuntary machine or a slave. It

presupposes that the borderline between good and evil vacillates the more the closer

61 Ibid., 174.
62 See his resumé of Russophobia’s central ideas in ibid., 174.
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one approaches real life, since everybody makes mistakes but can also, at least

partly, remedy the harm done if one only wills it so. Its way of thinking is averse to

looking at things in terms of either right or wrong, good or bad, always or never.

There again, as a mode of thinking it is not relativistic since it holds – and this is the

only point to which it holds without concessions – to the principle of abstinence

from mechanistic judgements. It acknowledges this principle as the only viable one

in logical and moral terms. Indeed, the moral pursuit to hold on to this maxim is

seen as inherent to it, since it expressly relies on the conviction that all humans have

the potential63 to be consciously responsible.

It may certainly be noted that earlier in history biological emphases in the sphere

of social sciences as well as organistic metaphors of human communities have

sometimes been part of racist theories. The “organistic view” is occasionally

identified with fascism – by its opponents and adherents64 alike – and indeed, at

least the allegations concerning Russophobia would seem to give cause to be wary

of such a connection.

Of course, any term – say “organism” or “organistic” – is not dubious or

dangerous in itself, any more than it is a token of “fascist sympathies”.65 Since

Shafarevich is exceptionally and consistently cautious about commenting on any

concept before first clarifying its definition,66 this is a most relevant observation

when listening to him. Thus it should be stressed that in his usage “organistic

view” denotes “refusal to resort to mechanistic (i.e., deterministic) modes of

thinking”.67

Not that it would automatically follow from this, of course, that his own views,

words or deeds would never diverge from this principle; such a conjecture would be

nothing but mechanistic in its treatment of Shafarevich, as if he were some sort of a

computer never erring in running its programs. The various occasions in his texts

and statements even prior to Russophobia where he has emphasised that society,

nations and man are much more than lifeless machines, hint in any case that this

63 Understood both as a possibility and as a calling.
64Most notably, Hitler and Italian fascists were keen to depict society as an organism or “a national

body”.
65 This is authenticated by the fact that even such a fierce enemy of Nazism as Walter Laqueur has

employed the organistic metaphor in his own argumentation: “Like pathogenic bacilli, fascism

could be found in every organism. But it could prevail only if the organism was weakened or in

some other way predisposed.” (Laqueur 1996, 21.)
66 On several occasions he has illustrated the difficulty embedded in using commonly used

concepts with the example that such an ostensibly unambiguous category as “the two-legged”

includes both humans and ostriches (see, for instance, Shafarevich 1991h).
67While there is no sense to attach additional meanings to Shafarevich’s definition at this point,

letting them “lead” or “shape” it against his own words which are very explicit, it may be noted

that in Russian religious philosophy “organistic” and “mechanistic” is a common conceptual pair,

met frequently in the texts of the Landmarks authors, for instance. (See also Riasanovsky 1993;

Walicki 1980.)
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distinction is indeed the crux of his convictions.68 When I interviewed Shafarevich

in 2008 and showed him this section of my manuscript about his motive and

intention in Russophobia, asking him to comment on it, he said: “This really was

my point. And it was so astonishing to me that my critics tended to miss it

entirely.”69

Anti-Semitism!?

Is Russophobia anti-Semitic, and if it is, why? To answer this it is of primary

importance to pin down a realistic definition of anti-Semitism with such criteria that

allegations can also be falsified. Here the warnings of Robert S. Wistrich, the

eminent professor of modern Jewish history at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem,

seem sound:

There is clearly a danger in using [the concept of] antisemitism in [an] overly generalised

way, extending it to all times and places regardless of specific circumstances, differences

between historical epochs and cultures, or other factors that might give the term more

specificity and critical sharpness.70

He stresses:

Antisemitism is not a natural, metahistorical or a metaphysical phenomenon whose essence

has remained unchanged throughout all its manifestations over the centuries. Nor is it an

intrinsic part of the psychic structure of Gentiles, a kind of microbe or virus which

invariably attacks non-Jews, provoking the ‘eternal hatred’ for the ‘eternal people’. Such

a theory, which has some roots in the Jewish tradition (‘Esau hates Jacob’, the legacy of

Amalek, etc.) and was adopted by early Zionists in Eastern Europe [. . .], is quite unhistori-
cal. It ignores the fact that Jews have often been welcomed by the surrounding society[.]71

It is inevitable that for somebody having lived his childhood in the Nazi

extermination camps, lost his family and experienced ineffable horrors, the sub-

stance and connotations of “anti-Semitism” are very different than for a Finnish

scholar for whom the tragedy of the Holocaust is familiar only through hearsay,

schoolbooks, documentary films, scholarly studies (and, for better or worse, Holly-

wood films) and who has not lived at a time when there was no state of Israel.

68 See, for instance, Shafarevich 1994 [1967], 464; 1994 [1973]a, 461; 1994 [1978]b, 15. There are

still many more similar instances in his texts which will be at issue in the chapters to come.
69 Shafarevich 2008a.
70Wistrich 1991, xvi.
71 Ibid., xvi–xvii. Wistrich’s colleague at the Hebrew University, professor of Jewish history (and a

rabbi), Robert Bonfil has made the same point: “History is and will always be magistra vitae for

Jews and Christians alike, if only it will be responsibly handled so as to perform its healing

operation on memory’s traumatic residues by historicizing past anti-Jewish utterances rather than

by dangerously projecting them onto the present and the future as if they were invariable over the

centuries.” (Bonfil 2004, 374.)
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One thing is clear, however. Since anti-Semitism was a concept introduced by

the ideological predecessors of the Nazis,72 in common usage “anti-Semitism”

always includes a reference to the utterly tragic historical realities of the Holocaust.

At the same time, it seemingly refers to any negative feelings or prejudices against
Jews. The logic of this double reference – or reference to a whole dimension of

phenomena with the Nazi Holocaust at its extreme end – is obviously in the idea

that any negative feelings and prejudices against Jews may potentially be a stimulus

for a repetition of Holocaust-like crimes.

Even if understandable in human terms – expressly taking into account the

wounds of the Holocaust – such an open-ended definition is problematic in moral

and intellectual terms. This is because due to its open-endedness it de facto
maintains that putting these prejudices into a historical context and arguing against

them with logic and concrete arguments is ultimately irrelevant and useless. And as

such it essentially is the conviction which Wistrich took for the most misleading

and unfortunate (and which Shafarevich so bitingly criticised in Ianov’s texts) – that

“anti-Semitism” is some sort of a constant of all life from time immemorial. Indeed,

such a conviction normalises, and implicitly legitimises, any irrational hatred and

prejudices against Jews – offers this hatred and these prejudices a raison d’être and
generously grants them “Lebensraum”. And, it goes without saying, this is unac-

ceptable both morally and logically.73

One more proviso should be made all the same: historically taken, a definition

that gives no weight to logic but resorts to definitions of “excessive self-defence” is

understandable, even “rational”. This is because of the staggering irrationality of

the fact that the self-declared paragons of scientific logic, humaneness and morality,

“the enlightened world”, did so very little to prevent the Nazi Holocaust from

happening.

But again, it would be only bitterly ironic if this proviso – of a scandalous

historical defeat of morality and logic – would lead to the nihilistic conclusion that

the road of morality and logic ought to be declared irrelevant. That would simply

mean giving up to the fathers of “anti-Semitism”, letting them dictate the rules.74

Indeed, the concept “anti-Semitism” was invented to bring its fathers’ own mythical

construction into life by giving it a name. It denoted most diffusely defined hatred

and distrust of Jews which needed not to be substantiated in any specific way and

72 The concept was popularised around the 1870s by the German journalist Wilhelm Marr. In his

usage it denoted an antagonistic stance towards Jews, their lifestyle and what they represented to

him. (Laqueur 2006, 21.)
73 Arendt made this point already in 1951: “If it is true that mankind has insisted on murdering

Jews for more than two thousand years, then Jew-killing is a normal, and even human, occupation

and Jew-hatred is justified beyond the need of argument. The more surprising aspect of this

explanation is that it has been adopted by a great many unbiased historians and by an even greater

number of Jews.” (Arendt 1994 [1951], 7.) A prominent exponent of such absurd logic is Wiesel

(see, Wiesel 1985a, 376, 380, 381).
74 Somewhat similar thoughts are expressed in Slezkine 2004, 364–367. I shall later return to

Slezkin’s significant contribution to these discussions.
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was primarily irrational. Thus, one of the lessons of the Nazi era for modern

researchers should be that operating with the concept of anti-Semitism defined in

a similarly irrational and transcendent way ought not to be accepted.
In Russophobia Shafarevich asked: ‘what is anti-Semitism, what is understood

by it?’.75 When writing about Ivan Vinogradov, the head of the Steklov Institute, he

commented: “The question is about a term which is very elastic, so that without

substantially specifying it, such an accusation [i.e., that Vinogradov is an anti-

Semite] appears to me altogether senseless.”76 Indeed, there is no reason to assume

that in posing this question or in demanding that the term be defined, Shafarevich’s

intention is to undermine, malign or to put under question the very real and very

tragic experience of those who endured the Nazi Holocaust and for whom the whole

concept of anti-Semitism is something of a nexus of many very personal tragedies:

he simply notes entirely correctly that without a definition the concept “anti-

Semitism” is deprived of limits – the possibility to falsify and thus also to authenti-

cate it. Without limits keeping it together it explodes like a balloon blown too full.77

Norman Finkelstein – the son of concentration camp survivors – has made a similar

point in his brilliant Holocaust Industry. Reflections on the Exploitation of Jewish
Suffering. It is a strong statement against trivialising the concept and memory of the

Nazi Holocaust ad absurdum, and ultimately, against exploiting it for purposes of

intellectual, moral and political blackmail, with devastating results.78

When Shafarevich raises the subject of Jews in Russophobia, he announces that
he wants to break a taboo. He argues: Why should we not be able to discuss the

disputes in which one of the parties are Jews while there are no problems in openly

discussing disputes between the Irish and the English or the Kurds and the Persians?

This is certainly a rightful attempt to argue against the deterministic (or, as Shafarevich

would say, mechanistic) approach rebuffed by Wistrich, i.e., ‘a Jew is always in a

different position than the members of the rest of peoples’.

Common sense would suggest that both excessive suspicion towards Jews and

their overblown “protection” from any critical comments will sooner or later have

harmful effects both on the Jews and the whole of society. In a family, too, it is

never good for anyone if one child is either constantly bullied or constantly treated

overindulgently.79 Thus these words of Shafarevich – just like those ofWistrich – can

75 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 140.
76 Shafarevich 1991d, 99, see also a thorough elaboration of this in 1994 [1991]a, 198–206.
77 Since Shafarevich’s point is moral and legitimate, I will from now on avoid using the term “anti-

Semitism” as a descriptive attribute in this study, replacing it with a concrete depiction most

appropriate in the respective case (e.g., “violence towards Jews motivated by their Jewishness”,

“discrimination of Jews due to their Jewishness” or, “irrational prejudices about Jews as a group”).
78 See, Finkelstein 2003, 47–53 and passim.
79 This observation has been made by numerous people. For one occasional example, the Jewish

pianist and conductor Daniel Barenboim has expressed his fear of both post-Holocaust anti-

Semitism and “philo-Semitism, which would be as wrong as anti-Semitism” (Barenboim & Said

2002, 170). Barenboim has also elaborated this in practice. When he was labelled “a real Jew-

hater, a real anti-Semite” by Israel’s Education Minister Limor Livnat after having refused an
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be read as expressions of certain “anti-anti-Semitism”, a defence and assertion of

the Jews’ basic right to be treated on equal terms with others.

A Provisory Verdict on Shafarevich: Not Guilty

Is Shafarevich then discriminatory or prejudiced against Jews in Russophobia? In a
hypothetical trial80 the prosecutor would most probably present its following

excerpts as the most aggravating evidence:

And why was it expressly those having come from a Judaic environment who made up that

‘little nation’ which happened to play a fateful role in a critical phase of our history? We

will not attempt to discover the most profound meaning of this phenomenon. Probably the

foundations are religious, having to do with a faith in ‘the Chosen People’ and the power

over the world prescribed to it.

After this, Shafarevich had quoted prophesies from Deuteronomy, the Book of

Isaiah and the Third Book of Ezra concerning the Chosen People, asking: “Which

other nation has been raised from one generation to another on such dictates? [. . .]
With whom else is it possible to encounter similar emotions?” Referring to these

citations, he had continued: “such a worldview of ‘a Chosen People’ is a prototype

of the ideology of ‘the little nation’ in all its historical manifestations”.

The prosecutor would also refer to Shafarevich’s consequent mentioning about

Jews’ isolation, hostility and suspicion towards the outside world for centuries, and

would say that Shafarevich concentrates exclusively on the negative traits of

Judaism and says virtually nothing about other peoples’ hostility and suspicion

towards Jews in the course of history.

Shafarevich’s defence attorney would in his turn point out that Shafarevich’s

discussion of Jews and Judaism can be dealt with in a meaningful way only when

remembering that when raising this subject he had had a strictly defined intention:

to understand the train of logic of the handful of samizdat and tamizdat writers who

were actively spreading and popularising flimsily founded notions about “Russian

slave soul” and “Russian messianism”. Shafarevich had suggested that these

(mostly anti-Soviet) writers were greatly vexed and bothered by the fact of

interview to a reporter in the uniform of the Israeli army at a launch of a book he had written

together with Edward Said about the prospects of Israeli-Palestinian friendship, Barenboim stated:

“Anti-Semitic? What is anti-Semitic about it? When I say that a uniform should be worn to the

right places and not to the wrong ones, there is nothing anti-Semitic about it, there is no logic to

this claim. [. . .] I just thought that in this place, discussing a book written together with a

Palestinian, it shows lack of sensitivity.” (“Minister Livnat denounces”.)
80 The idea of a hypothetical trial is based on the consideration that when assessing whether

Russophobia is anti-Semitic or whether such charges should be dropped, it would be necessary that

the prosecutor (as well as the defence) gives actual arguments to support his accusation. As is

obvious as well, in an actual trial claims like “N. N. does not say this but the reader gets a strong

impression. . .” would not do.
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disproportional Jewish participation in the Russian Revolution. He had further

assumed that there was still another question troubling them even more: that

whether some Jewish revolutionaries could have possibly had some “Jewish

motives”. Shafarevich had then argued that the reason why these writers resorted

to claims that Russians were “slavish” and thus overly easy “to subjugate” (which

would explain the disproportional number of Jews amongst the “subjugators”) and

to claims that Russians were notoriously “messianistic” (which would neutralise

any ideas about “Jewish superiority” possibly nurtured by these revolutionaries)

was that they in this way attempted to “explain away” these disturbing, even

frightening questions. The point was that Shafarevich had assumed that once the

historical question of Jewish participation in the Russian Revolution was cleared up

openly and rationally, there would no longer be any need to resort to such accusa-

tory and very harmful pseudo-explanations. In this way Russo-Jewish relations

would improve and become normal, he had reckoned.

Shafarevich’s defence attorney would go on explaining that when Shafarevich

had written the words cited by the prosecutor, he had attempted to reconstruct the

mindset of the historical Jews in the revolutionary movement in Russia who, as he

had repeatedly stressed, had been a tiny minority among all Jews; Shafarevich had

also illustrated this aspect by citing texts of Russian Jews of that time who had not

only criticised the ways of their Jewish fellows in the revolutionary movement but

also found these ways entirely foreign to Jewish tradition. Shafarevich had, for

instance, cited the Jewish authors of Russia and the Jews who had said:

We [Russia’s Jews] were struck by what we least of all expected to find in a Jewish sphere:

cruelty, sadism, raping, which, it seemed, were foreign to a people far removed from a

physical, militant life; still yesterday ignorant about handling guns, today they appeared

among the murderers in command.81

Shafarevich had stressed similarly firmly that the samizdat and tamizdat writers

who had a distinct Jewish identity whom he criticised for a traumatised and

irrational relation to Russian history were likewise only one contemporary group

among all Jews and that these individuals also had Jewish critics. The defence

attorney would elaborate that Shafarevich could thus in no way be accused of

finding fault in all Jews. Shafarevich had also explicitly denied the hypothesis that

the phenomenon of revolution would have something to do with Jewishness.

Turning to the citations from the Hebrew Scriptures (e.g., “those nations that do

not want to obey you [i.e., Israel], will perish”) cited by Shafarevich, the defence

attorney would argue that only a hypocrite could deny that these citations sound

somewhat disturbing to a modern ear accustomed to proclamations of tolerance and

equality. He would add that it would be similarly hypocritical to be enraged should

someone suggest that these citations “proclaim power over the world to ‘the Chosen

People’”.

81 Cited in Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 159.
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He would stress that essentially, however, Shafarevich had only assumed that

during a very unique historical period when the traditional Jewish lifestyle was
rupturing, occasional historical Jews may have plausibly interpreted these biblical

citations in this intolerant way or used them to justify an arrogant attitude to their

surrounding peoples. He had further assumed that the limited group of his contem-

poraneous Soviet samizdat and tamizdat authors, whom he was criticising for their

curiously condescending view of Russians, may have plausibly been influenced by

similar interpretations as well.

Commenting on the charge that Shafarevich says very little about the hardships

of Jews, the defence attorney would note that Shafarevich did say, for instance, that

the “saving hatred” expressed in Bialik’s poems82 was a reaction to the pogroms

and that David Markish’s harsh words about the Russians83 ought to be seen against

the background that his father had been killed in 1952 among a group of Yiddish

poets by the orders of Stalin. This was when the old and hyper-paranoic Stalin was

suspecting his Jewish court doctors of plotting his murder. Shafarevich had addi-

tionally maintained, not unreasonably by any ordinary standards, that while these

reactions by these Jewish writers are humanly understandable, this does not render

them morally justified, good or right. He had elaborated this by pointing out that

while it is understandable that the humiliation of the Germans at Versailles may

have made them angry, this does not justify National Socialism.84

Shafarevich’s attorney would also highlight the fact that he had very firmly and

explicitly refused to make any morally dubious conclusion out of any this – he had

written, for instance, “it is necessary to emphasise once more that in this work I do

not attempt to judge, accuse or justify anyone.”85 And: “Each person’s and each

nation’s past has episodes which one does not like to think about, and of which one

attempts to make believe that there is nothing to think about.”86

The defence attorney could again remind the judge of proportions, noting that it

is common – among quite ordinary well-meaning people who are deeply disgusted

by anti-Semitism and the Holocaust, considering it one of the greatest crimes of

mankind – to sweepingly refer to the Old Testament as a tribalistic, ruthless,

morally primitive and hyper-legalistic book. This may well be authenticated with

the frequency of the idioms “Old Testament rage”, “Old Testament fury” and “Old

82 The poems by Khaim Nakhman [Chaim Nachman] Bialik cited by Shafarevich are admittedly

very bitter and full of expressions of revenge and vocabulary of Hell.
83 Shafarevich had cited in disbelief the poem of the recent emigrant, David Markish, which had

started with the words, “I’m speaking of us, sons of Sinai; us with a gaze of a different warmth.

May the Russian folk be led by another path, their Slavic things do not concern us. We ate their

bread and paid in blood. The scores are kept but not settled. We’ll take revenge, and leave our

flowers on the coffin of their northern country.”
84 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 157.
85 Ibid.
86 Ibid., 138.
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Testament revenge” in most respectable and ideologically neutral media, such as

the prestigious Anglo-Saxon newspapers (to be easily authenticated by Google

searches). Is it not only hypocritical to condemn Shafarevich?

The defence attorney would then elaborate that Shafarevich does not claim the

idea “about a power over the world prescribed to the Chosen People” to be original,

prevalent or correct in the Judaic context – he simply leaves this question open.87

He would again repeat that Shafarevich’s intention was only to prove that such an

interpretation may have plausibly arisen – and, as was already said, that it is not

far-fetched to assume it to have influenced persons enthralled by revolutionary

ideals – during a period when traditional, closed Judaic communities were rapidly

rupturing, Russian society was in turmoil and many young Jews were coming for

the first time in contact with their Russian peers and discovering them cherishing

ideas about the revolutionary avant-garde which would remake the world.

Moreover, since Shafarevich had found the same psychological pattern in the

ideology of all elitist “little nations” quite independent of their formal religious

convictions, it is obvious that he was not concerned about defining the deepest

essence of Judaism. In fact, he had clearly stated that he had no pretentions to this.

Further, if “little nations” were a phenomenon having appeared during the last 400

years, what could this possible have to do with Judaism? This would much rather

point to the Enlightenment and modernisation, the defence attorney could add.

He would summarise that while Shafarevich so obviously attempted to justify

his claims with arguments, to take heed of scholarly requirements and to be cautious

not to present unauthenticated accusations, those who find basis for complaint in his

text are best to argue against him in a similar manner. He would conclude that

however Shafarevich eventually succeeded in it, his self-proclaimed goal had been

to lift obstacles from healthy Russo-Jewish relations. This ought to be taken notice

of and given due credit.

A decent judge of such a hypothetical trial would doubtlessly pronounce

Shafarevich not guilty. But he could also encourage those troubled by his

Russophobia to do an investigation into the motive and intention of the conception

of “the Chosen People” in its original Judaic context. This, he would argue, would

make constructive discussion concerning Shafarevich’s Russophobia more realis-

tic, because only in this way a great many “shadow opponents” – underlying myths

and unarticulated accusations which easily lead the readers in subconscious ways –

can be duly chased away. Following that, it would eventually also be easier to begin

to really listen to what Shafarevich is saying (and to realise what he is not saying)

and to discuss the matters further.

87 The question ‘What does Shafarevich then believe in the depths of his heart?’ is already

nonsensical. According to all elementary categories of logic and morality, Shafarevich has an

inalienable right to be taken as a responsible person who says no more and no less than what he

considers required and proper. From all the evidence of Russophobia (and his previous, always

most guarded and tactful comments on related themes) it simply seems that he thinks that it is not

his business to pretend to the role of a judge. This is more than enough.
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Of course, upon starting such an investigation it is vital to trust that it is possible

to speak about the foundations of the Judaic faith without hastening to declare the

matter a taboo (or without needing to put on a particular filter of political correct-

ness, which essentially is the same thing). That would, after all, be an indirect signal

that ‘tampering with this matter is dangerous! Something terrifying can be

revealed.’ It would, in other words, be the fastest way to mystifying the subject

against which Wistrich warned above, and to nurturing all sorts of irrational

anxieties.

The First Investigation: “The Chosen People” in the Context

of the Jewish Faith88

The Basis: Responsibility

In this section I shall listen to exegetes of the Old Testament89 who take its texts’

original historical and cultural context seriously and study them according to the

methodological principles of the history of ideas. As will be shown, these studies

prove effectively that contrary to common impressions, the idea about “the Chosen

People” – if only seen within its own limits and through its own logic – does not go

together with the conception of ‘the power over the world prescribed to it’. They

also reveal the Old Testament as a collection of texts radically different from its

clichéd vengeful caricature.

Shafarevich cited Deuteronomy (6:10–11) as an example of a text rationalising

implications about “a power over the world prescribed to the Chosen People”:

[When] the Lord your God brings you into the land He swore to your fathers, to
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to give you a land with large, flourishing cities you did
not build, houses filled with all kinds of good things you did not provide, wells you
did not dig, and vineyards and olive groves you did not plant.

His choice of the sixth chapter of Deuteronomy is apt. Just before this excerpt, it

includes the Judaic creed (Sh’ma) (6:4–5): Listen, Israel, God is our Lord, God is
One. Love God your Lord with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your

88 For all the ideas and facts in this section I am indebted to the late Timo Veijola, professor of Old

Testament studies at the University of Helsinki and the author of several books and articles which

have gained him repute as one of the best international specialists in the field (see, Dietrich 2008;

Mettinger 2008). While being extremely well-versed in the Old Testament, he had the rarest gift of

choosing the most intriguing subjects, of enduring until finding the deepest meaning in them and of

transmitting this to students in the most beautiful way. This is why Veijola remains my primary

informant here, even if the bibliography could easily be expanded with references to works by

other Biblical exegetes.
89 Biblical exegesis is a discipline professed by Christians, but the works of the best exegetes, such

as Veijola (see the previous note) are accepted and respected by their colleagues in Judaic studies.

The First Investigation: “The Chosen People” in the Context of the Jewish Faith 261



might. Jewish teaching is unequivocal that these words should be the most treasured

text of everyone taking the Old Testament, or, from the Judaic perspective, the

Hebrew Bible, in earnest. They can with reason be called the heart of the Jewish

faith. The quotation chosen by Shafarevich is part of an explanation why this creed

is true and why it has to be cherished.

His citation is, however, just the beginning; it is followed by a reminder of

responsibility: when you eat and are satisfied, be careful that you do not forget the
Lord, who brought you out of Egypt, out of the land of slavery (6:11–12). It further
reveals that the Jews had committed themselves consciously to this awesome

responsibility in the covenant they had made with their God, agreeing that should

they grow self-satisfied and complacent, God had full right to become angry:

[. . .] for the Lord your God, who is among you, is a hot-tempered God and His
anger will burn against you, and He will destroy you from the face of the land
(6:13–15).90

The brazen expressions of verses 10–11 quoted by Shafarevich may of course

still seem disturbing. Veijola has explained their genre by saying that they were

written according to the fixed formula of vassal treaties of the ancient Near East, at

a time when Israel91 was obliged to make such treaties with suzerains of the

neighbouring states and to swear fealty to them. In a vassal treaty the suzerain

who has occupied a land delivers it solemnly to his vassal from whom he has just

taken it. The suzerain’s might and clemency are typically emphasised by lists of

property and realty.

When Israel was thus forced to swear an oath of loyalty to foreign kings who

were automatically imposing their own gods upon the Israelites, its priests, deter-

mined not to betray their own god Yahwe, wrote Israel’s genuine creed into a

Hebrew-language religious pamphlet which the conquerors hardly either knew of

or cared about. Using the solemn formula of a vassal treaty was for the Israelites a

way to nullify the vassal treaty they had just made and to invalidate its implicit

promise of religious subservience to foreign gods by way of replacing it with

another, genuine treaty (or covenant) which reasserted that their lives belonged to

Yahwe only.92

The Israelites’ resolution to be faithful to Yahwe only originated from their

personal experience that He was a living almighty Being with free will with whom

they could be in a dialogue, having a responsibility of their own. This idea of

responsibility and reciprocity is also the crux of the Book of Isaiah – even though it

90 See also Veijola 2004, 176.
91 Throughout this section I will be using the name Israel a little inaccurately, having it refer both

to the northern kingdom of Israel and the southern kingdom of Judah.
92 Unfortunately, due to Veijola’s untimely death I am unable to provide other references for this

point about the vassal treaties than his lecture course (Veijola 1993) dedicated to the meticulous

study of Deuteronomy 6:4–25. There he discussed in great detail the fact that its formulations were

identical to those of the vassal treaties, and the implications of this fact. Apparently he never wrote

about it although his personal archives must include plenty of material about it.
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may be readily admitted that these quotations presented by Shafarevich would seem

to suggest anything but:

Foreigners will rebuild your walls, and their kings will serve you. Though in anger
I struck you, in favour I will show you compassion. Your gates will always stand open,
they will never be shut, day or night, so that men may bring you the wealth of
the nations – their kings led in triumphal procession. For the nation or kingdom
that will not serve you will perish; it will be utterly ruined. (Isaiah 60:10–12.)

Aliens will shepherd your flocks; foreigners will work your fields and vineyards.
(61:5.)

Kings will be your foster fathers, and their queens your nursing mothers. They
will bow down before you with their faces to the ground; they will lick the dust at
your feet. (49:23.)

In order to establish the intention and meaning of these words, their context and

motive must be considered. The Book of Isaiah is a narrative of how God tries

to convey to His people through His messenger Isaiah how unbearable it is to

Him if they refuse to take heed of His mercy and learn from it – i.e., if they neglect

the needy, exploit the poor and yearn for earthly riches. In its beginning God

announces:

Stop bringing meaningless offerings! Your incense is detestable to me. New
Moons, Sabbaths and convocations – I cannot bear your evil assemblies. [. . .] They
have become a burden to me [. . .] learn to do right! Seek justice, relieve the
oppressed. Defend the cause of the orphans, plead the case of the widow. (1:13,
14, 17.)

Isaiah explains that God lets Israel face devastation in the hope that a lessening

of their earthly happiness will bring them back to their senses. While God is

unwavering in His only firm requirement, that of mercy, there is of course (due to

this very logic of mercy) always a possibility for reconciliation. Its only prerequisite

is sincere repentance and deeds of mercy that renew the covenant. If Israel takes

heed of this truth, it manages to convince other peoples of the worth of this truth as

well – hence the expressions of how foreign kings will hold Israel in high regard,

and how they will participate in cultivating and contributing to its heritage.

God also warns Israel through Isaiah that if, however, Israel again turns away

from God’s mercy, my servants [i.e., whoever in any time, belonging to whatever
people, hears me and takes heed] will sing out of the joy of their hearts, but you [i.e.,
Israel] will cry out from anguish of heart and wail in brokenness of spirit. (65:14.)

Basically this was the message of all prophets of the Old Testament, acting as the

conscience of “the Chosen People”, denouncing hubris and arrogance and demand-

ing responsibility from its kings and people alike.93 Indeed, responsibility is a

93Veijola has again put it aptly: “Already at that time it was a danger of religion that it lulled those

professing it into a peacefulness given by a false safety and complacency. The Israelites could start

to think that because of God’s choice they were a nation nothing could threaten. The prophets put

under question this kind of religiosity that was taken as self-explanatory. According to them their

choice signified a responsibility greater than that of other peoples: You only have I chosen of all the
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crucial constituent and condition of the conception of “the Chosen People”. Fol-

lowing its negligence the promise it contains loses power as well. To put this into

the language of the history of ideas: responsibility is the limit beyond which the

whole ideological construction of the “the Chosen People” collapses.94

Not the Prerequisite of Ethnicity but of Ethics

After all this it is not surprising that in its most primal context95 “the Chosen

People” has always been essentially an ethic, not ethnic conception: anybody ready

to commit to this covenant of blessing and responsibility was to be treated as (equal

to) a faithful Jew, whatever his extraction.96 The Talmud (the canonical collection

of rabbinic commentaries about Judaic Law) recounts a famous story about Rabbi

Hillel, one of the most revered teachers of Judaism who lived around the time of

Jesus. A heathen came to him saying he would convert to Judaism if Hillel could

teach him the whole of the Torah (the five Books of Moses) in the time he was able

to stand on one foot. To this Hillel replied: “What is hateful to yourself, do not do to

your fellow man. That is the whole Torah; the rest is just commentary. Go and study

it.”97

For sure, the Talmud also includes a great wealth of other sorts of stories, for

example, one about Rabbi Shammai who chased the same heathen away with a

stick, cursing him for his blasphemous question. The Talmud is by its nature a

collection of a most versatile oral tradition and as such a very demanding book to

read. For this reason it is inherent to Judaic tradition to study and interpret it under

the guidance of a rabbi providing the keys to its interpretation – to its motives and

intentions, its spirit.

While highlighting all this, Rabbi Abraham Cohen acknowledges in his monu-

mental Everyman’s Talmud – in line with Shafarevich, that is – the existence of

families of the earth. Therefore, because of your special calling, I am holding you responsible for
all your wrong-doings. (Amos 3:2.)” (Veijola 1990a, 90. See also Veijola, 1982a.)
94 It is not only Veijola or Christian biblical scholars who maintain this. There are no difficulties in

finding confirmation of this in contemporary Judaic sources. For instance: “If, however, Israel is

the chosen people, it is not for the purpose of receiving special marks of favouritism from God.

[. . .] as a result of this choice, Israel bears a heavier responsibility and his liability to punishment is

greater.” (Cohen 1975, 60.)

Or: “chosenness has nothing in common with doctrines of ‘racial’ or ethnic superiority. [. . .]
chosenness obligates Jews to a higher, not lower, morality.” (Telushkin 1994, 298.)
95 This emphasis is naturally important (as in all study of the history of ideas); making the original

initiators of an idea responsible for the unlimited number of interpretations by latter-day

interpreters (as if they had no responsibility of their own) would be senseless. I will return to

this issue later.
96 Cohen again confirms: “Genuine converts were welcomed and highly esteemed” and “the

Israelite and the convert were placed on exactly the same level.” (Cohen 1975, 64.)
97 Ibid., 65.
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“harsh sayings which are occasionally found in the Talmud with respect to non-

Jews”. He reminds his readers that they

were wrung from anguished lips under extreme provocation. The most criticized utterance

of this type is ‘Kill the best of the Gentiles! Crush the head of the best of snakes!’ (Mech. to

xiv. 7; 27a). But it should be remembered that the author was R. Simeon b. Jochai, who had

lived through the terrible Hadrianic persecutions, seen his beloved teacher, R. Akiba,

subjected to fiendish cruelties at the hands of the Romans, and been compelled to hide

with his son in a cave for thirteen years to escape the oppressors of his people. His words

expressed his personal feelings; but to quote them as illustrative of Talmudic ethics is

grossly unjust.98

It would nevertheless be contrary to reality to deny that some rabbis past and

present have earnestly taught such words to be illustrative of Talmudic ethics. For

instance, a spokesman for the current religious hardliners in Israel, Rabbi David Bar

Chaim, teaches that it would be wrong to equate Gentiles’ and Jews’ human rights,

that killing a non-Jew is not as aggravating as killing a Jew, and so forth. Certain

Judaic apocrypha and some rabbinic interpretations are apparently in line with this.

(Even if Bar Chaim expectedly denies Gentiles the right to interpret the Torah) one

can safely say that such interpretations go clearly against the original intention of

the texts considered the holiest in Judaism, thus becoming their monstrous

caricatures. Characteristically Bar Chaim, too, laments that the “heretical” univer-

salist view is worrisomely widespread amongst contemporary Judaic authors.99

That the original interpretation of the Torah outlined earlier has been the

stronger and the more authoritative one in the sphere of Judaism is evidenced by

historical facts. Unlike what is commonly assumed, conversion has traditionally

played a strong role in the formation of the Jewish “nation” – up to the point where

speaking of Jews in ethnic terms is altogether senseless. Raymond Aron has noted

that

Those who are called Jews are not, for the most part, biological descendants of the Semitic

tribes whose beliefs and transfigured history are chronicled in the Bible. In the Mediterra-

nean basin, just before or during the first century of the Christian era, there existed

dispersed Jewish communities that had been converted to Judaism, not necessarily com-

posed of emigrants from Palestine. Nor did all the Jews of Romanized Gaul come from

Palestine.100

98 Ibid., 66.
99 Bar Chaim no date. I am thankful to the Moscow scholar Iurii Tabak of the Jewish-Christian

Project for acquainting me with Bar Chaim’s article. According to Masalha 2007, 139, 141, the

late Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda Kook (as well as his father Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak Kook) has been even

more active (and more influential) in promoting such a doctrine.
100 Aron 1990, 338. Of course, the reason for the fact that since those days conversion virtually

stopped playing a role in Judaism is that Jews lived for centuries amongst Christian and Muslim

communities which forbade conversion to Judaism as a most serious sacrilege. However, the fact

that conversion belongs inherently to Judaism is seen in present-day America – which is in some

respects a pluralistic society similar to the ancient world – where conversion has again become

commonplace.
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The idea that Israel must constantly reaffirm its covenant of faithfulness to God’s

summons of mercy comes through clearly in the war stories of the Old Testament.

These stories evidence that the interpretation of the glorification of militancy in the

Old Testament is horribly biased.101 For instance, the Book of Judges which, as

Veijola stresses, was written when Israel waged the most aggressive wars of its

history,102 has in its 11th chapter a story about Jephthah, an Israeli warlord who

resorted to ruthless violence against his enemies because of his political ambitions.

God then made him answerable for his deeds by demanding him to make a burnt

sacrifice of his only virgin daughter (who, in other words, was Jephthah’s only hope

for having offspring, something vital for the Judaic conception of a good life). The

tale’s lesson is that in God’s eyes killing enemies is just as horrendous as killing

one’s own children.103

Of course, God – or the conception of God in this story – may be accused of

cruelty, but such an accusation is both short-sighted and hypocritical, since the sole

point, told in the most unyielding way, is that one cannot take up a sword without

being perished by it. There is, no doubt, cruelty in this fact, but the tale highlights

that it is not cruelty derived from God’s will but from going against it. The

significance of the story is that it does not put up an artificial happy ending of

double standards, evading this horrifying, but, ultimately, merciful and life-

affirming truth.

Indeed, the Hebrew Bible is firm in stressing that the conception of “the Chosen

People” must not be understood to denote that other peoples would not be similarly

chosen, similarly dear, similarly unique:

Do you rulers in Jerusalem and in the city of Samaria feel safe and at ease?
Everyone bows down to you, and you think you are better than any other nation. But
you are in for trouble! Look what happened to the cities of Calneh, powerful

101 Veijola 1982b.
102 Veijola 1993, see also 1982b.
103 Veijola has pointed out to several other stories of the Old Testament with utterly pacifistic

undertones, emphasising that central to it is the idea that any rearmament or hankering for great

armies in war is a sign of faithlessness towards God, His betrayal. See, for instance, Isaiah

30:15–16: For thus said the Lord God, the Holy One of Israel, “If you come back to me and are
peaceful, you will be saved. If you will be calm and trust me, you will be strong.” But you were
unwilling, and you said, “No! We will flee upon horses”; therefore you shall flee away; and, “We
will ride upon swift steeds”; therefore your pursuers shall be swift.
And Hosea 10:13–14: You have planted evil, harvested injustice, and eaten the fruit of your lies.

You trusted your own strength and your powerful forces. So war will break out, and your fortresses
will be destroyed. Your enemies will do to you what Shalman did to the people of Beth-Arbel –
mothers and their children will be beaten to death against rocks. See also Zechariah 4:6; Psalms

33:16–20 and 20:8.

This logic is not foreign to the tradition of Jewish biblical interpretation, midrash, either.
According to one midrashic tale angels rejoiced when the Egyptians pursuing their escaped Judaic

slaves were drowned in the Red Sea. They were angrily silenced by God: “How dare you be joyful!

Don’t you see that my creation is dying.” (Veijola 1993.)
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Hamath, and Gath in Philistia. Are you greater than any of those kingdoms?
(Amos 6:2.)

And:

Are not you Israelites the same to me as the Cushites? Did I not bring Israel up
from Egypt, the Philistines from Caphtor and the Arameans from Kir? (9:7.)

The Hebrew Bible, the written crystallisation of the vast sacral heritage of the

Jews, may with good reason be called a “history of claiming responsibility”104 –

which naturally makes responsibility a vital condition for reading and interpreting it

[cf. the discussion on Shafarevich’s exchange with Men in Ch. 6]. Of course, this

leaves much in the hands of man, but only then is the free will of the both parties of

this relationship,105 that of God and that of man, conceivable without either one

being reduced into a mere passive object, an idol or a ready-programmed mechani-

cal thing.

“The Chosen People” Conception as an Antidote to Monotheism’s
“Inevitable Imperialism”

As Shafarevich had rightly noted in Russophobia, referring to such researchers as

Samuil Lurie and Max Weber, Jews’ voluntary isolation from other peoples was a

historical fact already before the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem (70 AD), at

the time when their majority lived in the diaspora.106 Indeed, the Jews’ persistence

in remaining faithful to their god Yahwe alone without making concessions to the

service of the deities of their contemporaries doubtlessly caused confusion and

resentment. In the pre-Christian era participating in rituals of worship of the deity of

one’s neighbour or trade partner was considered as diplomatic and something of an

everyday courtesy. This was understandable as the number of deities revered by the

Greeks, Romans and most others was practically unlimited. Contemporaneous

peoples thus were prone to consider the Jews’ obsession to hold on to their own

God alone as impertinent inflexibility, arrogance and demonstrative isolation.107

104 The rich material of the Hebrew Bible about the encounter of man and his Creator (to borrow

again Veijola’s words) was gathered together and edited by several schools of redactors over

several centuries. But ultimately all these redactors, whether formally stressing the priestly

function, the primacy of the Law and so forth, remained true to this idea about a covenant of

responsibility, and this is also the point made by all scholars of the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament

who read it with respect to the basic requirements of the history of ideas method.
105 As is often noted, the word “religion” has its root in the Latin religare, to rebind, to reconnect or
to be in relation with someone.
106 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 152. Langmuir shows that this claim has been made by a wide

range of scholars, Jews and non-Jews alike, and far from always for the purpose of compromising

Jews (Langmuir 1990, 3–17).
107 Langmuir credits James Parkes, Count Cloudenhove-Kalergi and J. N. Sevenster as the most

prominent researchers having pointed this out, ibid.
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From the perspective of our era of monotheistic religions, it should of course be

senseless to take this for an aggravating circumstance exclusively in the case of the

ancient Jews because the same judgement would then have to concern all the rest of

life based on monotheist religion. Yet, Langmuir’s stern remark about monotheism’s

essence makes much sense:

Instead of assuming, like polytheists, that people and individuals have had different gods

because they were different people, monotheists have been monopolists; they have insisted

imperialistically that there was only one valid faith or genuine sense of human identity, and

that all sane people should believe in their concept of supreme being.108

Such an “imperialistic” definition fits the case of ancient Jews utterly poorly,

however. This is because their conception of their calling to be faithful only to

Yahwe included the idea that it was useless and even impossible (a taboo of a sort) to

attempt to know and define other peoples’ relations with their G/god(s).109 Veijola

has stressed that the only thing the Jews considered relevant was that they them-

selves ought to remain faithful to the covenant of mercy and responsibility they had

made with Yahwe – the god they and their forefathers had personally learnt to know

as their creator, protector and deliverer and whom they had thus given vows of

faithfulness. Their logic was analogical to that of a man having found his own wife,

being happy and feeling no need or desire to speculate about the wives of others.

This logic has an expression in the literal meaning of the sacred Hebrew name of

God, Yahwe, “I Am (Who I Am)”. It avows that Israelites acknowledged Yahwe’s

sovereign right to be who He was without them having the right to pretend to

understand the fullness of His being – including His relations with other peoples.110

This same logic – that of an experience of a blessing inconceivable in purely

rational terms which brings with it a responsibility to remain faithful to it while

rendering needless any attempts to capture its essence in definitions – was certainly

embedded in the conception of “the Chosen People”. This conception, as such, was

a genial practical solution to the problem of ‘monotheism’s inevitable imperialism’

pointed out by Langmuir: it was a way to restrict the summons of monotheism as to

bind the Israelites’ own community only, thus thwarting the potential for imperial-

istic pretensions.

Veijola further points out that monotheism was irrevocably established as an

unconditional religious dogma for Israel (in the 6th century BC, by King Josiah) at

the same time when the conception about Israel as Yahwe’s own chosen people was

instituted. The third pillar of this ideological construction was the dogma about

Jerusalem as Israel’s only cultic centre.111 These three pillars supported one

108 Ibid., 286.
109 Veijola 1993. The only exception concerned moral common sense, i.e., the Israelites reasoned

that any god demanding such ceremonies of adoration as temple prostitution had to be an idol.
110 Ibid.
111 The function of both the pillar of Jerusalem as the centre of cultic proceedings and the pillar of

Israel as Yahwe’s Chosen People was to support the conception about monotheism because at the

time when this so-called cult reform was made, cults of local deities were still common outside of

Jerusalem.
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another, thus sustaining and substantiating the idea of Israel’s personal responsibil-

ity before its God.112 The interpretation that the intention in the union of these

concepts was expressly to reject clannish complacency while emphasising one

universally valid principle of responsibility becomes all the more plausible when

considering Veijola’s further studies.

Veijola stresses that in Deuteronomy, the text establishing the idea of “the

Chosen People”, “aliens are the object of particular solicitude in legislation.”

While “this book speaks much about how God loves His people Israel and how

Israelites should in their turn love their God”, it stresses with similar principledness

and consistency that God “loves the alien, giving him food and clothing. In a similar
way you are to love those who are aliens, for you yourselves were aliens in Egypt.
(Deuteronomy 10:18–19.)”113 Indeed, Veijola shows that the above passage is

repeated time after time both in Deuteronomy114 and all over the Hebrew

Bible.115 That is, any notion of consistent arrogance or mercilessness of Old

Testament Jews simply does not hold.

112 Veijola 1993. Of course, this phase of the mature Israelite religion to which Deuteronomy

attests is only one phase in its evolution. In the oldest tradition of the Hebrew Bible (most notably,

much of Genesis 1–11), the idea of One God who is the creator and benefactor of all peoples and

all creation prevails. This tradition does not differ from many other ancient creation myths and

legends of many other peoples. The “retreat” to more “tribalistic” conceptions, and eventually, the

emergence of the conception of “the Chosen People” was basically dictated by the ancient Jews’

realisation that other peoples’ conceptions of the holy were inaccessible to the Jews and vice versa.
It was a way to redefine their responsibility to only bother about the purity of “our own hearts”, and

not to mix into others’ business. In the most recent texts of the Hebrew Bible, written when the

Jews began to be scattered among other peoples around the Mediterranean because of rapidly

growing international trade, universalist emphases reappear. Here, too, the perspective is that of

Jews’ own responsibility to hold on to universal ethics – not that of arrogantly preaching

responsibility to others.
113 Veijola 1998, 218.
114 Ibid., passim; 1990b, passim. For example:Do not deprive the alien or the fatherless of justice, or
take the cloak of the widow as a pledge. Remember that you were slaves in Egypt and the Lord your
God redeemed you from there. That is why I command you to do this. (Deuteronomy 24:17, 19.)
115Do not wrong a stranger or oppress him, for you were strangers in the land of Egypt yourself.
(Exodus 22:21.)

Do not oppress a stranger, since you yourselves know the feelings of a stranger, for you also
were strangers in the land of Egypt. (Exodus 23:9.)
When a stranger resides with you in your land, do not do him wrong. The stranger who resides

with you shall be to you as the native among you, and you shall love him as yourself, for you were
aliens in the land of Egypt; I am the Lord your God. (Leviticus 19:33–34.) There are many more of

such excerpts.
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“The Chosen People” – Further Implications and Interpretations

I will still consider the implications and repercussions of the conception of “the

Chosen People” in the context of Christianity in order to be best prepared for

assessing some important pieces of Russophobia’s criticism.

Gavin Langmuir, one of the most respected authorities of Christian anti-Semi-

tism, has claimed that the Judaic conception of “the Chosen People” is incommen-

surable with Christianity’s basic tenets. He has further claimed that this makes

Christianity inherently anti-Judaic. His logic is approximately as follows. Since

Christians cannot get away from the fact that the Jews always are God’s Chosen

People, and since this fact will always intrigue Christians, they will always be prone

to interpret the Jews’ refusal to accept Jesus as the Son of God as an unacceptable

revolt against God.116 He implies, in other words, that these two conceptions (of

Jesus as the Son of God and of the Jews as the Chosen People) cannot coexist

peacefully, and sees the Christians – who have ‘stepped on the Jews’ territory’ so to

speak – as the natural aggressors of the two. He further claims that under certain

(but only certain) circumstances this ever-underlying friction escalates into Chris-

tian Jew-hatred.

It is indeed probable that the peculiar fact that the Jews’ encounter with (their)

God is by its nature a point of reference or a point of comparison to the Christians’
encounter with (their) God has played a role in the relations of Judaism and

Christianity. Nevertheless, while it is likely that Langmuir has construed correctly

one central train of thought behind Christians’ religiously motivated hatred towards

the Jews throughout history, this train of thought is pathological in the context of

Christianity (i.e., untenable when considering Christian ideas within their own

limits). While pathologies certainly deserve to be discussed openly and to be

accepted as a historical reality, it is not enough to discuss them alone.

The problem is that Langmuir evidently takes it for granted that the conception

of the Chosen People is understood – in the spheres of Judaism and Christianity

alike – as a conception of some transcendent qualities or mystical “chosenness” of

the Jews past and present. However, as was seen, in its context of emergence it was

ultimately nothing more peculiar than a conception of the requirement of responsi-

bility towards all humans without distinction – but a requirement defined as to

obligate only those having consciously accepted this covenant of responsibility, i.e.,

the Jews. To put this in a more scholarly language: it was an ingenious historical

expression of monotheism teaching universal humanism (to borrow a later concep-

tion) minus the pretensions of religious imperialism. It was not, in other words, a

static category as in Langmuir’s interpretation, but a most dynamic one.

Since the first Christians were Jews nurtured on Jewish religious notions, it is not

tenable that they would have mistaken the conception of “the Chosen People” with

its principle of responsibility for a static theory defining anybody as better or as

116 Langmuir 1990, 3–17 and passim.
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worse than others. Much rather the first Christians, too, saw themselves to be

entering the one covenant of blessing and responsibility open to all those who

wished to accept it and remain faithful to it in ways more or less analogical to the

Jewish understanding of it. This is expressed clearly in the often-cited words of the

Epistle to the Christian community in Colosse – in spite of the fact that in a sense

the Christian covenant certainly was also a “new covenant” because of its new

token, the mystery of Christ’s blood and body, which rendered the token of the “first

covenant” (circumcision) irrelevant for them:

[. . .] you have taken off your old self with its practices and have put on the new
self, which is being renewed in knowledge in the image of its Creator. Here there is
no Greek or Jew, circumcised or uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave or free,
but Christ is all, and is in all. Therefore, as God’s chosen people, holy and dearly
loved, clothe yourselves with compassion, kindness, humility, gentleness and
patience. (Colossians 3:9–12.)117

Indeed, the most authoritative voice of Christianity – Christ’s voice in the

Gospels – has confirmed that in terms of essence there is absolutely no contradic-

tion in the two “covenants”, the old (Jewish) and the new (Christian):

Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets [i.e., the two

constituent parts of the Hebrew Bible, the third part of which is the aphoristic

wisdom literature]; I have come not to abolish them but to fulfil them. For truly,
I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota [the smallest letter of the

Greek alphabet], not a dot, will disappear from the law until all is accomplished.
(Matthew 5:17–18.)

In spite of this it has occasionally been habitual in later Christianity to interpret

the conception “the Chosen People” in terms of rivalry between the two religions,

Judaism and Christianity, just as Langmuir suggested. Then the words of the Epistle

to the Colossians are misinterpreted, as if the Christians had won over from the Jews

the status of “the Chosen People” as an award trophy predestined to have only two

owners in human history, first the Jews and then the Christians. At worst, such logic

has led some Christians to assume that they have some sort of “burden of proof” to

establish their own superiority by demonstrating the Jews’ inferiority.

117 In spite of the fact that Judaism and Christianity can be said to share the same essence, they both

have their own “language”, their distinct semantic logic and tradition. Here the metaphor of a

family can again be applied: if two couples have married and have started their families, it would

be a utopian, anarchic deed bringing with it chaos and grief if they – prodded by their realisations

that their two families are essentially so similar – would suddenly merge together under the

pretension of sharing absolutely everything and seeing no difference between their old and new

family members. However, while they should not become one, they of course should understand

each other through their own experiences.

When it comes to Jews converted to Christianity, Father Aleksandr Men summarised the

essential well (see, Ch. 6): conversion to Christianity does not need to mean cultural assimilation.

Converted Jews do not need to forget their language, Jewish traditional holidays etc. After all, the

world is full of Christians holding on to their most diverse national and cultural traditions which do

not compromise the Christian faith.
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Historical Christians have indeed been regrettably prone to interpret Judaic

religious notions and the Hebrew Bible (or tellingly, the Old Testament) merely

as “raw material” for Christian religious notions, considered often already by

definition more ethical and more elevated. Since the Old Testament is a collection

of texts written very realistically, without palliating human passions or even their

most horrible consequences as they appear in actual life, fateful misunderstandings

arise easily when readers, offended by the harsh form of the stories, miss their

moral. (This point is frequently stressed by Veijola.) The lamentably common

assumptions about “Old Testament fury” or “Old Testament revenge” are examples

of such misunderstanding.

Primitively formalistic (or, as Shafarevich would say, “mechanistic”)

interpretations are also behind another nonsensical notion common among

Christians. It asserts that all Jews past and present have to be put on a pedestal as

“God’s people” and the contemporary state of Israel must be treated as the “Holy”

or “Promised Land” which it is never quite proper to criticise with the same criteria

as others. A particularly painful example of this is the ideology of certain

staggeringly influential American neo-conservatives who arm Israel at whatever

price, encourage its leaders to expand its borders, and wish to see all Jews from all

around the world return there because according to their millennial ideology this

must take place before Armageddon – the final universal confrontation between

good and evil preceding Christ’s second coming.118

As was authenticated before, individual modern Jews have likewise been blinded

by their belonging to “the Chosen People”, making “the Chosen People” and “the

Promised Land” their idols – exactly the kinds of idols the worshipping of which the

Judaic tradition in the person of Isaiah and virtually all other prophets and the clear

majority of biblical scribes has most firmly condemned. I refer, most notably, to that

strident group of Jews (both religious and secular) in contemporary Israel who are

desperately unwilling to grant to the Palestinians the right to any “promised land” of

their own. However, these Jewish activists clearly go against the things having

rendered their spiritual heritage so astonishingly viable. (They certainly also have

relentless Jewish critics. The most famous of these, Noam Chomsky and Norman

Finkelstein, have rather demonstratively refrained from stepping on the territory of

religious argumentation, however.) I quote again Veijola:

As to regulations concerning aliens, Israelite legislation was unique in the world of that

time where attitudes towards refugees and other aliens were usually not positive, much

rather the opposite. We know a great number of treaties of alliance between states of that

time [. . .]. These treaties [. . .] also regularly mention the refugee issue. The relevant clauses

always demand that refugees be returned to the land of their origin. [. . .] It is all the more

remarkable that the Israelite legislators did not adopt this general practice but started to

protect the fundamental rights of refugees.119

118 This ideology was triggered by the Six-Day War of 1967, discussed in Ch. 5. See, for instance,

Halsell 2003; Weber 2005.
119 Veijola 1998, 215, see also 1990b.
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Humanly taken (not that this frees anybody of the responsibility rightfully

belonging to them) it is, however, hardly astonishing if some Jews have been

carried away by a distorted comprehension of the concepts “the Chosen People”

and “the Promised Land” when many Christians around them have been paying

excessive and often pathological attention to them.120

Christianity and Judaism – Two Languages, the Same
Basic Message

Lastly I raise the question as to whether it can be reasonably claimed that hostility

towards Jews is in some way inherent or characteristic to Christianity. This question

is of importance when assessing in the coming sections the history of Jewish-

Christian coexistence – in Russian Empire among other – and when considering

Shafarevich’s emphases in Russophobia. Like the discussion in the previous sec-

tion, this discussion, too, will be relevant when assessing some pieces of

Russophobia’s criticism later in this study.

Probably the most essential question here is as to whether any ideas about the

Jews as “the murderers of Christ” can be seen to be consonant to Christianity. The

following paragraphs in the New Testament would seem to be the most critical:

Jesus went around in Galilee, purposely staying away from Judea because the
Jews there were waiting to take his life. (John 7:1.)

And:

As soon as the chief priests and their officials saw [Jesus], they shouted,
‘Crucify! Crucify!’ But Pilate answered, ‘You take him and crucify him. As for
me, I find no basis for a charge against him.’ The Jews insisted, ‘We have a law, and
according to that law he must die, because he claimed to be the Son of God.’ When
Pilate heard this, he was even more afraid, and he went back inside the palace.
‘Where do you come from?’ he asked Jesus, but Jesus gave him no answer. ‘Do you

120 From a historical perspective it would even seem to make matters much easier if the religious

myths and traditions of one people, however much wisdom, truth and beauty they hold, do not

become the object of the intense religious interest of others – simply because that easily means

their absolutisation in retrospect in another historical and cultural context, petrifying them so that

they become something like lifeless idols. Alternatively, it can mean their relativisation, obscuring

their own unique context and then, forcing their ideas beyond their limits, against their own

intention.

Indeed, there hardly has ever existed a people that would not have had some sort of a personal

relation to the Being it considers its creator as accounted in its myths and legends. Usually, in the

course of history, it has just been so that nobody else has taken the myths of others overly

earnestly, so that they have remained known only to their own people. (If, say, contemporary

Finns would continue to consider themselves the sons and daughters of Ukko Ylijumala [the

Supreme God and Creator of all the cosmos according to ancient Finnish folk religion, of which

the national epic Kalevala is the most famous monument], it would hardly have practical relevance

as long as nobody else would bother to care about this.) Or then, they have become the intellectual

property of future generations of other peoples – like Greek mythology which became the spiritual

heritage of all Europeans – without their sacral dimension.
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refuse to speak to me?’ Pilate said. ‘Don’t you realize I have power either to free
you or to crucify you?’ Jesus answered, ‘You would have no power over me if it
were not given to you from above. Therefore the one who handed me over to you is
guilty of a greater sin.’ From then on, Pilate tried to set Jesus free, but the Jews kept
shouting, ‘If you let this man go, you are no friend of Caesar. Anyone who claims to
be a king opposes Caesar.’ When Pilate heard this, he brought Jesus out and sat
down on the judge’s seat at a place known as the Stone Pavement (which in
Aramaic is Gabbatha). It was the day of Preparation of Passover Week, about
the sixth hour. ‘Here is your king’, Pilate said to the Jews. But they shouted, ‘Take
him away! Take him away! Crucify him!’ (John 19: 5–16.)

Here, in one of the holiest texts of Christianity, it is indeed possible to read a

tendency to stress the responsibility of the Judaic authorities and the Jewish folk for

the death of Christ. This emphasis catches the eye at least if one compares it with

any emphasis on the fault of the Romans, in the person of Pilate.

To understand the intention in this emphasis it is vital to remember that during

the first Christian century, when the Gospels were written down, the Christians’

only “natural enemies” were the Romans, who persecuted them systematically. The

Romans had devastated the Temple in Jerusalem and had violently subjugated the

Jews – both were facts mattering to the first Christians raised in the sphere of

Judaism. Under these conditions it would have been utterly easy for the Evangelists

to shift the blame for the death of Christ to the Romans. However, it would have

flagrantly contradicted the principle of each man’s personal responsibility and that

of repentance for one’s own sins consistently taught by Jesus. (As such it was, of

course, an identical principle to that in Judaism.) It is thus only natural that the

writers of the Gospels were particularly cautious not to foment hatred against the

Romans and that they consistently tried to avoid labelling them the guilty ones.

The Jews, however, were for the first Christians both in historical and religious

terms the closest possible reference group. Underscoring the grudge of the Pharisees

and the high priests, the vengefulness of the Jewish folk, and, of course, the

wretchedness of Judas was for the Evangelists the most natural way to point out

that the root cause of the prototypical human error – that of remaining cold to God’s

mercy and man’s suffering, the crucifixion of Christ – was not in “the hostile

strangers”, “the non-believers” or even the earthly authorities but so much closer:

“amongst us”, “in our own hearts”.121 Hence, every time when subsequent Christian

121 This becomes even more evident when considering the Gospels’ depiction of Pilate in the light

of historical facts about him because they show that his contemporaries – Jesus’ adherents and the

rest of the Jews – would have had excellent justification for blaming him for everything.

Helen Bond’s study elaborates that Pilate treated Jews much harsher than the Roman rulers

before him. His unskilful conduct dangerously shook the equilibrium and was ultimately the

reason why the Romans removed him from the post of Prefect of Judea in 36 AD. For instance,

whereas Pilate’s predecessors had tried to accommodate Roman rule to the special character of the

Judaic faith and had not demanded that the Jews venerate Caesar as god, Pilate had provokingly

brought Roman religious symbols to Jerusalem, moved there the headquarters of his army and

promptly answered to all popular reactions to these acts with armed force. Bond also argues
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generations have earnestly accused the Jews of having killed God, they have deci-

sively distorted the message, mistakenly reading “the others” in place of “those of us

who happened to be around”.

That this is the genuine intention of the Gospels, is confirmed also by the Nicene

Creed (325, 381 AD), the carefully formulated and thoroughly weighed

crystallisation of the Christian faith which remains to this day the most authoritative

(and the only ecumenically accepted) Christian creed. Stating simply that Christ

was “crucified under [i.e., during the reign of] Pontius Pilate”, it attests to the

Church’s conviction that no one group of people was guilty of the death of Christ –

not the Jews, not the high priests, not the Romans.

Moreover, it is ultimately only fair and faithful to Christianity – up to the point

that it is its only meaningful understanding – not to “petrify” Christ into the

historical person having lived two thousand years ago but to serve and to respect

him, as he himself constantly encouraged (Matthew 24:45), in each person present

in the context of one’s life each moment. This is because Christianity sees in Christ

nothing more and nothing less than a living embodiment of God’s ultimate mercy

and compassion towards man, God’s ultimate solidarity with man in all human fear

and suffering, God’s ultimate affirmation of each man’s value as a being dear and

unique to Him, and an ultimate reminder of man’s responsibility towards God

expressly as a responsibility to be merciful to his fellow beings and all creation.122

Summarising the Findings: Nothing Dubious in Shafarevich’s
Claims About Religion

This lengthy discussion about the conception “the Chosen People” and about some

other related questions has basically reinforced the conclusions of the “provisional

plausibly that the real-life Pilate certainly wished to eliminate Jesus, a leader of a dangerously

compelling rebellious movement, and was hardly indifferent to his death which took place at the

beginning of the 30s. Having learnt from his earlier mistakes he knew, however, that it was

tactically far wiser for him as a Roman to emphasise his own formal passivity while prodding the

high priests to take the initiative to eliminate Jesus. As to the high priests, they were afraid that

Jesus’ provocative words about God’s overpowering rulership was a real hazard to the Jews’

relatively autonomous status, giving Pilate an excellent pretext to introduce a harsher regime, and

they thus did as he wished. (Bond 1998.) Since all this was doubtlessly well-known among

contemporaries, there is a clear theological point in how the Evangelists consciously rendered it

harder for the reader to single out Pilate as the guilty one and to thus hopelessly miss the deeper

message of the Gospels.
122 The centrality of this conviction for Christianity is expressed in the centrality of the sacrament

of Communion, the meaning of which is far from exhausted in remembrance of a historical event

of Christ’s life, the last supper. Its main point is that by taking Christ’s mysterious blood and body

in the form of bread and wine each Christian acknowledges being part of that mystical unity and

interrelatedness (communion) of the cosmos where, on the one hand, all his rejection of goodness

is in a mysterious way a transgression against all creation and where, on the other hand, none of his

sincere effort to do what is good ever fails to somehow bear fruit.
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trial” earlier in this chapter: it would be nonsensical – and hopelessly sanctimonious

– to accuse Shafarevich of antipathy towards the Jewish nation on the basis of his

hypotheses and presumptions in Russophobia.
As was seen, the interpretations that the Old Testament would teach about the

Jews’ right or calling to rule over the world or that Judaism would be a religion

granting Jews a right to a divinely justified feeling of superiority, do not hold. It was

seen, as well, that while such ideas are clearly pathological from the perspective of

Judaism and Christianity alike (based on a superficial understanding of the Old –

and the New – Testament) they have nevertheless existed during history among

some Jews and Christians. There is thus nothing extraordinary or improper in

Shafarevich’s assumption that a (perhaps unrepresentative and small but astonish-

ingly determined) group among revolutionaries who had a Jewish background but

who denounced their fathers’ faith had been influenced by a ruthless, primitivistic

and conceited interpretation of the conception of “the Chosen People”, subcon-

sciously incorporating it into their revolutionary credo about the socialist avant-

garde that has almost a predestined right to reorder, judge and punish “philistine”

and “backward” Russian society.

The charge that Shafarevich is prejudiced against Jews in Russophobia is based

on a deterministic conception about religion and humans. It reflects thinking which

rejects the fact that religion is much more than a ready-made computer program. Its

idea of man is devoid of the dimension of free will, the constant possibility of

personal interpretation, and ultimately the conception of responsibility as a natural

constituent of all human life.

Indeed, to take Shafarevich’s assumption as morally improper would be as

senseless as considering it morally improper to suggest that in some moments of

history occasional groups of people with traditional Christian and Muslim

upbringings have assumed aggressive political ideals and then distilled ideas

about Muslim or Christian superiority into them. Only with flagrantly hypocritical

logic could this be taken as an insult to Islam or Christianity, all Muslims or all

Christians.123

As to Shafarevich’s biblical citations, which, it was assumed, would attract

attention in a hypothetical trial, it is evident that he simply considered it to be a

requirement of elementary scholarly argumentation to present evidence to support

one’s hypotheses. Thus, since he suggested that the urge of a group of writers to

insist that Russians are a horribly messianistic people had at its root the disturbing

fact that some perverted messianistic interpretations of “the Chosen People” con-

ception had affected the Jewish youths who, in the great turmoil of modernisation,

had lost a living relationship with their fathers’ religion and had been enthralled by

the elitist faith of avant-garde socialist revolutionaries, it was natural that

Shafarevich present such excerpts from the Old Testament which would seem to

support an elitist and cruel interpretation of this conception.

123 The question about the verity of Shafarevich’s concrete claims as to Jewish revolutionaries is of

course still another matter and will be discussed soon.
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In a 1990 interview Shafarevich confirmed this:

[In Russophobia] I wanted to show what sort of rationale there is in the Jewish religious

tradition which that stream of a chosen minority expressing itself in the works I cited could

rely on. Had I wished to analyse some other stream, for instance, Zionism [. . .], I would
have chosen other citations. Had I wished to analyse some characteristic of Russian history,

I would have chosen the third citations.124

The evident fact that Shafarevich had not had pretensions to nail down the

essence of Judaism with his quotations was also illustrated on an occasion when

he was commenting on the criticisms of Russophobia. He said that it had been with
utter incredulity that he had read the comments by those who had actually been

irritated by his biblical citations:

But these people cannot expect that Christians manipulate the citations from the Scriptures,

just like the Marxists did with their ‘classics’, can they? If the Bible says that King David

slew those whom he had conquered,125 one can try to clarify to oneself what role this and

other episodes of the Old Testament have in the Christian worldview, or, at worst, one can

admit that it is at present incomprehensible to us, but it would be shameful to make believe

that it does not exist.126

A principled rejection of Shafarevich’s presuppositions may finally stem from a

view that it is somehow out of place to speak about religious conceptions in a

serious scholarly analysis. Such a view is also short-sighted, however. Religious

convictions have a forceful role in motivating people’s deeds and ideas, and while

religious notions can be a matter of passion to believers only, non-believers, too,

can have firm, often unconscious and unchallenged – and at worst, very sanctimo-

nious – convictions about religion. Thus, explicit discussion about religious

conceptions (or religious myths, should one prefer this formulation) can be highly

relevant and important in the scholarly sphere, as well. Refusal to reflect on them, as

if they would eternally defy rational discussion, often goes together with the most

hypocritical convictions.127

124 Shafarevich 1990a, 93.
125 David is indeed said to have killed over forty thousand fleeing soldiers in 2 Samuel 10:17–19

and in 1 Chronicles 19:18.
126 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a, 195.
127 A rather extreme example of such interpretation of religious notions with which a writer

operates as with an axiomatic and canonical truth while attempting to maintain a distance from

them himself is the way in which the Moscow human rights activist Iurii Tabak criticises

Solzhenitsyn. The latter had said, when speaking about Russo-Jewish relations, that “all peoples

are children of one God”, on which Tabak commented: “The Lord himself prescribed the Jews in

the Scriptures to be to a famous extent isolated from other peoples – something the Orthodox

Christian believer Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn who apparently reads the Bible must accept. For a

believer to correct the intention of God means great boldness.” Straight after this Tabak continues,

somewhat confusingly, “but these are just small things”. (Tabak 2006, 127.) It is, however,

probably more common that ideas of this sort are not explicitly stated but that they just influence

the author’s views on unarticulated levels. I will return to this when discussing Russophobia
criticisms.
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The Second Investigation: Jews in the History of Christendom

Jews as “Mercurian Service Nomads” According to Slezkin

I shall next examine the history of the Jews’ coexistence with Christians. This

discussion will provide a meaningful basis for considering Shafarevich’s claims

about the role of the Jews in the age of pre-revolutionary social rupture in Russia. It

also has relevance for the final section of this chapter discussing Shafarevich’s 2003

publication Three-Thousand-Year-Old Enigma, which is dedicated to the history of
the Jews.

A difficulty in discussing Jewish-Christian relations is that it has been most

common to approach them exclusively as the unique relations between two unique

religions. Despite its obvious assets, this approach brings about problems kindred to

those of researching Russia exclusively in the sphere of Russian studies: as some-

thing incommensurable [see Ch. 1]. In his celebrated study Iurii Slezkin [Yuri

Slezkine] has challenged and complemented this habitual approach.

According to Slezkin’s metaphor Jews have traditionally been “Mercurians” –

“service nomads”, border-crossers, travellers and middlemen – in a world of “local”

peasant “Apollonians”, and, as such, akin to Gypsies, Overseas Chinese, Syrian

Christians and yet many other lesser-known peoples. He thus argues that Jewish

uniqueness is overadvertised: “The[se peoples] were all chosen people, in other

words, all ‘tribal’ and ‘traditional’ insofar as they worshipped themselves openly

and separated themselves as a matter of principle.”128 This, Slezkin emphasises,

was due to their “service nomadism” which requires “internal solidarity and

external strangeness”:129 “Even the Christians and Muslims who specialized in

service nomadism tended to belong to endogamous, nonproselytizing, ‘national’

churches, such as the Gregorian [. . .], Nestorian, Maronite, Melchite, Coptic, Ibadi,

and Ismaeli.”130 Russian Old Believers131 and Russian Germans132 were prime

examples of “Mercurians” as well.

Slezkin’s metaphor of “Mercurians” and “Apollonians” is brilliant despite a

possible first impression of artificiality. Being derived from a mythological imagery

other than the Judeo-Christian conceptual arsenal it effectively blocks the way to

the habitual framework of Judeo-Christian uniqueness which, if not expressly

challenged, is so overwhelming that it is assumed almost automatically. Secondly,

being so obviously a mere metaphor – i.e., something it would be absurd to interpret

in some literal sense – it clears the way for reasonable scholarly discussion. With

Judeo-Christian concepts as “the Chosen People” the case is different because they

128 Slezkine 2004, 14–15.
129 Ibid., 43.
130 Ibid., 14.
131 Ibid., 111.
132 Ibid., 111–114.

278 8 Russophobia



trigger very easily an endless debate with “ghost opponents” who all speak

motivated by their own firm but tacit pre-understanding. Slezkin jumps elegantly

over this difficulty, making an important point namely by so doing.

He shows that there have always been mythical religious explanations to ratio-

nalise the “Mercurian” peoples’ specific sources of livelihood and their certain

status as strangers in local “Apollonian” societies. A good case in point are the

Gypsies:

Of the many legends accounting for the Gypsy predicament, one claims that Adam and Eve

were so fruitful that they decided to hide some of their children from God, who became

angry and condemned the ones he could not see to eternal homelessness. Other explanations

include punishment for incest or refusal of hospitability, but the most common one blames

the Gypsies for forging the nails used to crucify Jesus. [. . .] Before the rise of secularism

and industrialism, everyone in agrarian societies seems to have agreed that service nomad-

ism meant homelessness, and that homelessness was a curse.133

In other words, conceptions about the Jews as Christ’s murderers condemned to

wander homeless forever are not as unique as it is habitual to think. They follow the

universal regularities of pre-modern myth-creation – a fact which effectively

deprives these conceptions of any traces of credibility they may still have in our

times.

The last important asset in Slezkin’s analysis is that he does not approach pre-

modern Jewish-Christian relations exclusively as a problem. This has commonly

been the case – even to the extent that other approaches are seen, paradoxically

enough, as immoral. However, this common approach inconspicuously formulates

the research question in the form of Who is guilty? – and so, if it is not the Jews,

it is the Christians, and vice versa. In contrast to this, Slezkin leaves room for the

sphere where things “just are” without implications that they are automatically

“somebody’s fault”.

The Perspective of Religion

Before the Christian era, Jews lived all over the Mediterranean like many of their

neighbours, farming, trading, as craftsmen and as slaves.134 During the political

turmoil in Palestine in the first and second century AD the Romans devastated

Jerusalem and banished most of its population. After this, most Jews were in the

diaspora. Far from all of them lived in the Roman Empire or in contact with

Christianity, but those who did, enjoyed relatively peaceful co-existence with

their Christian neighbours. In fact, a mixture of Judaism and Christianity was

common, and many Christians attended synagogues and celebrated Judaic holidays.

Many even converted to Judaism altogether.

133 Ibid., 23.
134 Baron et al. 1976, 9.
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Some Christian teachers, puzzled by the vitality of Judaism, were occasionally

interpreted – both in concordance with their intentions and against them – as to

claim that the Jews exemplified degradation and stubborn attachment to old

prejudices. However, when considering such propaganda, it should be remembered

that at that time Judaism still was a missionary religion like Christianity. Even if the

church fathers could use all possible rhetorical weapons to persuade their flock to

resist conversion to Judaism, conversion was not forbidden.135

Only after Christianity had become the Roman state religion and as such inevi-

tably an instrument of political power, did the dealings between Jews and Christians

become an object of meticulous sanctioning. This was motivated by a desire to keep

Christianity clear of the influence of Judaism but also by the need to grant the Jews

legal status as a distinct religious and cultural minority that could not be

administered according to a set of standards penetrated by Christian language and

symbolism. From this time on Christian rulers no longer accepted Judaism as a

missionary religion.

During various periods of history groups of Jews were persecuted by Christians.

While religion was commonly the nominal motivation for persecution, administra-

tive and economic reasons figured powerfully in the background. The gloomiest

chapters of its history recount how Jews were proselytised by force, deprived of

their children and exiled. The worst excesses took place in mediaeval Europe.

Langmuir states that “By 1250, the Catholic religion and almost all Catholic

Christians [. . .] were violently anti-Judaic.”136 Around this time accusations

about Jews as “murderers of Christ” had become commonplace. Previously such

active hostility towards them had not been known among Christians.

Langmuir explicates that these hostile sentiments arose when, under

circumstances of growing rationalism, it became difficult for the faithful to keep

sincerely believing in the dogmas of the Church (immaculate conception, resurrec-

tion from the dead, the Holy Trinity, etc.) since these dogmas, being mystical in

essence (or, in Langmuir’s words, “nonrational beliefs”), were so obviously out of

the reach of the rational, empirical proofs which the new spirit of the time required.

Believers reacted in distress to this clash of the mystical (“nonrational”) and the

rational. They tried to struggle over their religious doubt by repressing it, which,

according to one of Langmuir’s basic theses, gives rise to irrationality. Langmuir

pays particular attention to the Holy Communion, reckoning that when Christians

135 For instance, the fierce homilies of St. John Chrysostom (in 4th century Cappadocia), one of the

most revered teachers of the Catholic and Orthodox churches, “against the Judaisers” – those

Christians who urged their fellow Christians to obey both the Judaic and Christian religious

regulations – are well-known (and called in Langmuir 1990, 32 “the most famous Christian

virulence against Jews [of the early Christian centuries]”), albeit due to careless translation they

were long mistaken to be addressed “against the Jews”. Wilken has likewise pointed out that St.

John lived in a society where ancient rhetorical training was highly esteemed and where apologies

and criticisms typically followed a certain formula including a standard set of the best of praises

and the worst of insults. (Wilken 1983.)
136 Langmuir 1990, 295.
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had a hard time “rationally” believing that it was Christ’s (mystical) body and

blood, they attempted to repress the rising doubt by fighting it (in an ostensibly

rational, empirical way) in the form of the Jews, the “murderers of Christ” who

believe neither in Christ nor in the Holy Communion.137

Since Langmuir is interested exclusively in anti-Jewish sentiments, he does not

dwell upon the general epidemic of ostensibly rational irrationality in the Catholic

Church roughly around the same time (the Crusades, Inquisition). However, the

paranoic obsession with Jews as the “murderers of Christ” is probably best seen as a

symptom of this epidemic, of course most tragic and traumatic to Jews, but not as

the only one, and indicative of much larger tendencies of the clash between the

spheres of the rational and themystical. These issueswill be discussed again inCh. 10.

The Perspective of Economics

There was also a strong economic dimension to the relations between Jews and

Christians. It was with the rise of Islam that “a predominantly agricultural Jewish

population [was converted] into a people of merchants, moneylenders, and

artisans.138 This lopsided economic stratification carried over into the modern

period and was only slightly rectified in the emancipation era.”139 Tolerated and

dispersed in the spheres of both Christianity and Islam, Jews had a natural advan-

tage for trade and banking. Policies of taxing them as non-believers additionally

made farming unattractive for Jews in both the Islamic and Christian worlds.140

There were also several other factors at play – again derivative of the fact that

Jews confessed a religion other than the majority and were treated differently

because of this. In Catholic Europe Jews did not have the right to carry arms due

to accusations of ritual murders. They thus escaped conscription but also lost the

opportunity for military career. As to professions of craftsmanship, only members

of the guilds were entitled to practice them. Being associations with commonly

shared moral norms, guilds were either exclusively Christian or exclusively Jewish.

This ushered Jews into professional specialisation. In many places they had few

possible livelihoods except for trade in used goods and moneylending. In particular

they gave risky short-term credit with rapidly growing interest rates.141 The Jewish

law and the whole tradition of the Old Testament prohibit usury142 but under these

conditions this maxim was interpreted as valid only in relation to observant Jews.143

137 Ibid., 262–365.
138 I.e., “service nomads” in Slezkin’s language.
139 Baron et al. 1976, 25.
140 Ibid., 25–34.
141 Boockmann 1991, 163–165.
142 Cohen 1975, 195–196, 228, 385.
143 Baron et al. 1976, 21, 52–54. Such is also the concession made in Deuteronomy 23:19–20

which dates back to the time of the major social catastrophe of the exile.
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Curiously enough the Jews’ position in moneylending was greatly strengthened

by regulations imposed by mediaeval rulers who granted them special rights to take

staggeringly high interest rates. Formally they argued that they thus fulfilled their

moral obligation to protect Jews’ typical livelihood. In truth their selfish motives

played a far greater role. Baron notes that the 16th century Protestant clergy in

Germany “was not wrong when [. . .] it compared the role of Jewish moneylending

with that of a sponge, used by the rulers to suck up the wealth of the population via

usury ultimately to be squeezed up by the treasury.”144

Not surprisingly, arrangements of this kind fomented popular aggression

towards Jews and gave rise to the diehard stereotype of a ruthless Jewish loan

shark. Indeed, “[such exorbitant rates of interest] were an important factor in the

growing intolerance aimed at the English, French and German Jews.” This led to

expulsions of Jews from one country after another, as the result of which they

gradually moved eastwards.145

The stereotype of “greedy Jew” was adopted by the adherents of the French

Revolution as well. Voltaire accused Jews of “the basest avarice” which they had

“long combined with the most detestable superstition” – faith in God. He claimed

they had contributed very little to scientific progress and were politically back-

ward.146 The strong secular ideal of the Enlightenment was also illuminated when,

during the French Revolution, Jews were given civil rights and declared equal to

other citizens. This was done in the hope that they would forsake their traditional

religious “prejudices” and stop considering themselves a distinct people.147

Under such conditions it is not astonishing that someWestern Jews were eager to

be engaged in strengthening secular modern society, finding this the best means to

overcome barriers caused by religious and cultural divisions. Slezkin adds that

since Jews had long been “Mercurian service nomads”, they readily possessed a

survival strategy best-fitted to the demands of modernisation and the new

“Mercurian” era.148 Not surprisingly, Jews thus became its prominent

representatives – up to a point where, to quote Slezkin again, “some particular

opinions became ‘public opinion,’ and Jews became important – and very public –

opinion makers and opinion traders.”149 Indeed, Jews had a novel role and function

as harbingers of modern society which was emphatically secular and international.

144 Ibid., 45.
145 Ibid., 45, 59–60.
146 Sutcliffe 2003, 231–232.
147 Jansen et al. 1989, 54–59; Klier 1999, 443.
148 In the sphere of capitalism in particular this was true also for another, younger group of

“Mercurians”, the Protestants (Slezkine 2004, 41. Cf. Weber’s studies), and in Russia, for the

Old Believers (Slezkine 2004, 111. See also Blackwell 1965; Rieber 1982), whose spectacular

success in economic affairs Slezkin’s theory thus plausibly explains as well.
149 Slezkine 2004, 51.

282 8 Russophobia



Their contribution to banking, industry, business, science, medicine, law, and the

liberal press was disproportionally large.150 In short, exactly as the adherents of

the French Revolution had wanted, many Jews drifted away from Judaism and

relinquished their traditional lifestyle. One of these was Karl Marx, who went as

far as to claim: “What is the secular basis of Judaism? Practical need, selfishness.

What is the secular cult of the Jew? Haggling. What is his secular god?

Money.”151

Marx’s case is interesting because it does not only illuminate standard prejudices

about Jews at the time but also shows how for him as a Jew, capitalism, exploitation

and Jewishness were curiously intertwined. This explains why he was so filled with

hatred towards them all. The logic is similar to that of those Jews who had found in

capitalism a way to transcend inequality embedded in religious, cultural and

national distinctiveness. Marx just went one step further. He aimed to transcend

all inequality embedded in the counterreaction of these things, capitalism as well.

His was a utopia for permanently extinguishing class, national identity and religion

in one package.152

Of course, such aspirations had been in the air long before Marx. In effect, a fact

Shafarevich had well elaborated in Socialism has no little relevance here: socialism –

the ideal of levelling and annihilating the dimension of spirituality – is much more

universal and perennial a phenomenon than Marx’s particular “Jewish” project.

I shall soon elaborate on this.

The Case of the Russian Empire

The Russian Empire gained virtually the whole of its Jewish population with the

partitions of Poland at the end of the 18th century. Numbering at best as many as 5–6

million, they made up the largest Jewish concentration in the world at that time and

one ninth of the Empire’s population. Their territory of residence, the Pale of

Settlement, included some one million square kilometres of present-day Lithuania,

Ukraine, Belarus, Poland, and later also of today’s Moldova together with the Crimea

and Northern Caucasus. At the turn of the century the mother tongue of the vast

majority of these Jews was Yiddish. Only a little more than one per cent were

Russian-speakers.153 The initial intention of the establishment of the Pale was to

150 Ibid., 40–52.
151Marx 1978 [1843], 58. Incidentally, in Socialism Shafarevich had referred to these bold

conclusions concerning Jews in order to point out that Marx was incorrect in his claims to the

point of “almost perverse consistency” (Shafarevich 1994 [1977]a, 271 [English: 206]).
152 See also Slezkine 2004, 60, 63, 79–81, 98.
153 Agursky 1989a, 617.
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forestall commerce between Jews and the general population of Russia. [. . .] Fearing

economic competition from Jewish commercial enterprises, the Russian government

sought a way to prevent the Jews from integrating with the general Russian population.154

Nevertheless, particular groups of Jews – merchants of the first guild, those with

higher or specialised education such as medical doctors, artisans, certain groups of

soldiers and their descendants – had the right to live beyond the Pale. In some

periods, Jews were given dispensations to settle in the major imperial cities but

there were other periods of their expulsion from the capitals. Around the turn of the

20th century roughly as many as two million Jews of the Pale emigrated to the

United States.155

It is difficult to make a comprehensive and fair summary of the life of the Jews in

the Russian Empire due to the fact that conditions changed much over time. Some

generalisations can be made, however, such as that the great majority of Jews in the

Russian Empire led a more traditional life than their brethren in the West.156

Then again, it is fairly impossible to say in simple terms whether the life of

Russian Jews was better or worse than that of the majority of the Russian popula-

tion. With their status of inorodtsy (or non-Slav natives) the Jews, like other

religious, linguistic and ethnic groups of the empire, were not formally equal to

the Slavic Orthodox population until 1917. There were even fairly short-lived

institutions of forcing groups of Jewish children to convert to Orthodoxy. On the

other hand, Jews enjoyed religious autonomy, and had their own schools and legal

system. In contrast with the Russian peasant population living in serfdom until 1861

they also had relatively broad rights to move and travel within the Pale as well as to

trade and to enter academic profession. As to regulations concerning service in the

army, Jews had in some respects and at times harder, in some other respects and at

other times easier conditions than the Russian Orthodox population. John Klier has

authoritatively assessed that, all in all, the regulations placed on Jews of the Pale

“could hardly be considered a crippling restriction”.157

Isaak Bikerman wrote in 1911 that despite these conditions which to his mind

were by no means worse than those of the ordinary Russian population, a cause of

great embitterment among the Jews was that in legal records their most common

livelihoods – trade, innkeeping and profiteering – were labelled “idle”. This

originated from a traditional conception about agriculture as the foundation of a

healthy society. Even if such a basic assumption was understandable, it was

naturally hypocritical to apply it exclusively to Jews since the foremost class living

in idleness was the landed gentry profiting from the work of peasants. Bikerman

154 Pale of Settlement.
155 Ibid.
156 Carr 1980, 116; Baron et al. 1976, 68–69.
157 Klier 1995b, 10.
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emphasised that the label of being “useless” did nothing to make Jews loyal to

Russian society.158

The moral inconsistency of this label is all the more evident when considering

the fact Solzhenitsyn has emphasised: in certain periods Jews of the Pale had a

virtual monopoly of distilling and selling alcoholic beverages in the villages,

leasing this right from the government. This right was given to them in the name

of protecting the Jews’ typical livelihood and under pressure from Jewish commu-

nity, but it had consequences similar to those when Western rulers had given Jews

prerogatives in profiteering: it caused popular bitterness towards Jews and a ten-

dency to identify them with a force corroding Russian society.159

This is not to say that there would not have been sincere occasional attempts to

broaden the livelihoods of Russian Jewry – in the first half of the 19th century rural

Jewish traders were settled to cultivate the fertile uninhabited lands of southern

Ukraine, for instance. For the most part the enterprise was a failure because, as

Solzhenitsyn notes, the settlers were not provided with even the most elementary

education which would have rendered it feasible.160

Despite the fact that Jewish communities of the Pale were fairly traditional and

in no way particularly rich, and even if the most consistent element of the

authorities’ policy with regard to the Pale was an attempt to downplay the commer-

cial influence of the Jewish middle class, in the Russian Empire, too, Jews were

natural harbingers of capitalism.161 Pipes has noted that at the wake of the revolu-

tion Jews in the Russian Empire

were prominent in banking, and they launched Russia’s sugar and timber industries. They

financed much of the country’s railroad construction. At one time they controlled the bulk

of its grain trade. These activities helped Russia to attain a spectacular rate of economic

growth at the end of the nineteenth century.162

This development was also reflected in popular attitudes, in particular in a

feeling that something threatening and uncontrollable was going on in Russian

society. Indeed, L€owe has convincingly shown that the popular anti-Jewish

sentiments since 1890 did not have religious or racial motives. Their foundation

was in economic ideology. The Jews had, in other words, come to represent a

society where the principle of unleashed competition ruled. When landowners, their

political allies and ordinary folk spoke against the Jews, it was a reaction to the

pressure for rapid transition to modern capitalism and industrial society. L€owe

158 Bikerman 1911, 103–126.
159 Ibid., see, in particular, 137–138.
160 Solzhenitsyn 2001b, 62–81, 106–117.
161 L€owe 1978, 33. See also Baron et al. 1976, 55–78.
162 Pipes 2002.
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consequently calls Russian anti-Jewishness of the time “a reactionary utopia”.163

His coinage elaborates that while taking an anti-Jewish form, this ideology was

ultimately a simplistic reaction to complex social phenomena.

Contemporaneous anti-Jewish sentiments found support and expression in the

famous forgery The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, the alleged protocols of Jewish
masterminds planning to take over the rule in the world by way of financial

control.164 Dostoevskii wrote in the Writer’s Diary about Jews spreading ruinous

materialism.165

Hostility towards Jews found its most tragic expression in pogroms – mob

violence – against Jews in some cities of the Pale.166 However, when considering

them, the words by the eminent John Klier may be noted: “pogroms [in the Russian

Empire] were exceptional and uncharacteristic, despite the mythology which has

grown up surrounding them”.167 Pipes, too, has recently rectified the common

assumption that Russian officialdom would have been behind the pogroms: “Hear-

say notwithstanding, no evidence has come to light that the government instigated

violence against Jews, let alone organized it.”168

Another important source of popular suspicion towards Jews was their implica-

tion in the initiatives of revolution. In 2002, when reviewing Solzhenitsyn’s history

of the Jews in Russia (to be discussed last in this chapter), Pipes authoritatively

confirmed that:

it cannot be doubted that the proportion of Jews in the ranks of Russian revolutionaries

significantly exceeded the proportion of Jews in the population at large. This fact, previ-

ously played down by Jewish historians, was confirmed a few years ago [in 1995] by Erich

Haberer in his study Jews and Revolution in Nineteenth-Century Russia.169

Indeed, Harry Shukman of Oxford summarises Haberer’s study, without

contesting it, as follows: “Throughout the book runs the theme that it was Jews

who acted as catalysts and innovators in the Russian revolutionary movement.”170

163 L€owe 1978, 199–206. This is also the firm opinion of Klier. He particularly denies these anti-

Jewish sentiments’ connection with Russian Orthodoxy, and considers that the anti-Jewish notions

of the clergy during this time were decisively secular. They were connected with “new trends

which had little to do with religious conceptions of the Jews as deicides and ‘Christ-killers’.”

(Klier 1998, 136.)
164 It is heavily based on earlier texts having appeared in France and Germany. It was introduced in

Russia under this title at the turn of the twentieth century.
165 Dostoevsky 1994 [1877–1881], 914; Morson 1994, 38.
166 For basic facts about the anti-Jewish pogroms, see Pinkus 1988, 29; Klier & Lambroza 1992.
167 Klier 2000, 30. Klier likewise stresses that contrary to another persistent myth, Jewish mass

emigration to America at that time had its reason in demographic and economic pressure due to

rapid population growth – not in persecution (ibid., 32–33).
168 Pipes 2002.
169 Ibid. Haberer 1995 concentrates on the Narodnaia voliamovement which murdered Alexander

II and on the development preceding the murder. The study covers the years 1868–1887.
170 Shukman 1996, 110.
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John Klier, the eminent author of painstaking studies of Jews in pre-revolutionary

Russia, has, for his part, stressed the significance of Haberer’s contribution in

revising generally received views:

A number of assumptions have been made about the cadres of Jews who entered the

revolutionary movement. Foremost is the contention, popularized especially by Lev

Deich and accepted by many others, that revolutionaries submerged all trace of their

Jewishness in a set of ‘universal principles’ founded on extreme assimilationism and

cosmopolitanism. Haberer argues to the contrary, that there were distinct Jewish elements

in the movement [. . .]. [Thereby] he disput[es] the long-accepted denial by Leonard

Schapiro that ‘specifically Jewish motives activated these revolutionaries . . .[whose]
whole mode of action and thought became assimilated to a specifically Russian form of

tradition’. [. . .] [According to Haberer] the Jewish element made the movement less narrow

and particularistic, more humane and cosmopolitan.171

Russophobia’s Assessments in the Light of Recent Studies

When seen against the background of Haberer’s study, Shafarevich’s claims about

the Jewish contribution to the Russian Revolution seem markedly circumspect.

While not denying the involvement of Jews in the revolution and their participation

in the terrorist movements, Shafarevich is firm in emphasising that until the 1880s

Jews were “rare exceptions” in them, a hypothesis now revised by Haberer.

Shafarevich had also stated:

I do not see any arguments in favour that the Jews [. . .] were the initiators of the [Russian]
revolutions, not even as a leading minority. Should one consider the history of revolution to

have started with Bakunin, Gertsen and Chernyshevskii, they had no Jews whatsoever in

their surroundings. Bakunin was disposed to Jews with antipathy, besides.172

When reconsidering Russophobia in the context of its writing (as well as the

context of the bulk of its criticisms to be discussed later), it is fair to take heed of

Pipes’s above-cited acknowledgement that until recently many scholars have

tended to be negatively disposed to mentioning of a disproportional Jewish contri-

bution to the Russian Revolution [cf. Pipes’s own disapproval, bordering on

accusation concerning Solzhenitsyn’s depiction of the Russian Revolution in Ch. 6].

Such a tendency has been even stronger among non-specialist writers, emigrants

in particular. Klier, for his part, gauged that scholars have not denied this historical

fact as such but that they have been commonly stressing that these Jewish

171 Klier 1995a, 153, see, in particular, Haberer 1995, 259–272. Klier refers to Schapiro 1986

[1961], the famous article by the eminent Jewish professor at the London School of Economics.
172 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 143. In addition he points out that in the French Revolution

Jews had no role. The social layers behind it were the clergy and peasants.
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revolutionaries were “non-Jewish Jews”,173 i.e., no longer Jewish in any reasonable

sense of the word.

Shafarevich certainly wrote further in Russophobia that Jews had also been

prominent in other ventures opposed to the existing social order and way of life

in the early 1900s, in the liberal press and leftist parties, for instance. He said that in

the 1920s and 1930s Jews had been disproportionally represented in organs respon-

sible for repressing better-off peasants and the Orthodox Church. And he mentioned

that when Tsar Nicholas II was executed, the head of the firing squad as well as the

local executives of Ekaterinburg had had Jewish backgrounds despite the fact that,

as he formulated it, “it would seem that representatives of a not very important

ethnic174 minority would stay as far away as possible from such a painful act which

leaves a mark in entire history.”175

To begin with the purely factual side of this last claim, Shafarevich certainly was

referring to what has been acknowledged by serious scholars as established facts –

at least in the 1990s if not earlier. As to Shafarevich’s intention in bringing it up, he

reasoned approximately as follows: since Nicholas was executed as the symbol of

the Russian Empire, this act had great ritual significance in declaring a centuries-

long historical phase defunct. Even if the country was presently a multi-ethnic

empire, it was also very importantly a continuum of Russians’ statehood. It would

have thus seemed natural that out of a desire not to needlessly provoke inter-ethnic

strife and to see that no-one would be able to exploit the nationality factor, members

of ethnic minorities would have let their Russian comrades play all the visible roles

in this final act. This would have only added to its political weight and symbolic

value. In raising such a question about the overt role of members of the Jewish

minority in attacking the symbols of the existing system and the traditional Russian

way of life, and suggesting, on the top of it, that this may have had something to do

with Jews’ self-perception and their centuries-old traditions, Shafarevich certainly

went against the tide of concurrent scholarship.

Here, too, recent research, above all Slezkin’s study mentioned above (met with

virtually unanimous praise by the scholarly community) has shown that it would be

foolish to take Shafarevich’s facts, questions or approaches as dubious or wrong.

As said before, Slezkin’s study profits greatly from his framework of compara-

tive anthropology that breaks the spell of the “pre-rational” framework of Jews as

“non-classifiable” (and shows this framework as a standard view of “Mercurians” in

173 The conception was coined by Isaac Deutscher to denote people like himself who were, as he

specified, conscientious atheists and internationalists (Deutscher 1968, 51).
174 The “ethic” of the text of the collected works is a misprint (corrected in Russophobia’s later
reprints).
175 Ibid., 145.
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premodern “Apollonian-Mercurian” relations).176 While emphasising that

“Mercurianism” is a pre-modern survival strategy adopted by culturally distinct

religious minorities, having nothing to do with their religions as such but with social

and professional differentiation dictated by their minority role, Slezkin’s analysis

pinpoints that there is nothing uniquely “incommensurable” in Jewishness: that

choices made by Jews, as by all others, can be fortunate or unfortunate, good or bad,

moral or immoral, and whatever they are on each occasion is dictated by the general

circumstances of human life. In other words, it leaves no space whatever for ideas

about Jews as eternal evil-doers or eternal victims. Slezkin’s research thus rests on

an ethically and intellectually solid basis.

His history of European and Russian Jews for the last few centuries locates them

in the context of their contemporaneous societies moving from pre-modernity to

modernity, and, as part of that, in the context of their own historical road to

modernity as European “Mercurians”. Slezkin’s basic line is roughly that the

modernisation project treated the “Mercurian” minority of Jews and the majority,

the “Apollonians”, somewhat differently, imposing upon them different challenges

for survival and making them react and contribute to it in different ways. He

maintains that Western history of the 20th century was shaped by the process of

interplay and overlap of these two distinct “survival strategies” or chains of

reactions to the impulses of modernisation.

He specifies that at the dawn of the 20th century the post-Renaissance

modernisation project denoted primarily two things. Firstly, “being modern” had

come to mean fairly much the same as “being Mercurian” – mobile, international,

capable of trading, trained to efficient use of scarce resources and prone to invest in

knowledge and networks. Secondly, the logic of loyalty of the old feudal world had

been replaced by loyalties derived from new European nationalist myths. These

new myths had a function in giving the traditional Apollonians’ new Mercurian

pursuit a goal, warranting it as something more meaningful than cold, selfish

capitalism, Slezkin explains.

The Jews had very few natural points of reference with the new nationalist sagas.

However, being accustomed to the Mercurian survival strategy, they swiftly found

themselves in the elite of new Mercurian professions. This, and the fact that they

now were ‘fishing in the same waters’ with all the others and were thus easily seen

as competitors, emphasised their ‘incompatibility’ quite independent of however

much they tried to overcome it.177

176 It is an irony of history that even though this is a pre-Enlightenment framework, the Enlighten-

ment in fact cemented its mythic view of Jews as culturally, religiously and ethnically incommen-

surate, non-relativisable – and as such always potentially threatening. This optical distortion or

blind spot in the Enlightenment logic arose from the Enlightenment’s obsessively one-sided

rationalism – i.e., its credo of eternal incompatibility of (or even warlike friction between) religion

and rationality. This knot of issues is discussed in Ch. 10.
177 Slezkine 2004, 40–104.
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Slezkin assesses that “the Jews stood for the discontents of the Modern Age as

much as they did for its accomplishments”.178 This triggered, in his words, their

pilgrimage to previously unknown ideological destinations, the three “promised

lands” where they attempted to find their “Apollonian dignity”. In all of these

journeys the sons’ rebellion against their fathers’ lifestyle and all that it represented

was sharp.

The first “promised land” was America, the great multi-ethnic liberal project of

modernisation to which Jews contributed as full-fledged members and with

amazing success, becoming its most educated and prosperous citizens. Second

was the Jewish nation state in Palestine – an enterprise of regaining the Jews’

long-lost Apollonian roots. Although formally successful, both of these projects

were in many ways unsatisfactory to them, following too closely the paths of

capitalism and exclusive nationalism they longed to transcend, Slezkin assessed.179

Third – the most exciting to many Jews of the time – was the quest for socialist

revolution which was to take place in Russia. The socialist revolution was a

“promised land” of universal justice to be attained by way of overcoming all traits
of Apollonianism – just as Marx had been planning – and in the context of Russia

that read “Russianness”. According to one of Slezkin’s metaphors the “Jewish

revolution” within the Russian Revolution was “a violent attempt to conceive a

world of Mercurian Apollonians, a Russia that would encompass the world”.180

Jews matched perfectly the role of the new Soviet man, boldly iconoclastic with

regard to nationalism and Apollonian traditionalism, committed to transforming

Apollonian society into an entirely new kind of a Mercurian success story. Slezkin

emphasises that, as a rule, the Jews identified their rebellion against Apollonianism

with another forceful rebellion – that against their own Jewish fathers’ lifestyle,

religion, tradition, closed community life, their typical Mercurian professions and

rising capitalism. These were not considered as traits of the New Man.181

In addition to these “promised lands”, there was also a hell for the Jews in the

20th century – National Socialist Germany.182

Slezkin sums up that in the two places in Europe with its greatest Jewish

population, modernisation and attempts to counter or transcend it became strongly

associated with Jewishness, although in very different ways. In Germany

[middle class and peasants] lash[ed] out against the impossible demands of modernity by

identifying them with the Jews and staging the world’s most brutal and best-organized

pogrom; in Russia, the children of intelligentsia (many of them Jewish) took power and

attempted to implement an uncompromising version of the ’French model’ by waging the

178 Ibid., 75.
179 Ibid., 40–104.
180 Ibid., 203.
181 Ibid., 141, 150, 247, see also 96.
182 Ibid., 102–104.
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world’s most brutal and best-organized assault against [the middle class and, especially,

peasants.]183

In both cases these solutions were wildly utopian and bloody. Both were

attempts to solve complex issues through violence and by way of relying on the

authority of science – the new and untouchable authority of modernity.

It is notable that Slezkin does not derive Jews’ disproportional participation in

the revolutionary movement or their fierce rebellion against Christianity and the

Russian peasantry from Russian society’s anti-Semitism. He neither suggests that in

pre-revolutionary Russia anti-Semitism would have been somehow stronger than in

contemporaneous European societies.184 Lastly, he does not deny (or find extraor-

dinary) that the Jewish communities had a tendency to isolate themselves from the

outside world and to look at it with a certain suspicion. He simply sees this as a

function of their survival as Mercurians, and acknowledges that suspicion and

contempt was not only typical of the Russians’ view of the Jews, as is sometimes

emphasised, but the Jews’ view of the Russians as well.185 In all these respects his

view complies with Shafarevich’s and differs very sharply from the often-repeated

formulas concerning Russia, Jews, and the revolution.

Slezkin also challenges conventional interpretations because he does not main-

tain that when adopting socialist ideas Jewish revolutionaries would have been

entirely rejecting or transcending their Jewishness. While he certainly sees their

Jewish awareness to have been quite different from that of their parents, he

considers socialism to have been for them “a promised land” in ways which had

to do with their distinct history as European Mercurians. Slezkin does not deny,

either, that the Jewish revolutionaries’ Jewishness had some sort of a specific

impact on the Russian Revolution. This had certainly already been the stance

taken by Haberer, but Slezkin does not claim like him that Jews brought to the

Russian Revolution universalism primarily in terms of humaneness. Instead, he

points out that expressly in the case of Russia the quest to transcend nationalism

183 Ibid., 70.
184 Cf. “Anti-Semitism was common, but probably no more common than anti-Islamism,

antinomadism and anti-Germanism” (ibid., 115). “The official policy [towards Jews] was essen-

tially the same as that toward other ‘aliens’, oscillating as it did between legal separation and

various forms of ‘fusion’.” (Ibid., 114, see also 110.) By the side of this statement, the words of

Leonard Schapiro, characteristic of the former generation of the specialists of Jews in Russia, may

be noted. He had called Russia the “classical home of antisemitism”. (Cited in Spier 1994, 131.)
185 Cf. “As traditional Mercurians dependent on external strangeness and internal cohesion, the

majority of Russian Jews continued to live in segregated quarters, speak Yiddish, wear distinctive

clothing, observe complex dietary taboos, practice endogamy, and follow a variety of other

customs that ensured the preservation of collective memory, autonomy, purity, unity, and a hope

for redemption. [. . .] The relations between the majority of Pale Jews and their mostly rural

customers followed the usual pattern of Mercurian-Apollonian coexistence. Each side saw the

other as unclean, opaque, dangerous, contemptible, and ultimately irrelevant to the communal past

and future salvation.” (Slezkine 2004, 105–106.)
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was combined with determination to destroy Apollonian society, the peasants and

traditional lifestyle in particular.

Slezkin notes, as well, that the prominence and enthusiasm of Jewish

revolutionaries in trampling the symbols of Russian life into the ground caused

vexation and puzzlement among contemporaries. He mentions, for example, how

Gorky, who never wavered in his admiration for the Jews,186 called on the Petrograd

journalist I. O. Kheisin – who had written an article poking fun at the sickness of the

imprisoned tsarina – to show ‘tact and moral sensitivity’ lest anti-Semitic passions obscure

the achievement of the revolution.

Straight after this Slezkin continues that Gorkii had further told another fellow

revolutionary, a Jew, that

The reason for the current anti-Semitism in Russia is the tactlessness of the Jewish

Bolsheviks. The Jewish Bolsheviks, not all of them but some irresponsible boys, are taking

part in the defiling of the holy sites of the Russian people. They have turned churches into

movie theaters and reading rooms without considering the feelings of the Russian people.

The Jewish Bolsheviks should have left such things to the Russian Bolsheviks.187

He recounts that Jews formed a significant part of the Soviet intelligentsia and

party elite during the first Soviet decades.188

Slezkin further claims that during the years and decades after the revolution

Soviet Jews tended largely not to notice the sufferings and tragedies of the peasants

and their own Russian neighbours and were awakened to these only in 1936–1938

when the wave of terror reached the urban intelligentsia to which they themselves

belonged.189 He sees this to have been the moment for many Soviet Jews to bitterly

realise that the dream they had clung to about a brand new world was fallacious

because revolution always eats its own children. He estimates that the Jews came to

realise this bitter truth comparatively later than their Russian compatriots.190

Then again, it would not be quite truthful to claim Slezkin to be saying some-

thing cardinally new when recounting these things. For instance, the fact of the

Jews’ spectacular success in the Soviet Union is familiar to the readers of such

meticulous studies as Gerhard Simon’s history of Soviet nationalities policies.191

Simon recounts, for instance, that Jews were over-represented in the party and the

party leadership like no other people especially during the 1920s, 1930s, and the

186 One of Solzhenitsyn’s Jewish defenders, Roman Rutman, has written in disgust about Gorkii’s

“saccharine compliments” for Jews, citing, for instance his words “The Jew is a physical type of

higher culture and beauty than the Russians.” (Rutman 1974, 12.)
187 Slezkine 2004, 186. Similar remarks had been made earlier in Margolina 1992, 79–80.
188 Slezkine 2004, 178–180, 236, this concerned later decades as well, see 329–230.
189 The fact of the urban intelligentsia’s indifference to the tragedies of the peasants had already

been made by Solzhenitsyn in The Gulag Archipelago and many of his writings. He had not

mentioned the ethnic aspect of this, however.
190 Slezkine 2004, 310–311.
191 It has also been raised in Margolina 1992 and Agurskii 1980.
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1940s. They were likewise the most educated and the most urban of the peoples of

the Soviet Union, and the best represented in the elite.192 He also formulates that

Concerning the post-Stalin period there is a wealth of books written in the genres of

scholarship and publitsistika about specific national problems. As a rule they are written

without knowledge about the developments in the neighbouring regions or about the Party’s

nationalities policies in the country at large. This gives rise to a considerable distortion of

assessment. [. . .] When we are acquainted with the national movement of Crimean Tatars,

we are prone to estimate the emigration movement of the Jews in a different way.193

But Jews were certainly also victims and sufferers in the Soviet Union like all

others. As Ch. 6 recounted, very soon after the years of great terror Stalin started his

ludicrous anti-Jewish campaign. Slezkin stresses, however, speaking about the

motives and intentions of his study in an interview, in a freer genre, that

you can’t understand the second part of the Jewish story in Russia – the anti-Semitic

policies, and what happens to Soviet Jews later, their desire to emigrate, for example –

unless you know the first part of the story, which is mostly about amazing success.194

Of course, it was a bitter irony of history that this new reality of the Soviet Jews –

Stalin’s anti-Jewish campaign during the last years and months of his rule – hardly

gave them time to properly reconsider the past in a larger context. Another –

overwhelmingly oppressive – context had just taken them into its clutches.195

The great merit of Slezkin’s analysis is that he eventually demystifies the

question as to whether there has been some sort of “Jewish ferment” or “Jewish

impulse” in capitalism, contemporary techno-scientific civilisation, socialism or

revolution – the Russian Revolution in particular. His answer to this question is

“yes”, but its inalienable condition is to see Jews in the capacity of the premodern

world’s “Mercurians” – something having as such nothing to do with Jews’ inherent

cultural, religious or any other traits. Its other condition is to see that among so

many other Mercurians of the world Jews happened to be the only substantial group

of European Mercurians, while Europe was the actual breeding ground of moder-

nity (and thus, capitalism, techno-scientific civilisation, socialism and revolution).

This thoughtful yet simple analysis effectively dissipates primitivistic or mythical

explanations which generate utopian solutions. While explaining complex phenom-

ena which existing histories have so far explained very poorly or at least not

sufficiently holistically, Slezkin liberates the discussion from the deadlock of the

quest for “the guilty ones”. At the same time, he authenticates that it is ultimately

useless to demarcate any intellectually intriguing questions as taboos.

192 Simon 1986, 46, 49–50, 77, 80, 139, 140, 305, 311, 375–376, 432, 443, 448.
193 Ibid., 24.
194 Schoch 2004.
195 This was the point Shafarevich had emphasised in The Rubble: all peoples of the Soviet Union
were victims in some ways. (He had also emphasised that some sort of reckoning with the past is

necessary for them all, but that here no-one should point a finger at others but concentrate first and

foremost on repenting for their own wrongs.) At the same time, he had attempted to provide tools

for considering the nature of the Soviet strategy in its entirety, and, in this way, for gaining

immunity to its dirty play.
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It seems obvious that Shafarevich’s interest in knowledge – his motive and

intention in writing about Jews – has many things in common with Slezkin’s.196

Slezkin – himself a grandson of Jews of the Pale from his father’s side197 – has

explained how he became interested in this subject:

the fact [that Jewswere important members of both the secret police and among those who ran

theGULag]was not known tomewhen Iwas growing up in the Soviet Union. [When I learned

about it my reaction was] [m]ostly surprise, because it seemed so incongruous to those of us

who thought of Jews as the primary victims and the primary opponents of the Soviet regime.198

Indeed, Shafarevich’s motives for writings Russophobia were in many ways

similar: It had started to intrigue him why those samizdat and emigrant writers

whose texts had staggered him with their curiously hostile and deterministic ideas

about Russia’s history tended to be influenced primarily by the Jewish experience

of it. Reference to the disproportional Jewish contribution to the Soviet experiment

seemed to be easily interpreted by these dissidents and emigrants as anti-Semitism

and, upsetting to Shafarevich, they seemed to overcome this incontestable fact by

pointing out that it is the Russians who are to blame; that they are authoritarian,

slavish, messianistic, and notoriously and eternally anti-Semitic. Shafarevich

assumed that the more living space such sentiments were given, the more there

would be unhealthy tension in Jewish-Russian relations.

Shafarevich did not claim that these writers were intentionally distorting facts.

Instead, he assumed that they resorted to this approach because they lacked any

other sensible explanation and because Soviet propaganda had been hopelessly

mixing these issues for decades. He reasoned that if only Jewish implication in the

Russian Revolution was once thought over logically, distilling facts from myths, it

would cease to be a source of consternation and trauma. His firm conviction –

which I believe to be Slezkin’s conviction as well – was that when historical facts

stop being taboos, it becomes impossible to use them as pawns.199 He sought to

196 It is also quite interesting that in 2011 Shafarevich wrote about Slezkin’s book a lengthy

review, Shafarevich 2011c. His assessment is not unequivocally positive but he takes Slezkin’s

book very seriously, regarding it as an intriguing, stimulating and important study.
197 Slezkine 2004, vii; Schoch 2004.
198 Schoch 2004.
199 This also has a strongest moral dimension because if only the scholarly community had been

able to discuss openly the contribution of the Jews to the Russian Revolution already straight after

the revolution and above all, to explain it rationally and realistically, the history of Europe might

have taken a less tragic course. After all, the horrible plan of the German Nazis to destroy the Jews

was, to some extent at least, a thoroughly irrational and hysterical reaction of fear to the

prominence of Jews among socialist revolutionaries. The authors of the 1923 collection Russia
and the Jews – which has served as the basis for Shafarevich’s and Slezkin’s analyses – were

among the few contemporaries to warn against suppressing taboo subjects in order to prevent

horribly fatal consequences. Isaak Bikerman, in particular, wrote about this in a profound way

(Bikerman 1978 [1923], 11–13). Later similar points have been raised by Sonia [Sonja] Margolina,

a German-based Jewish emigrant from the Soviet Union, in her tellingly entitled book The End of
Lies. Russia and the Jews in the 20th Century (Margolina 1992).
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explain – and thus to demystify – the prominent participation of Jews in the Russian

Revolution and Soviet experiment in a way which would not shift the blame onto

the collective entity of Russians any more than the collective entity of Jews. Neither

of these explanations satisfied him intellectually any more than morally.

Shafarevich’s handling of the matter (like that of Slezkin’s after him) basically

leads out of the deadlock of the question Who is to blame? According to one of the

most persistent clichés of Russian studies this is, together withWhat is to be done?,
something of an arch-Russian question. But, it is not a coincidence that the legend

of these questions owes to the book titles of the great(est) trailblazers of the

revolutionary tradition in Russia – Gertsen, Chernyshevskii and Lenin.

Shafarevich’s endeavour was essentially a challenge to the truth and approach of

such a question.

Following the Jewish writers of Russia and the Jews (an important source for

Slezkin as well) whose insight and integrity he greatly respected, Shafarevich found

a credible explanation to the disproportional Jewish contribution to the Soviet

experiment in the coincidence of the rapid disintegration of closed traditional

Jewish communities and the great structural change and ideological crisis in

Russian society. He emphasised that when the young Jews rejected their traditional

lifestyle, they landed in the midst of general social discontent bordering on anarchy.

They discovered their Russian peers (the generation of Turgenev’s “sons”) plotting

revolution and fratricide and dreaming about the brave new world. The most

intriguing and “trendy” opinions these Jews encountered were those of a newly

born revolutionary “little nation” positioning itself boldly as a counterforce to the

great traditional majority and its world of old.200 Shafarevich emphasised that this

interplay of the two rebellions of sons against their fathers made Russian society

most vulnerable:

It must be acknowledged that the crisis of our history developed at an entirely specific point

of time. If, during the time when this crisis burst out, Jews would have led such an isolated

way of life as, for instance, they led in France during the Great Revolution, they would not

have had any notable influence on its course. On the other hand, if the life of the shtetl201

communities would have started to disintegrate considerably earlier, it is possible that

contacts between Jews and the rest of the population would have had time to grow stronger

and the alienation caused by the two-thousand years of isolation would not have been so

strong.202

200 This utterly peculiar zeitgeist can be authenticated in any memoirs and biographies of contem-

poraneous influentials as well as in prose, starting with Dostoevskii’s The Possessed and Belyi’s

Petersburg.
201 The Yiddish shtetl denotes the typical Jewish provincial township of the Pale.
202 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 158. The affinity of this assessment with those later made by

Slezkin is considerable. When summing up the Jews’ particular contribution to the revolution

Slezkin states, for instance: “There is nothing specific to Russia about any of this, of course –

except that the scale was much greater; the transition from the ghetto to the ‘life of all the people in

the world’ more abrupt; and the majority of neutral spaces small, barred, or illegal” (Slezkine

2004, 153).
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To Shafarevich’s mind it was not surprising that due to having been brought up

in closed communities with strict norms of purity these young Jews could remain

prone to project impurity into Russian society, in particular under conditions where

Russian society was in a chaotic state. His claim was not that the Jews would have

been somehow particularly dangerous as a social force. The point was that when

these two rebellions coincided in the larger context of “tendencies of the past 400

years”, the result was more than the sum of its parts. It delivered a fatal blow to

Russia.

Slezkin, for his part, has explained the rationale of his study by saying that “the

role of communism in modern Jewish history was tremendously important. I don’t

think you can understand modern Jewish history without considering the Russian

Revolution or understand communism without considering the role of the Jews.”203

When seen against this statement, the words by Shafarevich in Russophobia, cited
above when recounting its ideas, do not seem particularly striking:

History hardly knows of another case where those coming from the Jewish part of a

country’s population would have had such an enormous impact on the life of a country.

For this reason, in any discussions about the role of the Jews in any country the experience

of Russia will for long remain one of the major arguments. Above all, this is the case in our

country, where we are still for a long time destined to undo knots tied during that epoch.204

He had continued by saying,

On the other hand, this question becomes increasingly topical all over the world, especially

in America, where the ‘lobby’ of Jewish nationalism has reached such an inexplicable level

of influence that when making decisions about major questions of policy (such as the

country’s relations with the Soviet Union or with the oil-producing Arab lands), the

interests of this numerically small group of the population can influence their solution or

that the congressmen or senators can blame the President for his actions weakening the state

of Israel – so that the President, instead of reminding them that they ought to be led by

American, not Israeli, interests, apologises and assures them that Israel is by no way

harmed.205

These words, too, have lost any traces of “sensation” after the 2007 study The
Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy by John Mearsheimer of the University of

Chicago and Stephen Walt of Harvard.206

Indeed, many things in which it seemed that Shafarevich was going somehow

suspiciously against the tide of accepted truth still at the time of Russophobia’s
publication no longer appear suspicious in the light of recent research. As was seen,

a particular merit in changing the climate belongs to Slezkin since his study

articulates the greater framework of Shafarevich’s analysis by contextualising and

demystifying many enormous issues. Many of the elements of Slezkin’s study

certainly were present already in Russophobia, but rather on the level of allusions,

203 Schoch 2004.
204 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 136.
205 Ibid.
206Mearsheimer & Walt 2007.

296 8 Russophobia



i.e., as “tendencies of the past 400 years” – the processes of modernisation. Towards

the end of this chapter I will briefly return to certain similarities of approach in

Shafarevich’s and Slezkin’s studies.

The Third Investigation: Allegations About Russian History

and Character

“Russian Messianism” and the Conception of Moscow
as the Third Rome. . .

Before turning to Russophobia’s critique, one more “investigation” concerning its

claims is called for. In Russophobia Shafarevich criticised many emigrants’ and

Western scholars’ recurrent references to the conception of Moscow as the Third

Rome and their claims that it is an expression of Russian messianism. He was also

irritated by common allegations in their texts about the Russian “slave soul”. My

aim is to track down the origin of these two conceptions and to sort out historically

tenable facts from ill-founded clichés. In the final summary of this discussion I will

estimate the relevance of Shafarevich’s critical comments and ponder

Russophobia’s intention further.

The allegations about “Russian messianism” have not only been frequent in

émigré and scholarly literature in the 1970s and 1980s but remain prominent in

recent scholarship as well, in works by Western social scientists, for instance. A

case in point is Peter Duncan’s Russian Messianism. Third Rome, Revolution,
Communism and After. He professes that the mediaeval idea about Moscow as

the Third Rome is a messianistic doctrine which has rationalised political expan-

sionism and is an expression of national and religious superiority. He sees this idea

together with a kindred idea about “Holy Russia” as the basis for latter expressions

of “Russian messianism”.207 The claim by another political scientist, Gordon

Smith, is very much the same: “the Russian state was infused with a messianistic

zeal that justified territorial expansion. Nationalism and Orthodoxy were effectively

merged into one powerful ethic.”208 Since Smith does not refer to any special

period of history, this apparently ought to be understood to concern pre-revolution-

ary Russian history in its entirety.

Like these scholars, many others making such grave accusations tend to present

them as established facts, without providing evidence for them or explicating their

context. Commonly, a mere reference to the words of the sixteenth-century Pskov

207Duncan 2000, 6–17, 141–148.
208 Smith 1992, 7.
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monk Filofei – “Two Romes have fallen, a third [Moscow] stands, a fourth there

shall not be” – is considered enough. This goes, for instance, for Reznik:

‘Moscow is the Third Rome, and the Fourth one will never be!’ the Russian-Orthodox

monk Filofey stated in the beginning of the 16th century. In practice, this ideology required

strong resistance against everything untraditional. It cultivated suspicion and fear of

everything non-Russian as a potential source of evil ideas, false values, seductive and

harmful innovations. Thus, xenophobia and super-conservatism became an important part

of the Russian cultural tradition.209

Allegations about analogies between Moscow the Third Rome theory and Soviet

ideology are popular as well. Glazov’s210 formulation is one of the most poignant:

Both pre-Petrine and Stalinist states might be considered as rather specific theocracies, with

the Russian Orthodoxy in the former state and Marxism-Leninism in the latter. The idea of

the Third Rome and the first socialist state in the world are both transparent and close to

each other.211

A look into the political context of Filofei’s statement conveys a picture deci-

sively different from these lamentably common interpretations. Shafarevich’s own

account serves as a good point of departure:

The conception of Moscow as the third Rome, which was formulated at the beginning of the

16th century by the Pskov monk Filofei, reflected the historical situation of that time. After

Byzantium’s Union with Catholicism (the Florence Union) and the downfall of

Constantinople, Russia had remained the only Orthodox sovereignty [tsarstvo]. The author
calls the Russian tsar to be conscious of his responsibility in this new situation. He points to

the fate of the First and Second Rome (Constantinople). According to his opinion they had

perished because of having left the true faith. He predicts that Russia’s sovereignty will

endure forever if it remains true to Orthodoxy.212

Indeed, in the Council of Florence (1438–1439) the whole Orthodox Church – at

the time headed almost exclusively by Greeks – had accepted Catholic doctrine.

Faced with the danger of the approaching Ottomans, Byzantium had been desper-

ately seeking allies in Western Christendom. It had eventually gone as far as to

comply with Catholic doctrine in courting Western powers and the politically and

militarily influential Papal See. Russians considered this a scandalous act of

apostasy. They imprisoned their Greek metropolitan straight upon his return from

Florence and declared the union void. Greek Orthodox Christendom held on to it up

to 1453 (the year Constantinople fell to the Ottomans).

209 Reznik 1996, 21. See also Dudakov, who refers to the Third Rome theory when he claims that

“the faith in the messianistic predestination of ‘holy Rus’ became a national trait of the Russian

character.” (Dudakov 1993, 145.)
210 Like Reznik, Glazov was an émigré of the third wave. In the West he wrote scholarly studies

and pieces of journalism as an expert on the Russian mind. However, by no means are ideas like

those expressed by Reznik and Glazov characteristic to émigrés only, even if émigrés have

admittedly tended to express them in the most categorical terms.
211 Glazov 1985, 223.
212 Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 91.
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Taking this historical context into account, it is all but surprising that some

decades later213 the monk Filofei solemnly warned Ivan III (he is at least most

commonly – but far from indisputably – assumed to have been the recipient of the

letter214) against letting political calculations usher him to apostasy and infidelity to

Orthodoxy.

This was all the more understandable because Catholic pressure on Russia was

steadily growing. Lithuania, still formally pagan, was enlarging in the West and

rapidly adopting Catholic influences. Catholic Poland was holding Kiev and other

former territories of Kievan Rus with predominantly Orthodox populations. Lastly,

the Teutonic Knights (who had invaded Novgorod not long before, in the mid-13th

century) still had their Papal satellite state in the Baltics, although their power was

in decline.215 It is noteworthy that in this historical situation Filofei restricted

himself to emphasising the conception of responsibility before God. This is well

substantiated in Sinitsina’s comprehensive archival study. She stresses repeatedly

that Filofei was not propagating expansion or crusades but pointed out the Moscow

prince’s great responsibility for holding on to the true faith as the Russians had

learnt to know it.216

To sum up, Filofei’s conception about Moscow as the Third Rome was above all

a similar reminder about responsibility following blessing as is the idea about “the

Chosen People” in its own historical context.217 When their own intention is

understood, it is absurd to suggest either one of these notions as being a cause of

imperialistic complacency.

The analogy between Judaic and Russian thinking is further illustrated by

Rowland. He proves that in contemporaneous sources Muscovy was frequently

called the New Jerusalem and New Israel.218 This idea was “overwhelmingly better

represented in the source base than the Third Rome idea”. His weighty words

deserve to be cited:

Th[e] idea [that sixteenth-century Russians thought of themselves as inhabitants of ‘The

Third Rome’], which sometimes seems like the only idea that the general public knows

about Muscovite Russia apart from the imagined character and reign of Ivan the Terrible,

has helped to create the impression that Muscovite Russia was exotic and expansionist, a

worthy predecessor of the ‘evil empire’ that occupied people’s attention in the 1980s and

before. [. . .] Most specialists in the Muscovite period of Russian history are already aware

213 For a discussion about rows over timing, see Korpela 1998, 207.
214 Ibid.
215 A classic which chronicles meticulously these historical realities is Kartashev 1993. On the

Russian Church and state in the face of Lithuanian and Polish developments and the ambitions of

other neighbours, see also Meyendorff 1988a, 3–17.
216 Sinitsina 1998, passim, most expressly and conclusively 327–328. See also Kudriavtsev 1994,

182 and the sources he cites as well as the emphases of the renowned specialists of Russian church

history Ware 1991, 112–119; Florovskii 1988, 10–11; Meyendorff 1988a.
217 On this see also Korpela 1998, 208–209.
218 For this, see also Billington 1970, 73; Kudriavtsev 1994, 186–228.
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that the conventional notion of the Third Rome theory as an early justification for Russian

expansionism is badly flawed; the idea continues nevertheless to remain popular among

nonspecialist writers.219

Similar remarks have been made by Lehtovirta, the author of a valuable, yet

lamentably little-known study on the imperial motif in the establishment of Mus-

covite Tsardom.220 He asserts that “outside the Filofej-texts themselves, no use

seems to be found for [the idea of Moscow as the Third Rome] in the reign of Vasilii

III.” This idea featured neither in chronicles nor in official sources of the time.221 It

was very much missing in texts written during the reign of Ivan IV as well.222 The

eminent specialist of Russian mediaeval sources, the late Dmitrii Likhachev has

added, thus confirming Lehtovirta’s conclusions, that Filofei had been influenced,

at least on a rhetorical level, by Russian Greeks prone to be apologetic to the Union

of Florence and particularly receptive to their contemporaneous Western

discourses. This explained Filofei’s choice of the Rome motif which was so utterly

untypical of his Muscovite contemporaries.223 A case in point is that Maksim Grek

[Maximos the Greek], the monk whom Likhachev calls Filofei’s most important

encourager, was ordered to be imprisoned by the synod of the Russian bishops, and

one of the reasons was his insistence on the Constantinople connection.224

The Rome motif was indeed a Western much rather than Russian product.

Suffice to say that throughout the Middle Ages the mightiest power in Europe

was called The Holy Roman Empire. Already over a century before Filofei, the

Holy Roman Emperor Charles IV (d. 1378) had carried out a plan to transform

Prague into a New Rome.225 Like Prague, at least Aix-la-Chapelle, Tournai, Reims,

Milan, Pavia and Trier226 as well as the Bulgarian Trnovo (Veliko Tarnovo)227 had

claimed the title.

In his meticulous study based on documents and extensive scrutiny of earlier

research, Lehtovirta knocks down one pillar after another of the standard textbook

interpretation that Ivan III or his successors would have legitimised their power

219 Rowland 1996, 591.
220 Lehtovirta 1999, passim, in particular, 91, 347–561.
221 Ibid., 100.
222 Ibid., 298. See also Meyendorff 1988b, 96–97.
223 Likhachev 1945, 96–101. Lehtovirta has not consulted this study by Likhachev any more than

the other studies I use in this section but asserts their conclusions independently, thus adding to the

credence of their claims. (In addition, Lehtovirta’s informative and transparent reference system

makes it easy to find more in terms of bibliography to rationalise his conclusions.)
224 Nikitin 1998, 32.
225 Tanner 1993, 93.
226 Rowland 1996, 614.
227 Kudriavtsev 1994, 175.
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with authority borrowed from Byzantium.228 However, this interpretation is rou-

tinely used for further substantiating Russians’ alleged Messianist Third Rome

ideology. Lehtovirta denies that Muscovites perceived Ivan III’s marriage to Zoe

Palaeloga, his adoption of the title tsar (caesar) or the new state emblem of

Muscovy, the double-headed eagle, as references to translatio imperii229 or any

specific connection between Muscovy and Byzantium.230

To begin with Ivan III’s marriage to Zoe Palaeloga, the niece of the last

Byzantine Emperor, documents show unambiguously that it was keenly

encouraged, even initiated, by the Roman Pope whose prelates stressed the signifi-

cance of the “Byzantine genealogical link”. The idea was to motivate Russians,

“heirs to Byzantium”, to start a war against the Ottomans.231 Commenting on the

contemporary hype around Zoe, Lehtovirta adds dryly that Zoe

was not as Byzantine as the afterworld has wanted to see her. Her father had lived as Despot

of Morea under the Turkish sultan up to 1460, when he escaped to Italy, where he soon died.

With his Genoese wife he had four children, of which Zoë was the youngest. Two of the

children were sons, and the eldest son Andreas was, of course, regarded as the heir of

whatever was left of the imperial tradition – not Zoë. Andreas, who used the bold title of

imperator constantinopolitanus, died only in 1508, so he was very much alive when the

‘Byzantine’ changes in Muscovy took place. [H]e ended up selling his hollow titles first to

Charles VIII of France, then testamented them to Ferdinand of Aragon.232

Western powers were implicated in Ivan’s adoption of the imperial title as well.

To Western ambassadors’ ears “prince” was too humble a title for a ruler of such a

great power. Not that it is likely that in maintaining this they had mere courtesy in

mind. The most forceful intention in their insistence on the high titles was a wish to

flatter Russians into a crusade against the Turks and to involve them in the Union of

Florence.233

TheHoly Roman Empire and theHouse of Habsburgwere eagerly involved in this

campaign. As Lehtovirta explains, “the royal crown was supposed to be something

that a Christian ruler could obtain only from a superior institution, either the Emperor

or the Pope”. Competing over influence in Europe, they both wanted to crown the

228 Lehtovirta is by no means the only one to do this. Almost all mediaevalists agree with this basic

stance. His study is highly usable, nevertheless, since it is extremely well-informed and quite

exhaustive.
229 Translatio imperii denoted the idea of transferring Roman imperial power into another histori-

cal and political context. Lehtovirta’s conclusions are confirmed by the eminent mediaevalist

Uspenskii (1996, 103) and the renowned church historian John Meyendorff (1989, 274).
230 Lehtovirta 1999, passim, in particular, 71–77, 89–112, 290–301.
231 Ibid., 72–73 and his sources; Likhachev 1945, 96–97.
232 Lehtovirta 1999, 72.
233 Ibid., 59–60, 72–73, 290–295. Lehtovirta specifies: “Of course, a reference to the Council of

Florence was like a red rag to the Muscovites, being in their eyes the lowest point of the Byzantine

fall to heresy, but the popes completely failed to realize this. They were absolutely sure that the

Muscovites wanted to get recognition for their assumed imperial role as the successors of

Byzantium. The certainty was carried into scholarly literature.” (Ibid., 295.)
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Russian prince (kniaz) a king and thus demonstrate their primacy over their competi-

tor.234 However, both were bitterly disappointed. The first Prince of Muscovy to be

solemnly crowned tsar, Ivan IV,235 received the title from the Metropolitan of

Moscow and asked afterwards for a formal blessing from the Ecumenical Patriarch,

the head of all Orthodox churches. It is very unlikely that imitation of Byzantium or

Rome was an aim for the rulers of Muscovy. This is supported by the point made by

Poe that when dealing with his Eastern neighbours, Ivan would occasionally call

himself “khan”.236 Apparently referring to this fact Pipes, while correctly denying a

particular Byzantine connection, goes quite far in the opposite direction, hypo-

thesising that “the early tsars viewed themselves as heirs of the Mongol khans.”237

Finally, as to the double-headed eagle, everything suggests that Ivan did not

adopt it from Byzantium (where it had been used as a decoration only, and where

the state emblem had been different) but from the Holy Roman Empire. Lehtovirta

assumes plausibly that Ivan’s main intention in its adoption had been to consolidate

Muscovy’s credence as a power equal to Western Christian powers.238

Likhachev’s explanation of the larger historical, political and cultural context

further illuminates why these Western propaganda efforts failed to lure Russians.

The experience of the Tatar-Mongol yoke from the 13th to the 15th century had

made them yearn for peace and safety. It was in their interests to put an end to the

era of strife among rivalling princely brothers and unite their forces to protect their

lands, people, lifestyle and religion from future attacks by their neighbours – the

Tatars, Lithuanians, Swedes and Teutonic knights. It was likewise sensible to

establish unified defence and commonly accepted rules of trade. Due to Moscow’s

favourable position, its large acquisitions of land and the fact that it had played its

cards well during the Tatar-Mongol rule, the role of a central power fell on it, and its

princes took the title “of all Rus”.

Like Lehtovirta, Likhachev stresses that Moscow princes did not seek

legitimisation of their power from the history of Byzantium. Instead they

emphasised a continuum from Vladimir to Moscow. This was because the Vladimir

princes had the most direct line of inheritance from Kiev, the cradle of Rus, and

Vladimir had also been the seat of the Metropolitan after Kiev, before Moscow.239

Likhachev also sheds light on the origins of another conception branded by

Duncan and so many others as yet another expression of Russian “messianistic”

doctrine, “Holy Rus” (Sviataia Rus). This coinage had become commonplace at the

end of the 14th century when the long era of Mongol invasion was beginning to be

over. As Likhachev explains, the Tatar-Mongol rule had been “a cosmic

234 Ibid., 58–59, 290–301.
235 Ivan III had already adopted the title but was never crowned tsar.
236 Poe 2005, 63.
237 Pipes 1979, 75.
238 Lehtovirta 1999, 72–73. See also Poe 2000, 205, to be discussed soon.
239 Likhachev 1962, 5–20. See also Korpela 1998, 210–211 and the multitude of sources he lists.
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catastrophe” for Rus, seeing its towns together with its rich civilisation – wooden

architecture, libraries and art – burned to the ground. When this tribulation was

over, it marked a renaissance of Russian culture. Writers turned to their own

“antiquity” – the era of emergence of the Kievan Rus and distinct Russian culture

for which the adoption of Christianity had been so decisive.240 In a context like this

the emphasis of this concept – that Russians cherished their Christian Orthodox

tradition and kept recognising it as holy – was certainly natural.

To conclude, in the light of specialist studies it is evident that the significance of

the idea of Moscow as the Third Rome has been (and is being) wildly

overadvertised by later interpreters – swollen far beyond its original limits – and

the initial motive and intention of the coinage “Holy Rus” misconstrued.

Should anyone still be prone to make conclusions about “uniquely Russian

messianism”, it is fit to remember that throughout the Middle Ages the two great

European powers, the theocratic Papal State and The Holy Roman Empire, were

engaged in an active policy of crusade. In contrast with the Western powers, Rus

(and later, Muscovy and the Russian Empire) remained cold to temptations of

crusades or attempts to conquer Constantinople, let alone Jerusalem.241 The first

occasion Russian state power had pretensions for presence in those territories since

the days of the pagan Varangians was the Crimean war (1853–1856) which Russia

fought against France, the United Kingdom, and the Ottoman Empire.242

One concession needs to be made, however. Even if Filofei’s idea about

“Moscow as the Third Rome” was virtually inexistent in folklore or political

conceptions until the 17th century, from the 19th century onwards Russian writers,

thinkers and historians began to refer to it. Its (re-)appearance was due to the

emergence of Panslavist ideas and to dreams about the moral calling of Orthodox

Russia (among people like Gogol, Leontev or Danilevskii). However, even more

characteristically it featured in the works of Russian religious philosophers and

historians (such as Bulgakov, Berdiaev, Florenskii, Fedorov and Kartashev) who

depicted it as if it had played an important historical role and who then harshly

judged its alleged “expansionist” implications as fallacious.243 Lehtovirta notes for

his part that the historically untenable myth about the Byzantine element of

mediaeval Muscovy’s state symbols had been effectively spread by the historian

Nikolai Karamzin (d. 1826).244 Later revolutionaries in Russia and elsewhere

certainly also nurtured an expansionist idea about their avant-garde saving the

proletariat of the whole world. But roots of such “messianism” are not found in

Russian history or political philosophy.

240 Likhachev 1962, 5–20.
241 On the long history of the Western Crusades, see Madden 2005.
242 Likhachev 2001, 40.
243 Ibid.
244 Lehtovirta 1999, 71.
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. . .and the Russian Slave Soul

In Russophobia Shafarevich also rebelled against another deep-rooted notion: that

the Russians have “a slave soul” and that longing for despotism is inherent to them.

Indeed, this notion continues to enjoy popularity not only in publitsistika but among

scholars of Russian history and culture as well. The studies of Daniel Rancour-

Laferriere are an example more recent than those mentioned by Shafarevich. In

fact, in his monograph dedicated to “the slave soul of Russia and Russian moral

masochism” he writes:

the right-wing, anti-Semitic nationalist Igor’ Shafarevich (1923–) fears that Russia’s

essential identity will change if Russians accept what he calls ‘russophobic’ attitudes,

such as the idea (among others) that Russia is ‘a nation of slaves [narod rabov] always

bowing down before cruelty and grovelling before strong power.’ Shafarevich declares: ‘a

people [narod] that evaluates its history this way can no longer exist.’ This is perfectly

correct, although Shafarevich would no doubt be perturbed to realize that he has achieved a

psychoanalytic insight: for Russians to evaluate themselves as masochistic is, indeed, to

stop being Russians.245

In fairness, Rancour-Laferriere’s ominous psychoanalytical interpretation is an

extreme case, betraying as such most clearly the moral and logical cul-de-sac

embedded in the myth about ‘Russians’ slave soul’. More commonly references

to ‘typically Russian despotism’ and ‘slavishness’ are rationalised by Russian

history. Russian Orthodoxy has likewise served as a prime explanation.

Historical research has shown the notion about ‘Russian servility’ to be heavily

biased. Marshall Poe, who has scrutinised accounts by Western travellers to

Muscovy, notes that it is characteristic of them to magnify the power of the tsar

and the servility of his subjects.246 One reason for this emphasis was that Russian

sovereignty was peculiarly stable, and Westerners sought thus to rationalise it;247

It would hardly be an exaggeration to claim that no other early modern state succeeded so

well against such stubborn obstacles as did the Muscovites. [. . .] [I]t seems clear that the

nature of their political culture had much to do with the stability and success of the

Muscovite enterprise.248

Secondly, in line with other specialists,249 Poe notes that these accounts reveal

much more about the Western visitors’ conceptions about themselves than about

their Russian hosts. Western visitors had a fondness

for sharp binary distinctions, and behind that fondness, a deep-seated psychic desire for a

self-affirming counterconcept to idealize European liberty. [. . .] Three such binary

245 Rancour-Laferriere 1995, 110–111.
246 Poe 2000, 201.
247 Ibid., 204.
248 Ibid., 220.
249 Among them, Tarkiainen 1986; Scheidegger 1993; Bogatyrev 2002.
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oppositions were operative, to a greater or lesser degree, in all the foreigners’ accounts:

limited vs. unlimited power, private vs. public ownership, and freedom vs. slavery.

Thirdly, foreigners were confused because Russians themselves seemed to

ritually emphasise the tsar’s universal power and their own subservience.250

Elaborating on this third point Poe agrees that such an emphasis was indeed quite

discernable in the official patois of late 15th century Muscovy. But he explains that

it was part of a court-sponsored campaign to legitimise the status of the Moscow

prince now that all formerly independent city states of Rus had been united under its

rulership. The new state emblem, Ivan III’s new title as well as new regalia all had a

function in this project of legitimation.251 He highlights that “Russian political

‘slavery’ was not, as the foreigners implied, a relation of the powerful to the

powerless but rather a relationship of mutual responsibility.”252 The people were

subjected to the tsar, but the tsar was in his turn responsible to God, who, as an

official document from the 16th century states, “required him to care for His earthly

creatures, ‘to preserve the whole realm from injury and to [keep] its flock unharmed

from wolves’”.253

Poe suggests that whereas the European political worldview “was informed by

what might be called the cultural mythology of liberty”, that of the Muscovites

“was founded on the cultural mythology of submission”.254 In rationalising this

“mythology of submission” Poe goes eventually somewhat astray but since his

assessments are interesting for the discussion of religion to be tackled next, I cite

him further. He finds the basis for this mythology in Orthodox theology, suggesting

that the Muscovites’ “view of human nature was rooted in Old Testamentary

pessimism”:

Fallen man, the Muscovites believed, was born in sin and, given the slightest opportunity,

would stray from the true path into lust, greed, avarice, and so on. In the Muscovite

conception, then, freedom was not a vehicle for self-perfection (a belief that smacked of

the greatest sin, pride) but a capricious condition that allowed man to descend deeper into

depravity and further away from salvation.255

Later he adds: “Unlike Europeans, who believed government should be limited

so that men could perfect themselves, Muscovites held that the rule of the tsar had

to be nearly untrammeled if the sinful ways of men were to be checked.”256

250 Poe 2000, 203–204.
251 Ibid., 204–210; more comprehensively in Lehtovirta 1999, in particular, 89–112. Again, Poe

and Lehtovirta have not consulted each others’ studies which came out almost concurrently. Nor

has Poe consulted Likhachev. He relies fairly exclusively on his primary sources – Western

travellers’ accounts of Muscovy.
252 Poe 2000, 213.
253 Ibid., 212, see also 223.
254 Ibid., 216–217.
255 Ibid., 217.
256 Ibid., 226.
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Likhachev’s pragmatic explanation of this “mythology of submission” is simpler

and more plausible. Agreeing that the Muscovite system certainly was based on a

conception of mutual service, he specified it to have been introduced when, because

of geopolitical and realpolitik considerations, the lands of Rus had been united

under the protection of the Moscow prince. Under these conditions the conception

of mutual service – a state contract of a kind – simply made the most sense. It

stressed the idea of mutuality of interests and voluntariness and responsibility of all

parties: the grand prince assumed the responsibility of protecting local princes and

town communities who, for their part, promised to respect his dominion “honestly

and firmly” (“chestno i grozno”). In this expression was, too, the origin of the

epithet of Ivan IV, Groznyi, (Terrible in English usage) which contemporaries had

used for his great-grandfather Vasilii II and his grandfather Ivan III as well. All

princes of Muscovy, albeit different as personalities, “lived with the same idea, with

the same concerns”: “their task was the self-preservation of the state.”257

As was seen in Poe’s rendering, Orthodox Christianity has served as another

explanation for the alleged Russian tendency towards servility and slavishness.

Pipes’s classic Russia Under the Old Regime – the object of Solzhenitsyn’s and

Shafarevich’s biting criticism – is a good case in point. Informing his readers about

Orthodoxy’s grave shortage of spirituality258 and its clergy’s unbelievable igno-

rance259 Pipes, not speaking of any special period of history but making a sweeping

generalisation, affirms, for instance: “[The Russian church] placed itself more

docilely than any other church at the disposal of the state, helping it to exploit

and repress.”260 “The basic doctrinal element in Orthodoxy”, he further explains,

“is the creed of resignation. Orthodoxy considers earthly existence an abomination,

and prefers retirement to involvement.”261

Orthodox Christianity can with good reason be seen to differ radically from

Pipes’s and Poe’s descriptions, however. To begin with, it is very rare to approach

sin through the conception of “original sin” in its sphere. While Orthodoxy cer-

tainly sees sin, or man’s tendency to go against God’s goodness, as an inescapable

reality of human life, it puts the emphasis on the idea of man as an image and

expression of the love of his creator. “Icon” is a common metaphor for the

Orthodox view of man. As an icon always remains an image of divine beauty

even when clumsily painted, dirty or damaged, in man, too, his original beauty, the

meaning of creation, is seen to be the most essential. Man’s calling is understood to

be to take care of this divine beauty and to make himself a good place for it to dwell

in. Here repentance and forgiveness are naturally instrumental.262 While the

257 Likhachev 1962, 7–8.
258 Pipes 1979, 222, see also 225 and 228.
259 Ibid., 227.
260 Ibid., 222.
261 Ibid., 221.
262 This illuminates why Solzhenitsyn was insisting in Repentance and Self-Limitation that

repentance had a great role in Russian folk tradition. One of several possible examples that
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Orthodox Church certainly stresses humility as one of the greatest virtues as Poe

and Pipes suggested, it teaches that genuine humility breeds courage and creativity.

Repentance is seen as a source of strength; as something that gives to God space to

act and to man wisdom to co-operate with Him.

Hence the Orthodox view of man cannot reasonably be characterised as pessi-

mistic – any more than that of the Old Testament.263 For both, the crux – the point

where the potential to sin and the potential to repent and be forgiven continuously

meet – is man’s responsibility and his calling to co-operate with merciful and

creative God. This view cannot be regarded as deterministic, either. Being based

on the idea that everything created by God is good, including man in God’s image,

it leaves much space for man’s freedom, regarding it as natural and blessed.

In mediaeval Muscovy the tsar, too, was conceived to be an icon of God: called

to impersonate God’s mercy and wisdom in his rulership. Being only human, he

could never attain them in full, however, and in ethical terms he was always

considered as answerable before God. Thus, his subjects were fully entitled to

reprehend him, and even had a responsibility to do so, should he, in turn, neglect his

holy responsibility to treat them well and fairly. The clergy had likewise a particular

duty to chastise him if need be. It was – at least theoretically – a consensus about

giving to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s (Mark 12:17), in other

words, a system with no theocratic pretensions.

In the West the two domains of God’s and Caesar’s were arguably more blurred

because of the institution of the Pope. In contrast to Orthodox hierarchs, the Pope

was considered infallible in spiritual matters, and, similarly in contrast to the

Orthodox tradition firmly rejecting the conception of one church head, he was

seen as the authority of the Catholic Church. All this naturally gave him considerable

power concerning temporal matters. His authority as a divine mouthpiece of a sort

was only strengthened by the Western proclivity to express religious dogmas as

exactly and explicitly as possible, according to the tradition of scholasticism.

Another matter which arguably contributed to authoritarianism in the institution of

the Papacy was the Catholic view ofman. Unlike the Eastern view, it emphasised the

idea of man in the shackles of sin, being as such more deterministic and pessimistic

than its Eastern counterpart which put the emphasis on man as God’s image.

It was thus not surprising that Western political thought was stigmatised for

centuries by the rebellion against the Pope and, in his person, the church. It

perceived the church as an institution which used human power to claim for itself

could be mentioned in this connection is that a festive divine service of mutual forgiveness starts

the Great Lent before Easter and is followed during the first days of Lent by reading the Canons of

Repentance. Even the Russian for “farewell”, proshchai means “forgive me”.
263 Ch. 10 and Ch. 11 will discuss the Orthodox Christian worldview in more depth. A comparison

of this worldview with the Judaic one as presented earlier in this chapter incidentally shows how

many of the most profound conceptions they share in common.

The Third Investigation: Allegations About Russian History and Character 307



divine authority and which, as such, mocked man’s freedom, intellectual capacities

and personal responsibility.264 Arguably this forceful yearning for freedom, this

desire to rehabilitate personal responsibility, and suspicion for categories of sub-

mission or humility was the crux of what Poe calls the Western “myth of liberty”.

To the man of Muscovy, in turn, humility was derivative of man’s responsibility

which essentially lacked implications of subjugation and had, as such, a creative

dimension.

Indeed, Poe emphasises that Muscovite rituals of submission did not conceal

passivity or lack of vigilance towards the deeds of the tsar or his administration. The

Muscovites promptly used their right to appeal to their tsar in cases where they felt

they were mistreated: “[the conception of a relationship of mutual responsibility is

evidenced] in the hum of complaints that were registered literally daily in thousands

of petitions of relief from servitors throughout Russia.”265 Neither was the

Muscovites’ tendency for uprisings less strong than that of their European brethren

even if their rebellions were not directed against the person of the tsar.266

Poe lastly discusses at length the personage of Ivan IV in Western travellers’

accounts. To begin with, they were often fantastically hyperbolic and reached

mythical proportions in describing his sadism. Poe claims that this reputation was

part of the idea of beastly Russia diametrically opposed to the humane West.

Apparently Westerners had likewise been impressed by Ivan’s epithet (groznyi;
translatable also as “terrible” or “fearsome”) and by popular tales of his cruelty.267

Indeed, while there is no question that Ivan was a cruel ruler, swift to send his critics

to death, it is notable that his subjects were fairly consensual in condemning him.

Popular legends and chronicles reprehended him, and stories about iurodivyis –

fools for Christ’s sake [see Ch. 6] – chastising him were popular and numerous.268

Metropolitan German of Moscow told him that he will be judged by God, and

German’s follower Metropolitan Philip (revered as a saint by the Russian church)

refused to bless him in church because of the blood he had shed. Ivan had them both

killed.269

Here Vadim Kozhinov’s argumentation can be seriously considered: It is

a commonly heard claim that Russian rulers were crueller than their Western

264 Sabine’s classic History of Political Theory illuminates what an astonishingly central theme

this was to virtually all political thinkers in the West approximately up to the 17th century.
265 Poe 2000, 213.
266 Ibid., 210–211.
267 Ibid., 157–161.
268 Panchenko 1976; Fedotov 1990, 198–209; Kovalevskii 1996 [1902], 143, 146–147. Inciden-

tally, in Orthodox Christianity iurodivyis played a similar role in claiming responsibility and

unmasking hypocrisy as the prophets in ancient Judaism.
269 Cf. Pipes’s didactic “[Church in Russia] could have stood up and fought for the most elemen-

tary Christian values. [. . .] It should have condemned the massacres of an Ivan IV or, later, of a

Stalin. But it did neither (isolated cases apart), behaving as if righting wrongs were none of its

concern. No branch of Christianity has shown such callous indifference to social and political

injustice.” (Pipes 1979, 244–245.)
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counterparts. Bringing forth numerical evidence, Kozhinov claims that this is

generally an illusion. I am unable to judge whether his figures of victims are reliable

but in any case his main point is not without basis: “In England Henry VIII and

Elizabeth I are revered and in Spain the memory of Charles V is cherished even if

they all sent tens of thousands of people to be executed. In Russia, however,

praising Ivan IV has always been considered to be somewhat dubious.”270

As for Peter I, often mentioned alongside Ivan IV when attesting to the notorious

high-handedness of Russian autocrats, there existed a whole folk tradition

condemning him. The Old Believers even took him for the antichrist, and not

merely, as is often assumed, because he preferred Western customs to traditional

Russian ones and suppressed the church. He compromised himself in the eyes of

common folk because of his readiness to sacrifice human lives in the name of

grandiose projects of Westernisation. The whole St. Petersburg myth in the sphere

of Russian high culture is essentially about this gloomy legacy. Peter’s condemna-

tion was, in other words, much more than a pathetic fixation of some Old Believers

only.

In addition, at least if assessed against the background of other contemporaneous

European societies, tormented by bloody wars over religion, Peter’s Russia

compares favourably due to his dislike for religious fanaticism and successful

efforts to put an end to shedding blood in the name of religion. This – in particular

his determination to end the Old Believers’ physical persecution – was apparently

one major incentive for his project of Westernisation. The eminent Russian

mediaevalist, the late Aleksandr Panchenko, has authenticated that Peter’s fondness

for Holland was not due merely to Dutch prominence in shipbuilding as is so often

maintained. It was also due to the fact that the Netherlands was a lone island of

religious tolerance and moderation in Europe.271

Against this background Shafarevich was certainly not overreacting when he

expressed his frustration with the constantly repeated clichés “Russian messianism”

and “Russian slave soul”, suggesting that it was high time to be rid of them. His

intention in choosing his title, Russophobia, was apparently to highlight that due to
reasons connected with the Soviet experiment and its extremely unhealthy attitude

270 Kozhinov 1988, 171. Elsewhere Kozhinov additionally refers to the bloody rulership of Charles

IX of France, Spain’s Philip II, and ritual murders in the 16th century England (Kozhinov 2001

[1989], 632–634).
271 Panchenko 2005, 69–78. Panchenko shows that Peter essentially followed the advice of the

most notable contemporaneous voice of freedom and toleration of religion, an emigrant to

Holland, John Locke (whose works were already then translated to Russian): he pacified the Old

Believers who were becoming hysterical in the face of excessive repression by granting them

certain autonomy while setting them clear limits. He halted the Kievan Jesuits’ attempts to gain a

firmer foothold in Russian society and to encourage ruthless treatment of religious adversaries. He

was emphatically tolerant of representatives of all religions, and subordinated the church to state

control.
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towards national traditions some nonsensical ideas about Russia had become so

common that speaking about a real “phobia” could be justified. Of course, his

further intention when “diagnosing” such a “phobia” clearly rested on the belief

that only when a disease is acknowledged and its logic of development somehow

comprehended, will it be possible to overcome it and leave it behind [cf. discussion

about “Stalinism” in Ch. 7].272

Reactions to Russophobia

“A ‘Tract’ Penetrated by a Fanatical Conviction”

I now turn to Russophobia’s reception. Since 1988 this text was reviewed,

criticised, analysed, and disputed on dozens of occasions both in the Soviet

Union/Russia and beyond its borders. At first it stirred heated reactions in tamizdat

journals which were beginning to be available inside the Soviet Union. While these

journals themselves rarely reached the great reading public, many of their

Russophobia reviews were reprinted in Soviet periodicals. Some tamizdat authors

additionally voiced their views in the Western press very early on. Thus in many

ways they set the tone for speaking about Shafarevich’s text.

Most tamizdat reviewers (in Vremia i my, Novoe russkoe slovo, Strana i mir,
Sintaksis, Dvadtsat dva, Russkaia mysl273) attacked Russophobia fiercely, whereas

Veche became the tamizdat “base of resistance”, devoting one issue after another to

Russophobia’s defence. Kontinent, Vestnik RKhD and Novyi zhurnal, which had

greeted Shafarevich’s earlier contributions, chose to remain outside the dispute

altogether. Indeed, it was hard to say anything about Russophobia without being

promptly identified as belonging to one of these two strictly disciplined camps

either pro or contra.
By the winter and spring of 1990 the Russophobia debates had reached the

Soviet mainstream. David Remnick announced on the first page of The Washington
Post that “No essay has drawn more attention among the Soviet intelligentsia this

year than Igor Shafarevich’s ‘Russophobia’”.274 Bill Keller of The New York Times
reported that this was

The most influential Russian manifesto of recent times [. . .], a bitterly defensive tract

serialized in the monthly magazine of the Russian Writers’ Union, ‘Our Contemporary,’ a

272 Incidentally, it ought to be noted that he refrained systematically from calling anybody a

“Russophobe” but spoke about a “Russophobic” mode of thought which could be adopted by

individuals to a greater or lesser degree.
273 Except for Russkaia mysl, these are all periodicals of the third wave of emigration.
274 Remnick 1990a, see also 1990b.
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bible of the Russian patriots. Xerox copies have been distributed like scriptural tracts across

Russia.275

Here Literaturnaia Rossiia, Nash sovremennik, Molodaia gvardiia and Den
formed the fortress loyal to Shafarevich. The liberal press, Ogonek andMoskovskie
novosti in the forefront, was utterly negative. Further “rounds” of the debate took

place in the West – in periodicals, in scholarly studies, and among the community

of mathematicians. I shall recount them all.

Russophobia’s tamizdat critics – many of them the very people whose texts

Shafarevich had quoted critically in it276 and who had also excelled in flimsily

labelling Solzhenitsyn anti-Semitic in authoritative Western forums – probably did

the most thorough job in slamming it. Most of them concentrated exclusively on

what they took for Shafarevich’s anti-Semitism. Valerii Senderov, an emigrated

former political prisoner who basically agreed with the other critics in their firm

condemnation of Russophobia,277 was soon to note, clearly distressed, that many of

these criticisms were far less convincing than Russophobia itself both in terms of

style and level of argumentation.278 He lamented that many critics simply resorted

to ad hominem arguments, overwhelming sarcasm and the most aggravating,

irrational accusations. Shafarevich himself was to make the same point later,

assessing that his critics seemed to be driven by emotion. To his mind, there were

astonishingly few actual arguments in their texts, which, he admitted, greatly

shocked him.279 It is easy to agree with him. A prime example is an early criticism

by the émigré literary scholar Efim Etkind: “We have before us a ‘tract’ penetrated

by a fanatical conviction. Its author believes, accepting no counterarguments, in the

evilness of Jews.”280

Etkind sees “a call for pogroms” as Russophobia’s “main content”, interprets

Shafarevich as teaching that the “only thing that can save Russia” is “nationally

Russian dictatorship” and assesses that Shafarevich’s “lexicon filled with hatred”

brings him close to “Stalinist pogrom-makers”. In Etkind’s rendering Shafarevich

demanded “a prohibition” which “the advanced part of humanity had decided to

obey by common consent” to be abolished. Its abolishment would unavoidably end

“in the poisonous smoke of Treblinka’s crematoria”.281

275 Keller 1990.
276Many more of them were their publishers, co-authors and colleagues.
277 Senderov 1989a.
278 Senderov 1989b.
279 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a, 196: “When it became clear that there would be reviews of [my]

text, I began to read these with great interest, hoping to find discussion about substance even when

the authors would not be entirely agreeing with me. But the result was a complete disappoint-

ment.” See also 2003d, 10: “The very character of these reviews surprised me. The great majority

of them were critical towards my work. But ‘critical’ by no means in a commonly understood

meaning of this word. It was not a refutation of facts presented in it or of its logic of reasoning.”
280 E. Etkind 1989, 173.
281 Ibid., 176, 178.
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Igor Golomshtok, a noted historian of totalitarian art and an emigrant of the third

wave chimed in: “Russophobia’s conception is essentially a somewhat softened

variant of what makes up the core and leimotif of Adolf Hitler’sMein Kampf.” And:
“Shafarevich merely repeats (no matter whether consciously or unconsciously) the

F€uhrer’s main idea about Jewry as the embodiment of universal evil.”282

Sintaksis283 supplemented Golomshtok’s piece with a poem by the émigré literary

critic and satirist Bakhyt Kenzheev, entitled The Call of Shafar

Prince Igor! Our new Messiah!

He descended like an eagle,

and gratefully Russia opened up her wings.

She has a distinct flag and a unique path,

but with the unfaithful Kikes she should not be.

Thank you dear academician,

now I know, at last, that Jews have much money but no honour, no heart.

We’ve had enough of the innkeeping Judahs,

may they plunge into their garlic-smelling paradise

while our Fatherland from now on,

carries the banner JUDENFREI.284

As for the poem’s title, shofar, also occasionally spelled shafar, is a goat’s horn
used ritually in Jewish feast days. Many of Shafarevich’s critics took pleasure in

connecting it with his name, as if thereby questioning whether he had accidentally

ended up hitting his own kin or embarrassingly fallen into a pit he had himself

dug.285 Of course, such sarcasm can be biting only if there is ground to assume that

Shafarevich hated or despised Jews, of which I have found no support. [As to the

etymology of Shafarevich’s surname, see Ch. 1.]

Boris Khazanov, a writer and emigrated political prisoner, continued comparing

Shafarevich with the Nazi ideologues:

the whole of the theoretical basis of Shafarevich’s work, all his historical parallels and

sensational revelations, erudition, pathos, indignation – all is present in full measure in

Hitler’s book, in Dr. Goebbels’s speeches, in Julius Streicher’s articles, in Adolf Rosenberg’s

tract, not to speak of their ideological predecessors.286

The philosopher and literary critic Grigorii Pomerants – whose texts, like those

of Khazanov’s, Shafarevich had challenged in Russophobia287 – explained in his

review that Shafarevich’s world is divided into black and white since “he still sees

282 Golomshtok 1989, 197.
283 The journal of Mariia Rozanova and her husband Andrei Siniavskii.
284 Kenzheev 1989.
285 For just one example, see Razh 1993.
286 Khazanov 1989, 131.
287 Pomerants had also entered into a polemical correspondence with Solzhenitsyn in the 1960s,

accusing him of unfair depiction of Jews in his prose. He had likewise figured in The Smatterers
and Our Pluralists. Unlike most of Shafarevich’s other critics writing in tamizdat journals,

Pomerants never emigrated.
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black everything [he] has seen as black in his childhood – everywhere, in all

places.”288 Pomerants also restated his earlier claim about Russian slavishness:

“Shafarevich wants to replace the taboo of Lenin’s immunity with another taboo,

the immunity of Russia. But the problem is not whether it is proper to call Russia a

land of slaves. The problem is that Russia should stop being a land of slaves.”289

Somewhat astonishingly Pomerants wrote later: “May God be with him [i.e.,

Shafarevich], I have not read his book [i.e., Russophobia] or replied to it. May it

peacefully disappear from the face of earth.”290 And: “Three times I refused to read

this text [i.e., Russophobia] (which was brought to me as photocopies prepared by

Pamiat). And so I did not read it – either in Nash Sovremennik or in Kuban. I had a

strong conviction that it was up to others to speak out.”291

Then, to the mind of German Andreev, an emigrated dissident writer and literary

critic, Shafarevich was suggesting in Russophobia that “Russia should again go and
seek a utopia of God’s kingdom on earth” – thereby Andreev repeated his critique

of The Rubble as recounted in Ch. 5. In line with the earlier commentators he

claimed that Russophobia was “penetrated by fear of a Jewish conspiracy”. He also
saw it as offering a pseudo-scholarly rationale for the murky Pamiat movement

which had recently hit the headlines with its demonstrations under monarchist,

openly anti-Jewish, and nationalist slogans.292 This claim about Pamiat was

repeated at least by Boris Khazanov293 and Mark Deich, a Moscow expert of

Russian anti-Semitism and xenophobia writing in Strana i mir.294 Valentin

Liubarskii, another writer of the third wave of emigration, echoed them:

“Shafarevich is concerned with rationalisation of mass hysteria.”295

Speculative references to the notorious Pamiat movement as a justification for

Shafarevich’s prompt and unconditional condemnation were common in many

pieces by tamizdat writers. They were to become most prominent in the Soviet

and Western press. I shall return to this far from insignificant issue a little later.

While some of these tamizdat critics had long been ill-disposed to “Shafarevich,

Solzhenitsyn’s closest ally” because in their rendering Solzhenitsyn represented

monarchism, Russian nationalism, and anti-Semitism [cf. Ch. 6], this was not true

for all. Dora Shturman, a former political prisoner, an emigrant to Israel and a

staunch long-time defender of Solzhenitsyn against nonsensical accusations of anti-

Semitism, made it clear that while she retained all of her respect for Solzhenitsyn,

she did not consider Shafarevich to deserve any of it. Starting her piece with a

288 Pomerants 1989, 96.
289 Ibid., 98.
290 Pomerants 1998 [1996]a, 82.
291 Pomerants 1998 [1996]b, 567.
292 Andreev 1989.
293 Khazanov 1989.
294 Deich 1989.
295 V. Liubarskii 1990, 138.
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negative reappraisal of his Socialism, she seemingly tried to authenticate that these

two thinkers had been separate cases already in The Rubble days. She stated that

should anti-Semitism be defined as Solzhenitsyn had done it as “a wrongful stance

towards Jews as an entity that has been brought about by prejudice”, Shafarevich

fully qualifies as “anti-Semitic”296: “Shafarevich has an opinion, and he illustrates
it. He does it with such emotional impressiveness that it is hard to overcome the

horror – no, not of a simple-minded pogrom, but of a Holocaust; of ruthless,

inhuman abandonment which is a precondition for destruction.” And, she claimed,

Shafarevich was saying that “The West, the Jews and the Westernisers are guilty of

everything that did not work out in Russian history, was difficult or went wrong”.297

Boris Paramonov was another emigrant writer of the third wave who had been, at

least initially, sympathetic to Solzhenitsyn. Like Shturman, he clearly wished to

distance himself from Russophobia and to challenge it, but in contrast to virtually

all other critics mentioned so far he evidently tried in his early piece to approach it,

although with some reluctance, through the understanding of Shafarevich’s own

intentions. He gave credit to Shafarevich’s analysis of the Western urge to trans-

plant democracy into Russia, which was based, paradoxically enough, on the notion

of Russia as somehow a priori incapable of democracy. Commenting on the

accusations that Shafarevich had treated Jews unfairly in Russophobia, Paramonov

stated that “[this book] ought not to be placed among such pieces of work which

argue for the dangerousness of the so-called Jewish-Masonic conspiracy.” He

formulated that there are “certain anti-Semitic, let us say it in this way, implications

of this book [but they] are not its precondition but its conclusion.”298

During the years following this early review Paramonov, a member of the Radio

Free Europe staff, dedicated a great number of hours on air to polemics concerning

Russophobia and Shafarevich. In the summer of 1991, when Shafarevich’s reputa-

tion as a notorious anti-Semite had been cemented virtually in all circles of self-

respecting liberals in both the East and the West, Paramonov published something

of an ultimate analysis of Shafarevich in the Moscow Nezavisimaia gazeta. It was
entitled Shit. An Attempt at Public Psychoanalysis. As the rather fantastic excerpts
quoted in Ch. 1 illustrate, he now resorted to the cheapest and flimsiest kind of

below-the-belt pseudo-psychoanalysis with the intention of establishing

Shafarevich essentially as a pitiful traumatised old man whose ideas do not deserve

serious consideration (but, apparently, need necessarily to be rebuffed time after

time).299

296 Shturman 1989, 154.
297 Ibid., 147, 145–146.
298 Paramonov 1989, 149.
299 Another piece by him where Shafarevich is put in a curious light is Paramonov 1996, 25:

“According to Shafarevich, Jews are notorious villains determined to force their abstract ideologi-

cal schemes on reality who destroy in the process the organic foundations of nature and society. In

this paranoid theory, Jews, whom the biblical tradition treats as ‘the salt of the earth,’ are cast as

embodiment of evil, a people collectively responsible for past and present crimes against
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Indeed, the barrier to approaching Russophobia with an intention other than to

authenticate that Shafarevich must be kept out of all civilised discussions altogether

rose rapidly in the so-called liberal mainstream. This was also illustrated at least to

some extent in the evolution of the stance of the eminent specialist of pre-revolu-

tionary Russian Jewry, John Klier. His early review for the London Review of
Books300 was among the first pieces on Russophobia in English. Klier presented its

ideas very perceptively and accurately. He paid no exclusive attention to the Jewish

theme, understanding well that Shafarevich’s major interest had been elsewhere. He

finally summarised that

Even his invocation of the Jewish element in Russophobia, with its undertones of the

Stalinist campaign against ‘rootless cosmopolitans’, could be dismissed as a mild infection

of his main argument by the Soviet tradition of anti-Zionism. Jews, Shafarevich seemed to

be saying, were not essential to Russophobia, being only the latest manifestation of a

recurrent historical and psychological phenomenon. From this perspective, the ‘little

nation’ need not be regarded as specifically Jewish.301

However, in a tellingly entitled later piece, Russian Jewry as the ‘Little Nation’
of the Russian Revolution, Klier was making much starker interpretations of

Russophobia and unequivocally condemning it. He maintained that “For

Shafarevich the chief element [of Jewish influence on the revolution] was the

Jews’ ‘saving hatred’, which distorted the ideals of the revolution and made it

‘Russophobic’.”302

“A Crudest Distortion of Shafarevich’s Words Is Going on Now”

There was a similar development in the liberal Soviet dailies and weeklies: sardonic

and contemptuous references to “the notorious, anti-Semitic” Russophobia quickly

became commonplace while any handling that resembled analysis was virtually

missing.303 But there was some in the “fat” literary journals, even if here, too, there

existed two strictly disciplined “camps”: for and against Shafarevich. Among the

rare exceptions to this general line was the thoughtful piece by the poet Sergei

Stratanovskii who did not take a firm stance either pro or contra. He commented

himself,

humanity.” See also Paramonov 1990 and 1992. This list of Paramonov’s works dedicated to

Russophobia is not exhaustive.
300 Klier 1990.
301 Ibid.
302 Klier 1995a, 153. By itself, the idea that Shafarevich, the conscientious opponent of

revolutions, would have accused somebody of “distorting the ideals of revolution” goes off

track. For another starkly biased encapsulation of Russophobia by Klier, see further in this chapter.
303 Kolodnyi 1992 may perhaps be mentioned as an exception.
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When beginning to write these notes, I seem to be in a rather dangerous territory – that

where two literary and social groups passionately fighting one another are clashing. It is

difficult not to be a warrior in this situation of two camps (as Aleksei Tolstoi once put it) but

this is exactly the position I attempt to retain.304

The “dialogue” between Aleksei Shmelev writing in Zemlia and Nataliia

Lebedeva writing in Nash sovremennik illustrates perhaps best how the members

of these two camps were burrowed into their trenches, ready, out of sheer principle,

to shoot down anything coming from the opposing side. Shmelev’s According to the
Laws of Parody betrayed here and there that he was not insensitive to Shafarevich’s
argumentation in its entirety, finding some of it fairly legitimate. Nevertheless,

virtually every comment he made culminated into proving, no matter how uncon-

vincingly, that in this particular point, too, Shafarevich had made a logical or

factual mistake. He eventually concluded that Russophobia’s limp argumentation

makes it an exemplary piece written according to the laws of parody.305

An offended reader of Nash sovremennik, Nataliia Lebedeva, who had earlier

supported the letter by Shafarevich, Antonov and Klykov with arguments cited in

Ch. 7, commented on this with a piece entitled On Such a Level? She felt that

Shmelev had not really “read the text he had been reading”.

Lebedeva’s piece is characteristic of Shafarevich’s defenders’ general tone in

that she, quite contrary to the opposing camp’s constant references to

Russophobia’s alleged anti-Semitism, dedicated markedly little attention to the

Jewish issue. Indeed, one after another Russophobia’s advocates stated explicitly

that the Jewish issue was in no way central to Russophobia and that to their mind it

was absurd to interpret it as anti-Jewish.306 As a rule, these defenders of

Shafarevich concentrated on his claim that Russians, like all other peoples, ought

to have a right to healthy self-esteem, on his analysis of Western pretensions

concerning democracy in Russia, and on what he had characterised as mechanistic

tendencies in our contemporary world. (I will return to these subjects in the

following chapters.)

Shchubacheev, for instance, brings up the Jewish motif in his long piece only

when stressing that Shafarevich is speaking “far from only about writers of Jewish

origin” and when expressing his irritation with Paramonov’s claim, which he sees

as entirely distorted, that Shafarevich “is prone to see [the civil war in Russia] to a

considerable extent as a war of Jews against Russians”.307 In an earlier article

304 Stratanovskii 1990, 173. Viacheslav Karpov’s early piece in Oktiabr, Karpov 1990, was

another earnest attempt of this kind.
305 Shmelev 1990, in particular, 225. On the pages of the distinguished Nationalities Papers John
Garrard advises his readers to see Shmelev’s piece “[f]or a thorough dismantling of Shafarevich’s

antisemitic diatribe” (Garrard 1991, 144).
306 See, for instance, “Narod zhiv. . .”; Lobanov 1990, 282: “[Russophobia] evoked an outburst of

critical responses – or, in truth, attacks at its author. He was unfoundedly accused of anti-Semitism

even if the author of Russophobia had unambiguously explained that ‘the little nation’ [. . .] is not a
biological concept and encompasses people of various nationalities, not only Jews.”
307 Shchubacheev 1989b, 157, 155.
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Shchubacheev had stated, “I want to express my most decisive protest against the

attempts to interpret this serious and most profound work [. . .] as some

pamphlet allegedly ‘cultivating and propagating dislike for other peoples’.” He,

like Pitorin, writing likewise in Veche, also quoted emphatically Shafarevich’s

words: “In this work I do not attempt to judge, accuse or justify anyone.”308

Simanskii (the pen-name of Evgenii Vagin, Veche’s editor), limited himself

to discussing “the Jewish theme” only when citing in disbelief the fantastic

accusations of anti-Semitism thrown at Shafarevich. For instance, he stated that

Etkind attributed to the author of Russophobia “pronouncements which it just

simply does not include, and inasmuch as I know, I. Shafarevich has never

made! And, it ought to be added: which he could not make, being a believing

Christian.”309

Simanskii-Vagin also stated weightily that “[Russian culture] has been created

over the centuries by far from only ‘ethnic Russians’” and rejected as entirely

absurd “the wild idea to measure ‘by blood’ (or, by ‘national belonging’) the

worthiness of the gift to this common cause [i.e., Russian cultural heritage] of

anyone contributing to it.”310 In the same vein the literary critic Vadim Kozhinov

said that “Now a crudest distortion of Shafarevich’s words is going on. [. . .] There
is already a great number of commentaries where Shafarevich is accused of

allegedly seeing revolution as a purely Jewish enterprise whereas this is absolutely

not what the article says.”311

Baranov, writing considerably later, commented on Shafarevich’s Russophobia
like this,

But, as a matter of fact, it had no anti-Semitism whatsoever. [. . .] There was as much anti-

Semitism [in it] as there is anti-Semitism in the Planck constant, that is, zero wholes and

horse-radish of tenths. And, it may be noted, it became not even a bit more after many

years’ hounding by officious fools of a respectable person and an outstanding scientist. In

the meantime, there is now an eternal label on him.312

Baranov said that one of those hitting Shafarevich hardest with the accusation of

anti-Semitism in the Soviet press had been the writer Benedikt Sarnov who had

308 Shchubacheev 1989a, 68; Pitorin 1989, 6. One more piece in Veche, Kusakov 1989, differed

somewhat from this general line in that it was more enthusiastic about Shafarevich’s discussion

of the Jewish theme.
309 Simanskii 1989, 143.
310 Ibid., 137.
311 Kozhinov 2005 [1989] 379–380, 381. He continued, “By the way, the concept of ‘the little

nation’ is far from new. I could refer to Konstantin Aksakov’s article Narod i publika. [When

speaking of ‘the little nation’] I would, instead of Shafarevich, also refer to other antecessors who

put the question exactly in this way. Tiutchev, for instance, [. . .] has similar considerations”. And:

“I’m stunned how many people now attack Shafarevich, accusing him of deducing certain difficult

periods of Russian history from Jewish violence even if it is directly stated in his work that before

the end of the 19thcentury Jews played an extremely limited role in the revolutionary movement.”
312 Baranov 2003.
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compared [Shafarevich] with great pathos with Hitler, Rosenberg and Streicher, not

forgetting thereby to thoughtfully mention that the latter two had been hanged for their

views, and then, what is astonishing, straight after this, without anything in between,

demanded that the KGB be seriously engaged in investigating the views of the

Academician.313

In general, a considerable part of the texts by Shafarevich’s defenders consisted

of legitimate remarks about the logical and moral shortcomings in the blizzard of

judgements Russophobia had elicited.314 Simanskii-Vagin points out to the cheap-

ness of the tamizdat critics’ approach when, after (or before) pouring out condem-

nation in their most fervent, jeering attacks at Shafarevich, they announce, like

Khazanov, that “The tasks of this review do not include polemics with the book of

the corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences Shafarevich. It is clear that

it does not deserve it.”315 Or, like Etkind, “I thought: should Shafarevich be argued

with? The case is, after all, clearly clinical. . .”316

Simanskii-Vagin also explores what he calls, with good reason, the tendentious

selectivity of the editors of Dvadtsat dva when choosing to publish Russophobia
with “insignificant abridgements”. For instance, Shafarevich’s own words about

“the little nation” had been replaced by the editors’ summary of them, Ianov’s and

Pomerants’s most poisonous words cited by Shafarevich had been considerably

shortened, and some significant points in his discussion concerning “Moscow, the

Third Rome” cut out.317

“His Style of Anti-Semitism Would Do Credit to a Rosenberg”

The dynamics of Russophobia’s Western reception followed to a great extent this

pattern, except that this time its defenders were virtually invisible. And it was on the

Western front that its reputation as an anti-Semitic treatise was cemented by noted

scholars.

Three prominent and apparently very influential early appraisals in the West

came from the pen of Andrei Siniavskii. He was later referred to as a major

313 Ibid. At least one of Sarnov’s pieces appeared in Sovetskii tsirk (Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a,

197).
314 See, for instance, Lobanov 1990, 282. The nonsensicality of the accusations of anti-Semitism

can be felt even in the words of Shafarevich’s persistent sparring partner, Sergei Kara-Murza.

Kara-Murza, who is very cold to Shafarevich because of his anti-communism, mentioned that the

worst repression this disgraceful Shafarevich, who had always flirted with the West, ever had to

endure was that he was nonsensically accused of anti-Semitism after which “his defenders

convincingly proved that there is no anti-Semitism whatsoever in his ideas – and so the equilib-

rium was retained.” (Kara-Murza 2002a, 167.)
315 Cited in Simanskii 1989, 132.
316 Cited in ibid., 145.
317 Ibid., 148–150.
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authority concerning Russophobia by many scholars and other writers arguing for

Shafarevich’s dangerousness.318 Thus, a vociferous early specialist came once

again from the very circle of emigrant writers whom Shafarevich had been

criticising in Russophobia and who were, thus, implicated in this matter to

such an extent that they should not reasonably have pretended to the role of an

impartial observer. Never, however, was this fact taken notice of when citing and

recycling Siniavskii’s or the other aforementioned “specialists’” analyses and chilly

predictions on prominent forums.319

In the distinguished The Guardian Siniavskii alerted its readers to

new dangers growing within the [Soviet] empire at its moment of transformation: the

dangers of xenophobia and ethnic conflict. In particular, to judge from the press, I see a

new form of Russian nazism gathering strength. I see the seeds of it, for instance, in a work

published in Moscow by Igor Shafarevich entitled Russophobia. Developing one of

Solzhenitsyn’s ideas, the author builds up the myth of the Jews as the original and principal

enemy of the Russian people.320

Siniavskii reiterated here the argument of a piece he had published the previous

December in another prestigious newspaper, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung321

and somewhat later in Partisan Review;322 the latter text was introduced to

the readers as based on his presentation in the esteemed Kennan Institute of

Washington.323 Here Siniavskii dubbed Russophobia “a fundamental piece of

work, a theoretical foundation of fascism” which “fully coincides with theories

of German Nazism from Hitler to Rosenberg”.324 In the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, using his literary talent to the fullest, Siniavskii had painted a graphic

picture of what was going on in his country of birth: “On and on, in the Soviet

Union, a new ‘enemy’, ‘Satan’, or a Russophobe sprinkles sand on the remaining

pieces of butter.” As would later become very common in Russophobia critiques by
various people, Siniavskii also cited Shafarevich’s phrase about how hard it will be

“for our descendants to comprehend Freud’s influence as a scholar, the glory of the

composer Sch€onberg, the painter Picasso, the writer Kafka or the poet Brodskii.”325

318 Korey 1995, 156; Woll 1997; Murav 1993, 219; Hesli et al. 1994, 809.
319 The only exception was Brun-Zejmis 1996, 170: “Since Shafarevich criticized Siniavskii’s

early writings [. . .] as russophobic, it seems both authors were engaged in an old ideological

battle.”
320 Sinyavsky 1990a.
321 Sinjawski 1989.
322 Sinyavsky 1990b.
323 On January 9, 1990.
324 Sinyavsky 1990b, 340, 341. In Sinjawski 1989: “His book develops the ideas of German

Nazism, of Hitler and Rosenberg.”
325More than once Shafarevich was then also ridiculed for taking Picasso for a Jew (for just one

example, see Shepp&Veklerov 1990b) even if the point of this list had so obviously nothing to dowith

Jewishness and even if Shafarevich had hardly been thinking about the nationality of these four unlike

some of these latter critics reading his text with this somewhat paranoic Jew-tracking mentality.

In fact, in 2011whenwriting about Slezkin’s book, Shafarevich says that “Basically it is a sin ofme

to complain about [Slezkin’s] insufficiently broad view on the nationalities questions in Russia
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He concluded his article by estimating that the hunt of Russophobes inevitably has

fateful consequences.326 To highlight the dangers of what he interpreted as latent

Nazi mentality in Russia Siniavskii, like virtually all other reviewers writing in

noted Western forums, also brought up the Pamiat movement.327

Newsweek and The New Republic followed suit. Newsweek published

Shafarevich’s interview by its Moscow correspondent Carroll Bogert (to which I

shall return later) and her report repeating Siniavskii’s warnings about the rise of the

new right in the Soviet Union, the Pamiat in particular, stressing Russophobia’s
impact.328 Her conclusion “Anti-Semitism is the almost inevitable handmaiden to

Russian nationalism – and to the conservative platform generally” was elaborated in

The New Republic byWalter Laqueur (the long-time director of the London Institute

of Contemporary History and Wiener Library and later the chairman of the

International Research Council of the Center for Strategic and International Studies

in Washington and since the 1960s the author of studies on the relationship between

the Russian extreme right and early Nazism) as well as the accompanying review

article of Russophobia by Liah Greenfield of Harvard. Greenfield announced: “to

compare the innuendos of Shafarevich to mediaeval anti-Jewish polemics would be

almost to insult the latter. His style of anti-Semitism would do credit to a

Rosenberg.”329

David Remnick, writing in the above-mentioned article in The Washington Post
some months later, gauged that Shafarevich – with all his credibility as a former

dissident and academician – was giving a powerful boost to anti-Semitic sentiments

in the Soviet Union.330 Remnick was confronted in the New York City Tribune by
the conservative political columnist Joseph Sobran who had written an enthusiastic

review of Socialism back in 1980.331 Sobran, baffled for having discovered

Shafarevich’s photograph on the first page of The Washington Post, criticised
Remnick’s flimsy argumentation:

None of Shafarevich’s fuming denouncers has produced a single quotation from him

advocating any sort of injury to Jews [. . .]. Yet, in spite of his courage as an advocate of

human rights, he is being lumped together with the sort of hooligans who favour beating

Jews in the street.332

because it was exactly in his book that I learnt many details about Gorkii’s questionnaire on the

‘Jewish problem’ in 1915, or about Mahler, Popper, Lukács or Kafka being Jewish.” (Shafarevich

2011c.)
326 Sinjawski 1989.
327 Sinyavsky 1990b.
328 Bogert 1990.
329 Greenfeld 1990. She wrote further, “One of the most striking phenomena in the Soviet Union

today is the vigor of nationalist sentiment [. . .]. In Russia itself, it takes on an unmistakably

Slavophile, xenophobic, and menacing form.” Among other contemporaneous pieces by noted

scholars in visible Western forums labelling Shafarevich terribly anti-Semitic was Shalin 1990.
330 Remnick 1990a.
331 Sobran 1980.
332 Sobran 1990.
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Sobran complained that Russophobia had been judged and labelled before being
translated or published in English.

Remnick further referred to the activities of Pamiat and to “frequent rumours of

outbreaks of anti-Jewish violence”. He reported that “[O]ver the past two years,

Soviet Jews have been leaving the country in record numbers”. In Newsweek
Carroll Bogert had explained in the same vein: “Fear is rippling through Moscow’s

Jewish intelligentsia. There are rumours of a coming pogrom; May 5 is whispered

as the date.”333

Then, just a day after the publication of the piece by Remnick in The Washington
Post, Alan Berger alerted the readers of The Boston Globe to the particular

dangerousness of Shafarevich, who “blames ‘a nationalistic-Jewish conspiracy’

for all the evils that have befallen the Russian Volk in this century”.334

“Shame on You, Igor Rostislavovich! Your Fear for Jews Must
Make You Tremble”

As was seen so far, it was common to implicate Shafarevich into the Pamiat

movement. On occasions he was even dubbed its ideologue (see the quotations

later in this section).

As Ch. 6 said, Pamiat had indeed been nurturing a strongly anti-Jewish fixation

already in the late seventies and early eighties when it had started to evolve in a

small Moscow circle. Since Pamiat’s sympathisers’ characterisation of its agenda

ought to be the most truthful, I rely here on the summary by Oleg Platonov, the

author of the “patriotic encyclopaedia” mentioned before. It certainly proves that

those referring to Pamiat as the most notorious vehicle of anti-Jewish hysteria in the

Soviet Union were not inventing things:

[In the early 1980s] Pamiat’s members circulate rare publications of fathers and martyrs of

the church, books on Russian philosophy and anti-Zionism and The Protocols of the Elders
of Zion. Awareness of the Judeo-Masonic question in Russia matures among Pamiat’s

members, many are annoyed about Jewish domination in the Soviet Union. The question

333 Bogert 1990. There were certainly also some other opinions. Steele mentioned in The Guardian
that “some sources have suggested that the rumours [about pogroms being planned] may have been

started by extremist Jewish groups which are unhappy with the US Congress’s recent decision to

deny Soviet Jews refugee status and treat them as economic migrants. Creating a climate of fear

could change the US Congress’s mind.” Steele also cited a high Soviet official who had said that

some Israeli circles also had such interests because they wanted to “encourage more Jewish

emigration”. (Steele 1990.) In this context of the Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union and

its not-always-so-well-founded rationale, one may note Pomerants’s statement that “One emigrant

presented Russophobia as proof of his right to emigrate to the United States – and was granted

refugee status.” (Pomerants 1998 [1996]b, 572.)
334 Berger 1990.
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the Pamiat’s members are increasingly asking is how to oppose the enemies of Russia, most

of all, Zionism.335

This notwithstanding, it reported that Pamiat’s “most significant activities” were

lobbying against the rechanneling of the great Siberian rivers and propaganda

against alcoholism.336 Platonov recounts that for a short time in 1987 Pamiat, the

first patriotic movement to take heed of glasnost, had seemed to be the object of

hopes of a broad front of patriotically minded Russians. This was when it had staged

demonstrations in Moscow, demanding for the Russian people the right to a mass

patriotic organisation.337 However, very quickly many sympathisers grew

disillusioned and its activists began to quarrel amongst themselves. It was rapidly

splintering and lost almost all backing.338

This turn coincided with a massive attack on Pamiat both in the Soviet and

Western media.339 Krasnov sees that the Soviet propagandists’ incentive in

orchestrating this campaign of condemnation was far from so noble as it perhaps

appeared to some Western observers. To illuminate the reasons why, he stresses

first a point made in Ch. 6 that Pamiat was as much a product of the official Soviet

anti-Zionist propaganda tradition as it was a spontaneous – and essentially healthy –

counter-reaction against the excessively suppressive Soviet nationalities

policies;340 incidentally, from this perspective it hardly was a coincidence, either,

that Valerii Emelianov, the notorious party propagandist of anti-Zionism, headed

one of its factions.341 Krasnov then specifies that the officialdom’s tolerance of

Pamiat stopped short at a point when it no longer blamed “Israel and its Western

allies” but started instead to point an accusing finger at Lenin’s Jewish

companions.342 When “the Soviet ideological watchdogs realize[d] the threat

Pamyat posed to Marxism-Leninism” by way of offering it a seemingly attractive

alternative, “they [. . .] subject[ed] Pamyat to an unprecedented propaganda bar-

rage.”343 He continues,

335 Pamiat, 539.
336 Ibid. For whatever other vice Platonov may be accused of, censoring anti-Jewish emphases

from Pamiat’s agenda in retrospect to make it seem nicer is not among these: his own entry in the

same encyclopaedia (apparently written by himself) states, for instance, that “[Platonov] shows [in

his works] that the contemporary Western civilisation is based on the values of the Jewish Talmud

and is the antipode of the Christian civilisation[.]” (Platonov Oleg Anatolevich.) See also

Platonov’s further phrases cited in this chapter which betray well his fixation with the Jewish issue.
337 The most famous of these demonstrations was action to preserve historical monuments

(Midford 1991, 188).
338 Pamiat, 541.
339 Krasnov 1991a, 167.
340 Ibid.
341 Pamiat, 541.
342 Krasnov 1991a, 168.
343 Ibid.
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During 1987 and later there appeared in the Soviet press dozens of similar articles.344 With

minor variations, all were uniform in condemning Pamyat for its allegedly pre-revolution-

ary ‘Black Hundred mentality’ and ‘antisemitic hysteria.’ None suggested even the

slightest possibility that a connection with official Soviet anti-Zionism might exist. None

found any justification for Pamyat’s existence. No Soviet paper offered its pages to Pamyat

leaders nor tried to interview them.345

This triggered Alla Latynina, the respected literary critic for Literaturnaia
gazeta, to comment in 1988,

We argue with views which are published nowhere, with rumours. These stories and these

rumours do not rouse sympathy for Pamiat but if we defend the freedom of expression as a

principle, then, before we polemise with anyone, they must have been given a chance to

state their views publicly. [. . .] From this point of view the articles against Pamiat, with the

agenda of which not only the reader but even the author is often not acquainted, differs little

from the statements against [Pasternak’s] Doctor Zhivago which we have long been

ridiculing: ‘I didn’t read it but I say. . .’346

Quite soon, however, the Western press followed suit and shocking pieces of

news about Pamiat began to be served to the large reading public beyond Soviet

borders.347 Indeed, as a rule, neither the Soviet nor Western mainstream press

attributed the slightest value to the fact that whatever else Pamiat did, it was also

challenging the official Soviet, excessively negative interpretation of Russian pre-

revolutionary history and providing a platform for its criticism.348 Of course, it was

paradoxical that at the same time many Pamiat activists so willingly took over the

caricature role of “Russians driven by national emotion” which Soviet propaganda

was imposing on their compatriots Pamiat’s leaders like Vasilev sported pre-

revolutionary uniforms and monarchist memorabilia and, indeed, seemed to have

a hopeless fixation with the “Judeo-Masonic conspiracy”. All of these things

effectively repelled many potential sympathisers, the vast membership of

VOOPIiK, for instance. As to Pamiat’s later fates, Platonov’s huffy conclusion is

telling:

[Since 1990] Pamiat’s road has gone off the highway of the Russian patriotic movement.

The most potent and influential organisations were founded and evolved outside Pamiat.

344 Spechler specifies: “Articles criticizing Pamiat’ have appeared in Pravda, Izvestiia,
Komsomol’skaia pravda, Sovetskaia kul’tura, Moskovskie novosti, Literaturnaia gazeta, Ogonek,
and even Sovietskaia Rossiia, since 1987” (Spechler 1990, n304). She clarifies further that

“[Aleksandr] Yakovlev may be responsible for [this] prolonged media campaign against the

organization in the summer of 1987 and again in August 1988, as well as for the earlier decision

(at the end of 1985) to revoke the organization’s official status.” (Ibid., n295. For a similar claim,

see Shchubacheev 1988, 65, which refers to information acquired from Radio Liberty.)
345 Krasnov 1991a, 169.
346 Latynina 1988, 242.
347 Just one excerpt of these is Church 1992.
348 For further elaboration of this aspect, see Krasnov 1991a, 169 as well as the other well-

informed articles of high scholarly quality in the same special issue of Nationalities Papers,
such as Midford 1991. See also Shchubacheev 1988, 58.
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[. . .] In order to remind others of himself, Vasilev [initially the most important Pamiat

leader] regularly organises scandals which discredit the Russian patriotic movement. Thus,

in February 1992 Vasilev and a group of his adherents appeared without invitation at the

Congress of Civic and Patriotic Forces, where, after not having been given the floor, he

staged a fuss with his megaphone lasting two hours.349

All these facts provide background for Shafarevich’s comments in an interview

he gave in 1990 to Carroll Bogert of Newsweek. When she, alarmed by Shafarevich’s

reputation as an anti-Semite and by “talk of pogroms now in Moscow”, questioned

Shafarevich about “the ultranationalist organization Pamyat”, Shafarevich replied:

Pamyat is insignificant. They don’t have any supporters, and they don’t get any press. There

are many factions within it, and they’re all hostile to one another. Its ideology looks a lot

like all the other radical nationalist groups now, for example, the popular fronts in the

Baltics. [. . .] An Israeli sociologist friend of mine told a joke, that the four Russian words

every American knows are sputnik, perestroika, glasnost and Pamyat. The attention that

Pamyat attracts is striking.350

One may no doubt read behind these lines the sardonic sideswipe that

Shafarevich’s Israeli friends, unlike some others, certainly understood the commo-

tion around the Pamiat movement to have become totally disproportional. Having

not lowered himself to directly answer in the negative to Bogert’s earlier question

“Are you an anti-Semite?”351 – which of course was naively schematic to the point

of being almost comically insulting – Shafarevich probably wanted to make it clear

that of course he had Jewish friends and of course Jews enjoyed his full trust and

respect just like any other people, and that this fact ought to be so evident that it

would be merely embarrassing to everyone to state it any more directly.

The previous year, in an interview in a Soviet literary weekly, Shafarevich had

said:

I have absolutely no comprehension and I don’t know whether anyone can have a realistic

idea of the scale of the Pamiat movement. According to all stories it’s clear that it is very

small, its demonstrations have few participants, and it has no press whatsoever. Not one

newspaper supports it – and yet, at the same time, it is artificially given such a great role!352

Indeed, Shafarevich quite obviously had no personal relations or involvement

with Pamiat. However, when Grigorii Pomerants mentioned (in his extremely

349 Pamiat, 543–544. Ch. 9 will briefly return to this episode.
350 Shafarevich 1990e. Cf. the contemporaneous statement by Dunlop: “Pamiat’ is a fringe

phenomenon.” He elaborated: “Pamiat’ is isolated, consciously excluded, and I think we can say

that what significance it has is now dwindling.” (Dunlop 1990, 22, 24.)
351 He had replied: “I used to be accused of anti-Sovietism, now it’s anti-Semitism. I don’t really

understand either term. They’re vague and propagandistic.” (Shafarevich 1990e.) Of course,

Shafarevich was referring to the standard Soviet application of the concept “anti-Sovietism” as

the cover-all denigration label, the primary intention of which was to signal ostracism.
352 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 241, see also 239–240; 1994 [1991]b, 319.
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negative Russophobia critique) “thousands of photocopies [of Russophobia] having
been prepared by Pamiat” circulating in Leningrad,353 he was apparently correct.

Platonov’s encyclopaedia informs that the Leningrad Pamiat headed by Nikolai

Shiriaev published Shafarevich’s Russophobia, presumably around 1987 or 1988.354

However, since according to the unwritten laws of the samizdat world – still verymuch

valid in 1987 and 1988 – anybody could spread and circulate any existing samizdat

manuscripts on any scale without the consent of the author, this does not mean that

Shafarevich was co-operating with them. He was hardly even aware of the venture.

Perhaps the best proof that Shafarevich and the Pamiat movement just simply are

two cases apart is a statement by the Pamiat faction founded by the late Dmitrii

Vasilev, Pamiat’s most important leader. Written in an almost pitiably absurd

genre, it condemns Shafarevich harshly for his “purely Jewish point of view”:

Shame on you, Igor Rostislavovich! Your fear for Jews must make you tremble under your

academic privileges and allowances? Or is it so that you, according to your odious

“Belorussian” surname, indeed are the very ‘SHAFAR’, the RITUAL HORN WHICH

YIDS BLOW ON THEIR HOLIDAYS? In that case, don’t you rush to celebrate with your

spiritual buddies-intellectuals ‘THE FUNERAL’ OF RUSSIA’S MIGHTY STATE! True

PATRIOTS OF RUS ARE ALIVE – WE STILL HAVE THE GUTS! For the Holy Rus!355

Then again, not even all those associated with Pamiat, at least in the early 1990s,

seemingly nourished extreme views about Jews. The Leningrad scholar E. P.

Ostrovskaia asked in her study how members of national-patriotic organisations

subordinate to Pamiat understood the term “little nation” and the “ideologeme of

‘russophobia’”.356 While all her 49 respondents indeed belonged to these most

notorious groups of anti-Jewish sentiment in the country, as many as 17 of them

recommended that Russo-Jewish relations be harmonised either by some sort of

inter-ethnic or inter-religious state contract or mutual repentance by both Russians

and Jews, while only one respondent supported the starkest answer option “Forcible

emigration of Jews out of the Soviet Union”.357 Her results also showed that

“Russophobia” was far from always understood by Pamiat members to be a concept

connected with the Jewish issue.358

353 Pomerants 1989, 96.
354 Shiriaev Nikolai Aleksandrovich, 874. Incidentally, this entry also suggests that the Jewish

theme did not figure in the Leningraders’ agenda, at least prominently, because references to it are

missing entirely.
355 “Operatsiia ‘Trest’ prodolzhaetsia”, capital letters in the original.
356 In Ostrovskaia’s rendering Shafarevich’s concept “the little nation” was “an instrument of

purposeful preparation of the reality of occurrences in Russian history. The ideologeme (a

fundamental value-ideological category) ‘russophobia’ construed by Shafarevich was a result of

applying this instrument.” (Ostrovskaia 1992, 192.)
357 Ibid., 196. Most of them supported the fourth option that Jews should repent. Ostrovskaia’s

article is not unambiguous about whether she had offered to her interviewees ready answers to

choose from or whether she grouped their answers herself into these four categories. Her

formulations suggest the latter, however (ibid., 194).
358 Ibid., 191.
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In general, I find it fairly evident that Shafarevich’s Russophobia in fact

contributed in a valuable way to the normalisation of inter-ethnic relations in the

rapidly collapsing Soviet Union where, as he had predicted in The Rubble, long-
suppressed national emotions were again emerging. This is because he presented,

without accusing anyone, a constructive and, as Slezkin’s study would seem to

indisputably confirm, historically accurate explanation of the taboo subject of Jewish

contribution to the Russian Revolution. Thus, it relaxed many tensions and defused

irrational myths and anxieties which could have generated bitterness and suspicion.

To reiterate Vladimir Bondarenko’s words, quoted in an abridged form in Ch. 1,

Igor Shafarevich’s Russophobia has since engendered hundreds of new works exploring its

theme. It animated Tatiana Glushkova and Stanislav Kuniaev, Ilia Glazunov and Gennadii

Shimanov, Georgii Sviridov and Tatiana Doronina. Be it so that a few of them later lost

some of their enthusiasm and, like Glushkova,359 turned into Shafarevich’s opponents –

even her later publitsistika originates from Russophobia. As has been said, we have all

come from Gogol’s Overcoat. In a similar way, the patriotic writing of recent decades leans

on the classic work of Shafarevich.360

The weight and aptness of Bondarenko’s words is illustrated when considered

next to the tragicomic Pamiat indictment against Shafarevich quoted a little earlier:

the narrow circle of people who did have a weakness for conspiracy theories and for

looking for the “guilty ones” or “the eternal enemy” were very often – quite unlike

Shafarevich’s “heirs” and his ordinary readership – incensed and irritated by

Shafarevich’s historically insightful analysis and his heuristic, humane approach.

Another telling example of this is the entry for Shafarevich in Platonov’s “patriotic

encyclopaedia”. It first coldly introduces Shafarevich as “a former dissident who

used to belong to the circle of agents of influence of the United States, A. Sakharov

and E. Bonner”. After briefly recounting Russophobia’s idea of Cochin’s “little

nation”, it laments that in it Shafarevich

did not manage to point out the major overarching infrastructures in the functioning of the

little nation – freemasons’ lodges and Jewish nationalistic (above all, Zionist)

organisations. Moreover, Shafarevich considered that the little nation is not guilty of its

crimes because if anything, the process of how the ‘little nation’ destroys the big one

‘resembles an illness, not a crime – it is difficult to apply the concept of fault to it’.361

To conclude this discussion, two retrospective commentaries concerning the

return of “traditional Russian anti-Semitism” and “the rumours of coming pogroms

in Moscow”, to which several Western and Russian specialists alerted their

359 See Ch. 9.
360 Bondarenko 1998. For a similar assessment, according to which “Russophobia is considered by
national-patriotic circles as an ideological manifesto of a sort, having established Shafarevich’s

role as one of the leaders of the struggle for Russian national renaissance”, see “Istinnyi syn

Rossii”.
361 Shafarevich Igor Rostislavovich 2003, 863. For negative appraisals of Shafarevich, see also the

gazette Duel. There are also exceptions. See, for instance, Klimov 1989, for an enthusiastic and

wildly anti-Jewish reading of Shafarevich’s Russophobia.
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readership with shocking headlines around 1990,362 can be cited. The eminent John

Klier wrote in 1998:

Soviet specialists who agreed on little else during the breakup of the USSR did reach one

point of consensus: as the old system collapsed into political and social chaos, the Jews

would certainly be assigned a major role as scapegoats. This outcome was inevitable, it was

claimed, because of the resurgence of ‘traditional Russian anti-Semitism’. This prediction

became a self-fulfilling prophecy. Every anti-Semitic pronouncement that was made in

Russian public life was given maximum publicity in the world media. Small right-wing

political groups, such as the fissiparous Pamiat’ movement, were given prominence

merited by neither their size nor influence. Amidst unfulfilled rumours of impending

pogroms, Zionist groups did their utmost to persuade Jews in Eastern Europe to leave for

Israel before it was too late. Monitoring groups, such as the London-based Institute of

Jewish Affairs, which publishes a useful annual survey of anti-Semitism in the world,

continually predicted the worst. Surveys purported to demonstrate that anti-Semitism was

very strong in Russian public opinion.

Five years on, the worst-case scenarios of the pessimists, in this case at least, have failed

to come to pass. The perceived prerequisites are there: near hyperinflation, widespread

economic hardship, ethnic tensions, burgeoning crime, and visible gap between the haves

and have-nots. But the anti-Semitic explosion is nowhere to be seen.363

The following year, Klier made the same point, this time to the Russian

readership:

Any observer of post-Soviet society should be astonished by the failure of attempts to take

advantage of anti-Semitism as an effective weapon of political mobilisation. [. . .] Not one
leading political movement in contemporary Russia has used anti-Semitism on a serious

scale. To the contrary, those few political actors who have underlined their anti-Semitism

lost part of their electorate. And this in spite of plentiful possibilities to ‘accuse Jews’ due to

Jews’ significance in business and politics. This situation was splendidly summarised in the

words of a man selling the gazette Pamiat [. . .] in Moscow. When I bought some copies for

my research purposes, he sighed: ‘You know, it’s a disgrace. Foreigners are more interested

in what we say than our own people.’364

Lamentably enough, Klier still proceeds to throw one last stone at Shafarevich in

the first of these articles, as if thus wishing to increase the credibility of his message

and to underline his own trustworthiness as an impartial observer: “Indeed, on the

list of the enemies of Russia, Jews have fallen far from the days when Igor

Shafarevich saw them as chief carriers of ‘Russophobia’.”365

Some Thoughts About Judgement and Analysis

The unfair claim that Shafarevich and Russophobia are anti-Semitic and biased

against Jews has been repeated time after time inWestern and Russian scholarly and

362 In addition to the articles cited earlier in this section, Goldanskii 1990 was a prominent example

of such warnings.
363 Klier 1998, 129. For similar statements, see Hosking 1998, 1; A. N. Sakharov 1998, 7.
364 Klier 1999, 449–450.
365 Ibid., 143.
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specialist literature (in addition to the large number of people already mentioned in

this and earlier chapters – by Boobbyer,366 Brudny,367 Brun-Zejmis,368 Cosgrove,369

Dudakov,370 Dunlop,371 Friedgut,372 Geyer,373 Hielscher,374 Horvath,375

366 “[Shafarevich’s] book Russofobiya (1982) gave ammunition to a militant and anti-Semitic

nationalism that was influential in the late 1980s and early 1990s[.]” (Boobbyer 2005, 122.)
367 “[Shafarevich’s] treatise attempts to give anti-Semitism a respectable theoretical base.”

(Brudny 1998, n328.) And: “[Russophobia] became one of the main ideological documents of

the Russian nationalist opposition to Gorbachev’s reforms, and its ideas could be found in virtually

every programmatic Russian nationalistic document to appear between the fall of 1989 and the

summer of 1991.” (Ibid., 328–329.)
368 “In an unprecedented way, the Soviet public was presented with a theory of Russian

antisemitism authored by a world famous mathematician who was a corresponding member of

the Soviet Academy of Sciences [. . .] According to Shafarevich [. . .] many of the representatives

of the ‘Small Nation’ betrayed their country of birth by emigrating and joining the international

Jewish conspiracy.” (Brun-Zejmis 1996, 169.)
369 “Shafarevich’s anti-communist and anti-Semitic article ‘Russophobia’ [is] a theoretical justifi-
cation for anti-Semitism” (Cosgrove 2004, 119). “[Shafarevich] claimed that since a people

(narod) is instinctively guided by its own self-interest and, since all social forces are based on

nationality, forces harmful to the Russian people must be foreign (inorodnyi) in origin. Throughout
history the Jewish minority (the Malyi narod), he argued, had nursed a hatred (rusofobiya) of the
Russian majority (the Bol’shoi narod), and was the originating force behind so many ills, including

communist ideology and the 1917 Revolution.” (Ibid., 31.)
370 “[In Shafarevich,] the professional mathematician with the past of a dissident and ambitions of

a dilettante [. . .] it is possible to see the myth of ‘universal Jewish conspiracy’ having reached its

normative standard, the entropy which has defined the fruitlessness and meaninglessness of

‘revelations’ based on ‘orthodox [pravoslavnyi, i.e., Orthodox Christian]’ atheism, ‘international-

ist’ chauvinism and ‘monarchist’ pluralism.” (Dudakov 1993, 205.) Referring to Russophobia as

“Pamiat’s programme” (ibid., 213), Dudakov subsequently claims that “the whole camouflage of
polemising with contemporary ‘Russophobes’, was needed for injecting Russian patriotic circles
(those which did not yet belong to Pamiat) with Protocols of the Elders of Zion.” (Ibid., 217, italics
in original, see also 213–228.)
371 “Jews serve as a scapegoat in Shafarevich’s ‘Russophobia’” (Dunlop 1994, 25).
372 Friedgut 1994. Here and in some of the following instances when I do not present a citation, the

claims were made in the most basic form, i.e., ‘Shafarevich/Russophobia is anti-Semitic’.
373 “Dilettante philosophers, like the internationally renowned mathematician Igor Shafarevich,

who was connected with the civil movement of the sixties and the seventies, describe the historical

fate of Russia as a tragedy caused by subversive powers, by ‘Russophobia’ of dark forces having

their origin in the West, in Jewish and Masonic intellectuals, in particular.” (Geyer 1992, 301.)
374 “The anti-Semitic ideologue who gave the concept ‘Russophobia’ its theoretical basis, is the

world-famous mathematician Igor Shafarevich” (Hielscher 1991, 71).
375 “Rusofobiya became for Russian national chauvinists of the 1990s what the Protocols of the
Elders of Zion had been a century earlier: an indictment and a ritual exorcism of democratic

reformism, an indictment to action and a vindication of bigotry, and a rallying point for

xenophobes and the defenders of autocracy.”; “the most original contribution to the literature of

prejudice since The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.”; “arguably the most influential anti-Semitic

text since The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.” “None of the inflammatory diatribes of the official

anti-Zionist propaganda ever achieved the notoriety and the influence of Shafarevich’s

Rusofobiya.” (Horvath 2005, 6, 151, 174, 237.)
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Ianov,376 Katsenelinboigen,377 Korey,378 Kornblatt,379 Lezov,380

Mann,381 Messmer,382 Michnik,383 Murav,384 Ostrovskaia,385 Parland,386

Parthé,387 Reddaway and Glinskii,388 Remnick,389 Resnick,390

376 As Ch. 1 hinted, Ianov’s preoccupation with Shafarevich’s alleged anti-Semitism is remark-

able. He has written about Shafarevich in numerous articles full of colourful characterisations. See,

for instance, Ianov 1992: “[Russophobia] is something of a contemporary variant of The Protocols
of the Elders of Zion, having thus become not only a standard textbook of today’s anti-Semites but

Holy Scripture of a kind of ‘brown’ movement in Russia.” Some sort of an ultimate analysis of the

devilish Shafarevich appeared in Ianov 1995, 191–200.
377 “[Russophobia’s] author asserts that the Jews, being ‘a small nation’, represent a major evil for

modern day Russia. The work lives up to the best traditions of anti-Semitic propaganda, resorting

to many old stratagems: accusing the Jews of wanting to control other peoples, for example. The

only thing lacking in the book is the accusation that Jews perform ritual murders!”

(Katsenelinboigen 1990, 176.)
378 Korey 1995, 156.
379 Kornblatt 1999, 419.
380 “Shafarevich’s Rusofobiya [. . .] contains a new version of the myth of the world Jewish

conspiracy and of the Russian people as the victim of this conspiracy”. (Lezov 1992, 46.)
381 “[Shafarevich is] a person possessed with the mania of chauvinism and xenophobia.” (Mann

1993.)
382 “Even if Shafarevich emphasised time after time that his work Russophobia is in no way

directed against the Jews but against the Zionists, reading his book shows unequivocally that his

argumentations concern Jews as a people and a nation.” (Messmer 1997, 247–248.) “Shafarevich

makes no serious effort to hide his hostility towards Jews. [. . .] [He] operates with arguments from

the conspiracy theory (‘Judeo-Masonic’, Zionists etc.)”. (Ibid., 249, for similar claims, see also

340, 351, 354.)
383Michnik 1990.
384 “Shafarevich yearn[s] for originary, authentic identity free from all impurities. [. . .] [F]or [him]

[this identity is to be sought] in Russia free of Jews.” And: “The Jew in Shafarevich is sheer

demonized Other.” (Murav 1993, 226, 219.)
385 “A decisive contribution to conceptualisation of the theme of the historical guilt and responsi-

bility of Jews was made in the article Russophobia by I. Shafarevich” (Ostrovskaia 1992, 191).
386 “[H]is message was not but a sophisticated version of Pamiat’s rampant conspiracy theory

according to which all Russia’s disasters including the revolutions in 1917 were the result of a

Jewish plot” (Parland 2005, 214, see also 6, 75, 220). Parland further mentions Shafarevich as a

thinker who “resorted to the well-known idea of Judeo-Masonic conspiracy” (ibid., 151, see also

219) and as an example of “[c]ontemporary Russian extreme ethnocentrists” (ibid., 160). In his

earlier study, however, Parland took a much less categorical stance and said, for instance, “Unlike

most National Patriots, Shafarevich does not [. . .] identify[. . .] the Jews as the evil force behind all
the tragedies that have struck Russia over time.” (Parland 1993, 208.)
387 “Russian anti-Semitism has a long history; in the case of the outbreak of the 1980s, the

immediate intellectual roots are [. . .] logically traced to the work of such urban figures as the

mathematician Igor Shafarevich”. (Parthé 1992, 125.)
388 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 107.
389 “[Shafarevich,] the profoundly anti-Semitic nationalist” (Remnick 1998, 303).
390 “Russophobia [. . .] can be regarded only as a calumny against the Jews.” (Resnick 1990, 15.)
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Reznik,391 Rubenstein,392 Shlapentokh,393 Weinberg,394 Wistrich,395 and Woll;396

the list is far from exhaustive, not least because these claims are being constantly

recycled) as well as on the pages of major dailies.397

In many of these authoritative assessments by prominent and not so prominent

specialists of Russia it was indeed also recounted that Shafarevich subscribed in

Russophobia to the Jewish-Masonic conspiracy theory and that Russophobia leaned
either directly or indirectly on the notorious Protocols of the Elders of Zion398 –
none of which, however, Shafarevich mentioned or even referred to in Russophobia
in any way.

Against this background Shafarevich’s words in a 1990 interview answering to

the question “What is your attitude to The Protocols of the Elders of Zion?” may be

noted: “The impact and circulation they have had have always seemed entirely

incredible to me. Obviously there is something in them which seems interesting –

whether right or not, good or bad. I don’t understand it.” After this he was asked,

“By the way, there is not one word about the Masons or universal Jewish conspiracy

391 “Although [Nash sovremennik, which published Russophobia,][. . .] was overflowing with anti-
Semitic materials, Russophobia became an overnight sensation. [Shafarevich’s idea][. . .] took the
notion of a Jewish-Masonic conspiracy a giant step forward.” (Reznik 1996, 132–133.) “For

Russian fascists, Shafarevich and his Russophobia were a find: the patriotic camp had no people

with such high reputations and oeuvre which would exhibit so strikingly and with such sensation

the ‘science of hatred’ for Jews. [. . .] [Shafarevich] became a celebrity overnight like a rock ’n’

roll star or a sportsman having won a dozen Olympic medals.” (Reznik 2001, 104.)
392 “[Shafarevich is] notorious for his anti-Semitism and his denunciation of any ‘small people’

that would deny ‘the historical achievements of Russia.’” (Rubenstein 1993.)
393 “As of March 1990, the peak of the anti-Semitic campaign was attained with Nash

Sovremennik’s publication About Russophobia, a genuine Soviet version of Mein Kampf”
(Shlapentokh 1990, 271).
394 “Igor Shafarevich, the author of Russophobia, and other writings rife with antisemitic notions”

(Weinberg 1994, 21).
395 “Shafarevich’s tract, entitled Russophobia (1989), can be taken as the Bible of [the intellectual
New Right’s] anti-Western, anti-Socialist and antisemitic gospel, driven by intellectual paranoia

and an apocalyptic vision of the spiritual crisis confronting Soviet society.” (Wistrich 1991, 184.

Repeated almost verbatim in Wistrich 1993, 17.)
396Woll 1989, 7; 1997, 434.
397 In addition to the influential American and British dailies already mentioned, the notoriety of

Shafarevich was taken notice of in the distinguished Le Monde (“How can a fundamentally anti-

Semitic book be today translated and published in France?” [Rérolle 1993]) and Il Giornale (by

François Fejt€o, in May 1990: “New anti-Semitism, whose prophets are Igor Shafarevich [. . .] and
Nina Andreeva [. . .], makes use of the term popularised byMein Kampf, ‘Judeo-Bolshevism’” [cit.

Valdorio 1990, 7. Valdorio also mentions a critical “but nevertheless balanced” Italian review of

Russophobia by Vittorio Strada in Corriere della Sera]). In addition to Sinjawski 1989, there was

at least one more piece in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (saying that “Igor Shafarevich’s

national-conservative ideology further develops the anti-Semitic motive of Lev Gumilev’s teach-

ing” [“Genetiker der Geschichte” 1994]).
398 See many of the citations above.
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in Russophobia. Is this [omission] really your conviction or rather a desire not to go

to extremes?” to which he replied: “This truly is my conviction as well as is the

desire not to go to extremes.”399

It is perhaps also in order to say once more that Russophobia does not include the
word “Zionist” either, any more than the words “Mason”, “Judeo-Masonic”,

“Judeo-Bolshevism” or “inorodnyi”, contrary to the testimonies and insinuations

of so many of the people authoritatively criticising Russophobia.
The scholarly specialists’ and other commentators’ unwillingness and inability

to regard Russophobia as an opening for a discussion – one which any reader is of

course welcome to criticise, complement and comment upon, but with elementary

respect, giving credit to its sincere interest in knowledge – has been rather

staggering. Yet, the soundness of Shafarevich’s logic and the prudence of his

conclusions is illustrated alone when comparing his analysis with that of a writer

whom it would hardly occur to anybody to call anti-Semitic, Aleksandr Voronel, a

former activist of the Soviet Jews’ emigration movement to Israel, the one-time

editor of the samizdat journal Evrei v SSSR and the founder of the Tel Aviv-based

Dvadtsat dva. In 2003 Voronel stated:

In the book of a contemporary ideologue of Russian anti-Semitism, Professor I.

Shafarevich, a very serious thought is expressed next to myth-making enthusiasm: the

moment of the collapse of the Russian Empire concurred with the forceful disintegration of

the Jewish patriarchal system, and this conjunction had a terrifying effect on fates on both

sides.400

When elaborating this, Voronel ends up estimating that “A Jew who has cut

himself loose of Jewish cultural influence into the sphere of another nation with

different practical norms is dangerous like a canister of gasoline in a haystack.”401

It is notable that Shafarevich, for his part, had not resorted to determinism of this

sort. The key to his much more perceptive and much less judgemental analysis was

in the fact that he put great emphasis on the historical context of Russia at the

beginning of the 20th century, tirelessly stressing it as uniquely peculiar. Indeed,

against this background the verdict by the eminent John B. Dunlop seems particu-

larly unfair:

Shafarevich emerges as a poor historian whose highly schematic ‘model’ blinds him to

historical truth; he fails completely in his attempt to assess the political, social, ethnic,

moral and religious factors underlying the 1917 Revolution and its bloody aftermath.402

When attempting to understand such enormous questions as Shafarevich did,

with as little theoretical support from earlier studies as he had, it is extremely easy

to put one’s words a little lucklessly here and there. Condemning it promptly as

399 Shafarevich 1990a, 94.
400 A. Voronel 2003, 218. Voronel is also the husband of Nina Voronel criticised by Shafarevich in

Russophobia.
401 Ibid., 218–219.
402 Dunlop 1994, 25.
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intentional malice is hardly reasonable, all the more so as this kind of attempts

which are guided by genuine interest in knowledge can have enormous significance

in dismantling persistent myths.

Then there was the concept “the little nation”. Having borrowed it from

Augustin Cochin, a scholar in whose study Jews did not figure at all, and making

and important point by so doing,403 Shafarevich had wanted to emphasise with it

that the circumstances of the Russian Revolution were essentially similar to those of

the French Revolution. Not less importantly, this conception had been for

Shafarevich a means of stressing that the most profound understanding of the

Russian Revolution was not derivative of “the nationalities factor”.404 In spite of

this, a great number of suspicious commentators interpreted this coinage malyi
narod, also translatable as “the little people”,405 as a synonym or “a codeword” for

Jews.406 It is possible that some of these commentators had become confused when,

later in his analysis, the conception “Chosen People” (Izbrannyi narod) came up.

However, Shafarevich himself commented on such carelessness when speaking

about the views of his “arch-demoniser”, Andrei Siniavskii (who was an ethnic

Russian and figured prominently in Russophobia representing “the little nation”):

“[He] stresses in a number of articles which he publishes in various Western

countries that I use the term ‘Malyi narod’ as a reference to the Jews. [. . .] I,

unfortunately, can’t perceive this as a sincere misunderstanding.”407

Indeed, misinterpretations of this kind, even if at times probably partly based on

genuine confusion, presupposed turning a blind eye to some phrases and swelling

403 Paradoxically enough, even this could be turned against Shafarevich. Ostrovskaia complains

that Shafarevich is suffering from lack of logic because he had pointed out that in the French

Revolution Jews had not played any visible role (Ostrovskaia 1992, 191).
404 For a forceful emphasis of this, see also Shafarevich’s more recent discussion of Cochin’s

conception in his preface to the first Russian edition of Cochin’s Les Sociétés de Pensée et la
Démocratie (Shafarevich 2004a) and his talks on the radio about Cochin’s book, including the

conception of “the little nation”, (2006b) and about Russophobia (2006a) where the word “Jew”

does not figure at all.
405 For one, it has often been used to denote minority nations in Russia/the Soviet Union, e.g.,

malye narody Sibiri – the little peoples of Siberia.
406 For just some examples of this, see Parland 2005, 6; Kornblatt 1999, 419; Garrard 1991, 144;

Korey 1995, 156; Gitelman 1991, 151; Shafarevich 1992i (which is an interview with Agafonov

and Rokitianskii). Shafarevich’s sympathisers have, in turn, rebuffed such an admittedly banal

interpretation and highlighted that in his usage this concept decisively had no ethnic undertones;

see, for instance, Baranov 2003.
407 “Zaochnyi dialog”, 98. Once Shafarevich also snapped at an interviewer of the “patriotic

camp”, who insinuated that “the little nation” is Jewish, that “it was absolutely not my attempt

to mask the question about Jewish influence (like in the terms ‘cosmopolitans’ and ‘Zionists’). I

greatly dislike such expressions with dual meanings, and whenever I have wanted to say something

about the Jews I have used that word.” (Shafarevich 2000c, 356.) See also 1994 [1991]b, 318

where he said that “if we speak about ‘the little nation’ [of Russophobia], it was formed above all

in the circles of the Russian, not Jewish, intelligentsia”.
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others by far over their limits. This was not possible without very superficial and

careless reading.408

The unwillingness of Shafarevich’s critics to stop to think what he actually said

andwhat he did not say, appears in an all themore curious lightwhen it is remembered

that Shafarevich published in 1991 the article Russophobia – Ten Years Later,409 in
which he commented with utter incredulity on the reactions on Russophobia,
discussed systematically the central misunderstandings of its critics and explicitly

denied once more that the Jewish theme would have been central in it.410

The Low Level of the Discussion Concerning Russophobia’s
Religious Argumentation

Somewhat surprisingly, most of Russophobia’s commentators paid no attention to

the issue of religion. Even when they did, the level of analysis was astonishingly

low. Siniavskii, for instance, contented himself with the quip that “[Shafarevich]

cites biblical prophets, as if the Jews had been standing still in the same place since

those times.”411

Znamia’s Shmelev was more earnest. He attempted to contest Shafarevich by

saying that the Old Testament and Judaic faith are the basis for the New Testament

and forcefully present in its texts. He noted that the Old Testament, the Book of

Isaiah included, is essential reading in Orthodox Christian divine services. Thus,

firstly, it would be untenable to coop up the Old Testament within the territory of

Judaism alone. Secondly, he said, the fact that the Old Testament tradition is part of

Christianity should prompt a Christian to realise that its essence must lie elsewhere

than in arrogance and vengefulness against enemies.412

Shmelev’s points are doubtlessly correct and prudent as such. However, he did

not at all challenge Shafarevich with them. This is because Shafarevich had

confined himself to the entirely legitimate and entirely plausible assumption that

the conception “the Chosen People” may well have been understood to justify an

idea of the Jews as an elite above all others. He had not claimed this to be the

religiously correct or traditional interpretation; he had only considered it plausible

408 At least in Popovskii 1990 – which was later used as a reference when discussing Shafarevich’s

alleged guilt in the mathematics community – Russophobia’s words about “the Chosen People”

were cited incorrectly whereby their meaning was flagrantly distorted.
409 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a.
410 In 2010, Shafarevich again said “To this day I don’t understand why [Russophobia aroused

such a scandal]”, and “I was staggered by the fact that all the [lambasting] was as if not about my

book. It did not concern the ideas I had said in it.” (Shafarevich 2010a, 111, 112.)
411 Sinyavsky 1990b, 343.
412 Shmelev 1990, 213–214.
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that some socialist revolutionaries prone to consider themselves as the elite could

have interpreted it exactly in this way.

Lebedeva, commenting on Shmelev’s critique, also hit above her target. Clearly

angered by Shmelev’s manner of finding nothing but a laughing stock and cause for

opprobrium in Shafarevich’s text, she swept away his musing on the Old and New

Testaments as “comical”.413 To her mind Shmelev forgot to say that “Russians, like

all Christians, have been raised, in contrast to Jews, mainly on the commandments

of the New Testament of Jesus Christ, which Judaism rejects.”414 Even if this

description of the Christian faith is not inaccurate, she too was sidetracked,

attempting to refute with it other, as such correct statements,415 which, however,

were beside the point concerning Russophobia.
Next Shmelev asked whether the first Christians could be comprehended as a

kind of “little nation”, as well.416 Lebedeva again huffily shot down the idea. The

first Christians, she said, were no disdainful elite wishing to rid themselves of

the shackles of tradition of the former generations or the boors around them like the

“little nations” described by Cochin and Shafarevich.417 Her claim is certainly

legitimate – but its legitimacy is derived from the fact the first Christians cherished

the Hebrew Bible as their holy book and indeed regarded the Jews as their most

natural “reference group”.

Finally, Shmelev argued that in polemical anti-Jewish literature of the late 19th

and early 20th century – in Western Europe as in Russia – it was not rare to

reproduce inexact and distorted citations from the Talmud. He asks whether

Shafarevich had been influenced by such “citations”.418 Shafarevich later

commented on this:

I received a letter signed by Aleksei Shmelev with a list of questions about Russophobia,
one of which was from where I took the citations from the Talmud. I answered, indicating

my sources (including a recent book by Professor Ia. Katz of the University of Tel Aviv419),

413 Lebedeva 1990, 181.
414 Ibid., 181.
415 As was argued earlier, both religions build on the same fundament: the basic experience of

Judaism is the experience of the compassion for and solidarity with humans of the Being That Is,
Yahwe. This experience of His compassion and solidarity – as incarnated in Christ – is also the

fundament of Christian experience. (This seems to be logical also when considering whether

Christ could have been conceived as the truth incarnated except for in a sphere where that truth

already abided and was recognised.)
416 Shmelev 1990, 215.
417 Lebedeva 1990, 181; Shmelev’s comparison was also criticised by Lobanov 1990, 282.
418 Shmelev 1990, 214.
419 Jacob Katz was an eminent historian of European Jewry and Judaism, the author of such classics

as Tradition and Crisis. Jewish Society at the End of Middle Ages and Exclusiveness and Tolerance:
Studies in Jewish-Gentile Relations in Mediaeval and Modern Times. Contrary to Shafarevich’s

information Katz did not act as a professor in Tel Aviv even if he had taught there at an early age. He

spent his most productive years as a professor and rector at the prestigious Hebrew University of

Jerusalem, in addition to which he acted as a visiting professor at Harvard, UCLA and Columbia. He

is also remembered for having established the history curriculum in Israeli high schools.
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even giving advice about the libraries where these books may be found. I received a letter

thanking me for a ‘clear and exact answer’. Suddenly I encounter in the journal Znamia an

article by the same Aleksei Shmelev According to the Laws of Parody (I. Shafarevich and
His Russophobia). The author employs the words by M. Agurskii concerning another

article by an entirely different person (a pseudonym) saying that its ‘citations, filled with

falsifications (. . .) are taken from pre-revolutionary anti-Semitic literature such as the

books by A. Shmakov, I. Liutostanskii and others.’ And then [Shmelev asks]: ‘I wonder

whether Shafarevich used these originals? Or did he discover some new facts?..’ Alas, these

facts are not known only to me but to Shmelev as well. (And, after this, referring to

Shmelev, the Kazan newspaper Nauka publishes an article How Shafarevich Falsified
Sources.420) What use is there in appealing to Holy Scriptures and Christian values; not

even an average Hottentot resorts to such artifice.421

Shmelev’s dubious approach on this occasion and his general way of arguing

betray that his primary intention was to present Shafarevich as not worthy of being

taken seriously. He was apparently motivated by fear not to give in to something

that greatly disturbed him in Shafarevich’s view – to the extent that it was of

secondary importance whether the actual means and arguments of degrading it were

correct or fair. Such an approach is glaringly apparent in most of the other critics’

texts as well. The problem is that this is not convincing, not to speak of fair or

defendable.

Zoia Krakhmalnikova’s422 Russophobia critique is a most illustrative example

of such condemnation of Russophobia as if out of some sort of a compelling

need.423 Her baseline is that while Shafarevich “ostentiously declares himself a

Christian”, Russophobia is “an expression of an anti-Christian ideology of anti-

Semitism and Russian chauvinism”. It is, she says, a work inspired by the Antichrist

and Satan, “the father of lies” who “sows the seeds of falsehood and hatred” through

“those who call themselves Christians while not knowing what Christianity is”.

Referring to the words of Apostle James about “a tongue which corrupts the whole

person, sets the whole course of his life on fire, and is itself set on fire by hell”

420 Uretskii 1990.
421 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a, 196–197.
422 Zoia Krakhmalnikova was a religious dissident and former political prisoner who had been

arrested in 1981 for having disseminated Christian literature (Nikolskii 1990, 163; Kornblatt 1999,

423). She was the wife of Feliks Svetov, Shafarevich’s co-author of The Rubble, whose book

Shafarevich had mentioned with respect in Russophobia as an honourable example of Russian

Jewish intellectuals’ attempts to consider the Jewish-Russian relations with compassion and

honesty.
423 Somewhat astonishingly the eminent John B. Dunlop has dubbed this an “excellent essay”,

using her arguments to authenticate Shafarevich’s views as dubious and un-Christian (Dunlop

1994, 28. I shall return to Dunlop’s views in Ch. 10). Krakhmalnikova’s piece is likewise praised

in Kholshevnikova 1990. Agurskii, for his part, calls Krakhmalnikova’s piece “well-meant but

naive” and “noble” but “misleading” (Agursky 1992, 54). Her article has also interested Kornblatt,

who, however, did not concentrate on Shafarevich’s views (Kornblatt 1999). Krakhmalnikova

wrote about Shafarevich on other occasions as well, branding him, for instance, “the ideologue of

the neo-Nazis” (Krakhmalnikova 1992).

Reactions to Russophobia 335



(James 3:5–6), she pronounces that this is the course of life Shafarevich has chosen:

“It burns with the fire of hatred, awakening a thirst for revenge”.424

Krakhmalnikova emphasises, correctly, that Christianity ought to be incompati-

ble with religiously or ethnically grounded hostility towards Jews even if Christians

have too often rendered themselves guilty of it throughout history. But after this she

claims that

It is clear that the state of mind which Shafarevich’s works illustrate not only does not

belong to the Christian perception of the world, but explicitly contradicts it. This state of

mind is closer to that of the Old Testament, the Judaic consciousness nurtured by the old

commandment: ‘Love your neighbour and hate your enemy’ (Matthew 5:43).425

In this way, while accusing Shafarevich of contradicting the summons of

Christianity, Krakhmalnikova herself declares that “the Old Testament, Judaic

consciousness” cherishes hatred for enemies. Tellingly, however, the above venge-

ful “old commandment” cited by her cannot be found in the Old Testament at all.426

And further she goes:

[If only Shafarevich] would ponder the reason for the absolute ban of anti-Semitism that

God Himself has imposed on mankind [. . .] [I]f only our prophet would carefully acquaint

himself with the Gospels, the Epistles of the Apostles of the Church to universal Christen-

dom, he, perhaps, would extricate himself from his attempt to cross, no matter what, the

limit which it is extremely precarious to cross.427

It is apparent from the rest of Krakhmalnikova’s text that for her, “crossing the

limit” equals saying aloud “the fact” that Judaism and the Old Testament cherish

hatred of enemies. The absurd part is that she had just “crossed that limit” herself,

whereas the same cannot be said of Shafarevich. The most problematic moment is

that Krakhmalnikova so obviously believed such a fictional “command” to exist, to

be absolute and of divine origin. This becomes more than apparent when she

scandalises Shafarevich for “expressing indignation with God’s testament to man-

kind – Old and New – which make up the Bible and are for Christians Godbreathed

(2 Timothy 3:16). Our prophet [i.e., Shafarevich] is dissatisfied with God.”428

Krakhmalnikova, like Shmelev, reacted so very strongly and emotionally to

Russophobia because she apparently experienced, in an entirely illogical way,

424 Krahmalnikova 1990, 163, 167 [English: 12, 13].
425 Ibid., 173 [English: 21, not followed literally].
426Most editions of the New Testament indicate Leviticus 19:18 (Do not seek revenge or bear a
grudge against one of your people, but love your neighbour as yourself.) as its closest possible
equivalent in the Old Testament. That is certainly a far cry from a behest to “hate one’s enemies”.

As to the logic of Christ’s words cited by Krakhmalnikova, they apparently referred to the

universal logic of callousness which has tended to express itself in every place where the human

race has ever abided and not to the spiritual heritage of the Hebrew Bible in an attempt to challenge

it. Indeed, immediately before these words Christ famously pointed out that not an iota, not a dot,
will disappear from the law until all is accomplished (Matthew 5:17–18).
427 Krakhmalnikova 1990, 177, emphasis in the original [English: 26].
428 Ibid., 177 [English: 25–26].
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that – when pointing out to singular negative historical expressions in the sphere of

influence of Judaic religion (or even more accurately, beyond it) – Shafarevich was

dangerously proving Judaism despicable in its entirety or at least gravely

denigrating it. This can only be based on two (interconnected) stances.

The first is a deep-seated conviction that Judaism is indeed morally lowlier than

Christianity (or, as Shafarevich’s secular critics most probably thought instead, our

Western liberal worldview) – and that this dangerous “fact” must be silenced at any

price. Krakhmalnikova’s naive, transparent piece of course illustrated this most

vividly.

The second and more fundamental stance is a view on religions in general which

is deterministic. Krakhmalnikova and Shmelev (and numerous others) seemed to

have difficulties in accepting that each and every religion (Judaism among them)

necessarily stimulates and becomes associated with both good and evil things when

it comes to real humans and when it is a phenomenon of real life. Unless this basic

essence of religions is accepted as a most natural and fundamental fact and regarded

as a necessary premise always when speaking about religions, their understanding

and interpretation is bound to be superficial and formalistic. And this can only lead

to arbitrary judgements and a logical and moral dead end.429

This is exactly what happened in Shafarevich’s case: his critics apparently felt –

as already noted many times, entirely nonsensically – that he had dangerously

attempted to prove the most profound essence of Judaism to be despicable and

immoral when he had in fact been speaking of a specific historical case (which, he

further firmly highlighted, was unique in many senses). What is even more absurd,

they apparently felt and feared that he had managed to do this; as if he had proved

(with his incontestable biblical citations) the conception “the Chosen People” to be

a mental structure of complacency, thus exposing Judaism and all people in its

sphere of influence as morally suspicious.

It is apparent that to Shafarevich’s mind such a train of thought is deterministic

to the point of being absurd. This is illustrated by a metaphor he brought up in

several of his contemporaneous texts about all religion being like fire which can

warm up the house but also burn it down.430 To Shafarevich religion is – and should

be understood as – the complete opposite of computer programs. His view is

realistic expressly because it is not static or deterministic.

In Russophobia, too, he had ultimately stressed how problematic, senseless and

untenable it is to approach things involving real humans (religion being a case in

point) deterministically, as if they functioned like clockworks or computers running

429 Just one more example of this in Krakhmalnikova’s text is the statement “A Christian believes

that nobody can cause either him or the people to which he belongs, harm without God’s will”

(ibid., 168). Such straightforward short-circuiting of the problem of theodicy is, however, foreign

to the profound tradition of Christianity – and to that of Judaism, for that matter. Alone its

implications when considering, say, the horrendous fates of the Jews under Hitler or the peoples

of the Soviet Union under Lenin and Stalin are quite staggering.
430 Shafarevich 1991 [1990], 202; 1993 [1990], 15–16; 1994 [1993], 398–401.

Reactions to Russophobia 337



a pre-defined program. He had emphasised that the only meaningful way to

approach human communities and phenomena of human life is by consistently

attempting to refrain from mechanistic conclusions, by accepting and affirming

human free will as well as the fact that errors inevitably belong to human life. In

Socialism he had characterised the contrary stance as an attempt to fit the imperfect

world into a perfect theory, as a utopia sustainable only by way of lies, baffling

cynicism and use of brute force.

One critic who shared, at least in principle, Shafarevich’s dynamic view of

religion was Boris Kushner, a Moscow mathematician. As his text clearly revealed,

he was also a believing Jew. He wrote to Shafarevich an open letter431 which

initially circulated in samizdat. Later it was published in tamizdat journals and read

on several occasions on Radio Free Europe. When Shafarevich later commented on

Russophobia’s criticisms, he singled out Kushner’s piece which “stood out from the

general mass in its sincerity. I am capable, if not of agreeing with its author, then of

understanding its emotions.”432

Kushner wrote about the Hebrew Bible, or the Old Testament: “This book is

complex, as life itself, and, like life, it leaves to each spiritual being approaching it

the freedom of choice. [. . .] Each one chooses for himself.” Reproducing a large

number of humane quotations from it, he added,

these are the values we engrave on our children and offer to anyone willing to share them

with us. But here are your favourite quotations: [Here Kushner reproduced Russophobia’s
quotations about the “Chosen People”.] Of course, your choice is also possible. It is

possible to gloat over similar quotations torn of their theological, psychological, historical

and artistic context. But how much darkness does one have to have in one’s soul to do this!

Greetings to you from Em. Iaroslavskii (Gubelman), Igor Rostislavovich! Our choice is

entirely different.

This betrays that even if Kushner stressed religion’s dynamic character which

renders human responsibility decisive just like Shafarevich, he misunderstood

Shafarevich’s intention and basic hypothesis in Russophobia completely. It is of

course paradoxical that he conveyed his misunderstanding by way of essentially

subscribing to Russophobia’s very hypothesis: it was entirely plausible that some

early Jewish revolutionaries who had abruptly broken away from the closed world

of the shtetls – like Emelian Iaroslavskii (Minei Gubelman), a convert to socialist

ideas in his youth who became the ideologue of the crude and violent atheist

campaign of the early Soviet state – could have been interpreting the Old Testament

in a very cynical and cruelly elitist way, finding in it some sort of a perverted

vindication for his inhumane atheist credo. Indeed, Kushner acknowledges with

Shafarevich that

the Jews’ complicity (both in proportional and emotional terms) in a well-known recent

period of Russian history was disproportional. This state of affairs appears to me as

similarly tragic for my people as it is for yours. Not denying my blood relations with

431 Kushner 1988.
432 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a, 202–203.
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these people, I want, however, to emphasise that they have moved far from our national

foundations.

But, he seems to be missing the fact that Shafarevich, too, had readily stressed

this last point in Russophobia when quoting, in a very respectful spirit, the Jewish

authors of Russia and the Jews who had written, soon after the revolution:

We were struck by what we least of all expected to find in a Jewish sphere: cruelty, sadism,

raping, which, it seemed, were foreign to a people far from a physical, militant life; still

yesterday ignorant about handling guns, today they appeared among the murderers in

command.433

Indeed, it is paradoxical that Kushner, with his apparent wish not to resort to

thoughtlessness and with his willingness to understand Shafarevich,434 still man-

aged so entirely to misinterpret his intentions, and ultimately judge him so

wrongly.435 The bitter misunderstanding is all the more apparent in his second

letter to Shafarevich written in 1992.436

How Russophobia Turned the Mathematics Community
Upside Down

Russophobia caused an enormous scandal among Shafarevich’s mathematics

colleagues as well. The first incident took place in the spring of 1990 in Cambridge.

Unlike the scandal’s later sequels, it did not yet receive broad coverage. Only The

433 Cit. Shafarevich 1994 [1978–1982], 159. Incidentally, yet another example of the staggeringly

unscrupulous way of referring to Russophobia that was so common in reviews and analyses of it

was the assertion by A. G. Shabanov – a professional researcher writing in a scholarly publication

of the Russian Academy of Sciences – that “Shafarevich explains ‘cruelty, sadism, raping’ to be

some sort of eternal ‘characteristics of the Jews’” (Shabanov 1992, 217).
434 “I neither consider it my moral right of any kind nor do I have any wish to even get involved in a

simple discussion of the problems [of Russian national self-understanding], reckoning them

entirely and fully to belong to the competence of a Russian man. I want only to stress my deep

respect for the spiritual beauty and strength of the Russian people, together with my conviction in

that it finds its own unique way, worthy of its high spirit, and its place in the universal culture.”

“Some of the statements concerning the Russian people which you quoted are indeed disturbing.”

“I consider it my duty to say directly that I am ashamed and pained by many of my kinsmen, for

their foolishness, tactlessness, and, lastly, for the conscious and unconscious evil deeds committed

by them.”
435 “I would have full compassion for your worries, your love of your land and your people, if these

originally high emotions would not be darkened by a similarly low hatred for other human beings.”

“Your dislike, even hatred of my people (and thus myself as well) is a simple biological fact.”

“Total absence of this original capacity [to feel compassion for the suffering of another creature]

astonishes most of all in your writing and brings it beyond the limits of scholarly historical study.”

“Live long and happily, Igor Rostislavovich, maybe G-d will return to you and puts onto your lips

words worthy of your great people and your own intellect and talent.”
436 Kushner 1992.
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Jerusalem Post437 reported about the sudden withdrawal of the recommendation for

Shafarevich’s nomination for an honorary degree from the university’s mathemat-

ics faculty. It disclosed that

The move to stop the award was sparked off by an essay [by the] American historian Walter

Laqueur. [. . .] [W]hen the evidence was presented to the university’s vice chancellor,

Professor David Williams, he exercised his little-used power and postponed the award

indefinitely.

Laqueur’s essay in question was apparently the one in the February issue of

The New Republic, where he had asked, among other things,

Is Shafarevich following in the footsteps of Philipp Lenard and Johannes Stark, the great

German scientists, leaders in their fields, winners of the Nobel Prize, who believed that

Adolf Hitler was the greatest German who had ever lived?438

The Jerusalem Post reported further,

It is understood that the British Embassy in Moscow attempted to alert the [Moscow]

university authorities to Shafarevich’s views, but the warning was couched in such delicate

diplomatese that its meaning was unclear, and the university authorities concluded that he

was simply a dissident.439

Almost instantly after the Cambridge incident two American scientists,

Lawrence Shepp of Columbia and Stanford and Eugene [Evgenii] Veklerov of

Berkeley, had a piece refuting Russophobia published as a review article inMoscow
News.440 Already since 1989 Shepp had been circulating in the American mathe-

matics community his own unofficial translation of Russophobia accompanied with

his, as he himself put it, “hostile” commentaries.441 In the autumn of 1990 Shepp

and Veklerov had sent a Letter to the Editor to the Mathematical Intelligencer as a
reaction to Shafarevich’s sympathetic in-depth interview mostly on mathematical

themes.442 They stated:

437 Davis 1990.
438 Laqueur 1990, 25. The same month The Guardian carried Siniavskii’s large article mentioned

previously which alerted its readers to the dangerousness of Shafarevich, “a world-class mathe-

matician, a member or professor of several European academies and universities [whose main

argument] coincides with the theoreticians of German Nazism, from Hitler to Rosenberg”.

(Sinyavsky 1990a. Slightly modified, the same phrases had appeared in his earlier piece in

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Sinjawski 1989.)
439 Davis 1990.
440 Shepp & Veklerov 1990b.
441 Spector 1992a; Birnbaum 1992.
442 I.e., Zdravkovska 1989, which was cited frequently in Ch. 2. In it Shafarevich had also been

asked about Russophobia, characterised by the interviewer as a text which “has now become

known in the USA [and] is widely discussed among mathematicians, and occasionally [. . .]
provokes sharp disagreements. Some consider it unfair, and even accuse you of anti-Semitism[.]”

Shafarevich had answered: “I allow that some places may seem offensive to Jewish national

feelings: I know myself that in these cases feelings always speak before logic. But in that paper,

I definitely do not say anything similar to the unfounded offensive Russophobic judgments which
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In his native country, where Russophobia is used as a modern anti-Semitic manifesto by

Russian nationalist groups to incite violence against the Jewish minority, Shafarevich is

known as a rabid anti-Semite. In fact, to say that Russophobia is savagely anti-Semitic

would be an understatement. It is a fanatical book crammed with arbitrary statements and

‘proofs’ that are simple examples or quotations. [. . .] The only criterion for including the

material in Russophobia is its seeming ability to support Shafarevich’s sick idea.443

April 1990 was also the time when Irwin Kra of Suny University started to

collect signatures for a mathematicians’ open letter addressed to Shafarevich.444

Signed by January 1992 by almost 430 distinguished mathematicians primarily

from North American universities, it was published as an advertisement in Notices
of the American Mathematical Society,445 at no cost.446 Soon it appeared in

Nezavisimaia gazeta,447 now with more than 450 signatures having been gathered

by mid-March. It stated,

We are saddened by the numerous anti-semitic sentiments appearing in your work

‘Russophobia’ and your public comments on the current political situation. [. . .] Your

espousal of long discredited allegations about the role of Jews in world history, and in

particular about their role in Russian history, can only have a chilling effect on your

interactions with Jewish and non-Jewish mathematicians and on the recently improved

relations between East and West. Your writing can be used to give an intellectual founda-

tion to a theory of hate that has in the past and can again in the future lead to mass murder.

We ask that you reassess your position and we urge a public disclaimer of your anti-semitic

polemic.

In the September issue Shafarevich’s reply was published as a Letter to the

Editor.448 He stated that he had been “deeply upset by the letter”:

In the years of our dissident struggle in the USSR, many of us looked at the U.S. as a kind of

‘Existenzbeweis’ – a proof of existence of solution of the problem we aimed to solve: to

establish a society where speech and thought are free. Unfortunately this letter of yours

reminds me of numerous letters addressed in our country to Solzhenit[syn], Pasternak, and

Sakharov at that time. Not that I compare myself with one of those people, but the whole

spirit of the letter is the same.

For instance you allude to ‘anti-semitic’ sentiment in my paper. In this paper I tried to

show that ‘anti-semitism’ is an empty political slogan left deliberately vague just as the

are extensively quoted therein. The Russians and Jews will have to live together for a long time to

come and must learn to listen and discuss each other’s opinions, even if they seem offensive. The

most difficult questions are better discussed openly, and not surrounded by prohibitions and

taboos.” (Zdravkovska 1989, 28.)
443 Shepp & Veklerov 1990a. For Shepp’s further words about Shafarevich and Russophobia, see
Shepp 1990.
444 Kra is named its primus motor in Ewing 1992 and “Otkrytoe pismo”.
445 “An Open Letter to I. R. Shafarevich”.
446 Initially the editors had not agreed to publish the letter. The decision to publish it as a free

advertisement had then been made by the American Mathematical Society Council. (Jackson

1999.)
447 “Otkrytoe pismo”.
448 “Shafarevich Responds to Open Letter”.
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accusation [of] ‘anti-sovietism’ so familiar to me. Still you do not try to make your

accusation precise. [. . .]
You attribute to me the ‘conspiratorial theory’ which I certainly do not share[. . .]. You

certainly could see it from my paper, should you read it. But I have serious doubts about

many of you having read it.

He concluded:

the people who signed the letter and whom I knew 15 or 20 years ago as soviet

mathematicians [. . .] witnessed the deportation of Solzheni[tsyn], exile of Sakharov,

persecution of religion, detention of sane persons in psychiatric hospitals for political

reasons. We [did not hear] their protests against it then. Do they really believe that my

paper is more dangerous?

In July 1992 the scandal reached its culmination when the National Academy of

Sciences of the United States (henceforth NAS) in the persons of its president Frank

Press and foreign secretary James B. Wyngaarden sent Shafarevich a letter which

said:

We are writing to you, a distinguished foreign member of our Academy, by unanimous

decision of the Council of the National Academy of Sciences, to express our strong

aversion to your anti-Semitic writings as contained in Russophobia. [. . .] If Russophobia
represents an accurate expression of your views [. . .], you may wish to consider whether it

is appropriate for you to maintain your membership in the National Academy of

Sciences.449

Nothing like this had ever happened in the Academy’s 129-year history.450

Shafarevich had been granted its honorary membership in 1974.

The Academy soon issued a press release about the letter,451 and the incident

was visibly noted in The New York Times,452 The Washington Post453 and other

newspapers.454 The news promptly reached Russia.455 Shafarevich answered the

Academy’s letter on 4 August. According to The New York Times the NAS released

his reply to the press on 20 August.456 While many excerpts were later quoted by

Barbara Spector in her meticulous reports in The Scientist, the only publication of

449 This letter was further quoted in part at least in Spector 1992a and Leary 1992a and included in

its entirety in Lang no date. It was quoted in part at least by Spector 1992a and Leary 1992a and

included in its entirety in Lang no date.
450 Spector 1992a.
451 “NAS President and Foreign Secretary. . .”. It, too, spoke of Shafarevich’s “anti-Semitic

writings”, his “blatantly anti-Semitic book”, and Russophobia’s “anti-Semitism”. A photocopy

of the above letter by Press and Wyngaarden to Shafarevich was attached to this press release.
452 Its readers were informed, for example, that “In an essay published in 1982 [Shafarevich]

argued that Jews were responsible for the Bolshevik revolution.” (Leary 1992a.)
453 Recer 1992.
454 For instance, “U.S. Academy Urges. . .”; “US Academy Urges. . .”; “Russian Urged to Quit. . .”.
455 “I. Shafarevichu predlozheno. . .”; Literaturnaia gazeta, 5 Aug. 1992.
456 Leary 1992b; “Russian Won’t Quit. . .”.
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the entire letter known to me is in the Russian weekly Literaturnaia Rossiia.457 In it
Shafarevich said, among other things,

I do not know in which way you detected in [Russophobia] stances which it does not have.

[. . .] my work may be considered anti-Semitic in the same way that criticism of Russian

communism can be considered anti-Russian. I would never allow myself an expression

about an entire people or country as ‘the Evil Empire’.458

He commented on Press’s and Wyngaarden’s suggestion to reconsider his

membership:

Proposing that I myself resign from the Academy you by so doing propose that I agree with

your accusations which I consider nonsensical and impudent. I never asked to be elected as

a foreign member of the National Academy (although I was happy to be honoured in this

way). Therefore, I feel that the question of my continued membership in the National

Academy is the Academy’s own problem.

He added a PS:

In your letter it stated: ‘personal and confidential’, and as a result I refused to make

comments to the press. However, I later found out that simultaneously you informed the

press about the content of the letter as well as your commentaries. I thus now consider it my

right not to regard our correspondence as confidential.

The NAS scandal was widely noted in the leading American scientific

periodicals.459 The Scientist in particular covered it extensively.460 It remained

on the pages of the daily press461 and figured occasionally in Russian

discussions.462 The Academy’s move was backed and applauded by a number of

Shafarevich’s colleagues who wrote further letters and gave statements to

the press.463 The American Physical Society,464 Union of Council for Soviet

457 Shafarevich 1992c.
458 This was, of course, a reference to Ronald Reagan’s famous coinage denoting the Soviet

Union.
459 Stone 1992; Amato 1992; Mundell 1992; Seltzer 1992; “Academy Asks. . .”; “Russian Mathe-

matician Decries. . .”.
460 Spector 1992a; 1992b; 1992c; Reznik 1993. See also the brief later references to it in Spector

1993; Hoke 1994.
461 For instance, Leary 1992b stated: “Critics of Dr. Shafarevich say [he] has increasingly become

associated with Pamiat, an extremist nationalistic movement in Russia that is known for anti-

Semitic sentiments”. See also “Russian Refuses to Quit”; “Russian Mathematician Refuses. . .”;
“Mathematician Refuses to Quit. . .”.
462 “Shafarevich otkazalsia vyiti. . .”; Baklanov 1992, 45–46; Borzenko 1992; Sudakova et al.

1992; Rakhaeva 1992; Pokrovskii 1992; Kolodnyi 1992; Mann 1993.
463Most active in arguing against Shafarevich and in encouraging the NAS to take action against

him were the already mentioned NAS member Lawrence Shepp (Spector 1992a and 1992c; Leary

1992a; Seltzer 1992), the Canadian emeritus Lee Lorch (Spector 1992a), Rutgers’ Felix Browder,

the chairman of the mathematics section of the NAS (Spector 1992a; 1992c), and Berkeley’s

Stephen Smale, an NAS member (Spector 1992c).
464 Its letter to the NAS president Press, signed by its president and chairman of the board, Cyril M.

Harris, informs him about a resolution in which its “board of Governors and the Human Rights of
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Jews,465 American Mathematical Society,466 New York Academy of Sciences467

and American Association for the Advancement of Science468 publicised

statements reprehending Russophobia and its author.

At the same time the Academy’s letter elicited the sharpest of criticism. Two

French NAS members, Jean-Pierre Serre and Henri Cartan, were the first to protest.

The Scientist recounted that in addition to their instant joint communication, Serre,

one of the most renowned mathematicians alive,469 “wrote a separate letter

suggesting that [the NAS president Frank] Press himself resign and send an apology

to Shafarevich.”470 In this letter Serre said “What you have done to Shafarevich has

a name in English. That name is: ‘witch hunt’. More precisely: ‘politically correct

Scientist Committee convey [. . .] their support for the [. . .] letter to Y.R. Shaforevich [sic]

deploring his anti-Semitic writings (as example – the book Russophobia as translated by the

U.S. Department of Commerce [– a reference to the translation by the Joint Publication Research

Service].)” (Cited in Spector 1992c.)
465 Its leaders Pamela Cohen and national director Micah Naftalin conveyed to Press their “highest

praise for your unprecedented action against Igor Shafarevich”. They stated that “As an intellec-

tual opinion leader and a foremost Russian anti-Semite xenophobe, his voice is inimical to the

fragile causes of human rights, freedom and democracy.” (Cited in Birnbaum 1992.)
466 Birman 1993. Birman, a member of its Executive Committee and Council, reported that “At its

annual winter meeting, held on Jan. 12, 1993, the AMS passed the following resolution: ‘The

Council of the American Mathematical Society expresses its condemnation of the anti-semitic

writings of I.R. Shafarevich, as expressed in Russophobia. Dr. Shafarevich has used his highly

respected position as an eminent mathematician to give special weight to his words of hatred,

which are contrary to fundamental standards of human decency and to the spirit of mathematics

and science.” In 1992 Birman had written a Letter to the Editor to The Mathematical Intelligencer
expressing her indignation with what she interpreted as its editors’ lack of willingness to publish

pieces critical of Russophobia. She had referred to “the all-consuming sickness and distortion and

viciousness of Shafarevich’s attack on Jews” and stated that “[Russophobia’s] principal thesis is
that Jews (the ‘little people’) have succeeded in penetrating and dominating Russian culture and

life as part of a worldwide conspiracy”. (Birman 1992.) The journal’s Editor-in-Chief, Sheldon

Axler, had replied to her in the same issue, assuring her that to his mind Russophobia was “utterly
unconvincing and offensively anti-Semitic”. He had added, “the book is junk.” (Axler 1992.) Later

Axler characterised Russophobia as “badly done history containing a huge dose of anti-Semitism”

and said that it “comes to what seemed to be absurd conclusions” (“The Mathematical

Intelligencer”).
467 Its letter to Press, signed by its president Ernest Henley, expressed “our support for the

principles enunciated in your letter.” (Cited in Spector 1992c.)
468 C. K. Gunsalus, the chairwoman of the AAAS’s Committee on Scientific Freedom and

Responsibility, sent to Shafarevich a letter on 1 April 1993 saying: “We wish to express repug-

nance at and condemnation of your anti-Semitic writings as conveyed in ‘Russophobia.’ Your

prestige as an eminent mathematician gives credence and special weight to your singling out one

group for special opprobrium... The Committee finds it regrettable that a mathematician of your

stature has disseminated such unfounded and vile characterizations in your writings.” (Cited in

“To Russia With A Rebuke”.)
469 Being a laureate of the Fields Medal, the Abel Prize and the Wolf Prize, he holds the highest

honours in mathematics.
470 Spector 1992a.
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witch hunt’. I never thought the Academy of Sciences of USA would go that

low.”471

Other noted mathematicians also slammed the NAS letter for being inappropri-

ate, excessively political or too hasty. They, too, made public statements, sent

letters and circulated memoranda.472 Since the NAS was short of measures to

oust Shafarevich, his name remained in the member register of the Academy until

March 2003. Then he resigned, as a protest at the US attack on Iraq carried out

against the resolution of the UN Security Council.473

In connection with the row, Shafarevich’s relations with his former students

were discussed. This is because the letter from the NAS leadership had implied,

without further specification, that he had discriminated against Jews:

Moreover, we are informed that there are few, if any, Jewish members of the Steklov

Institute in Moscow, even though many outstanding mathematicians of Russia are Jewish.

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the discriminatory practices of the well known

anti-Semitic former director [i.e., Vinogradov] persist under present leadership.474

Soon this “piece of information” was purveyed to the readers of The Washington
Post in the form of the straightforward assertion that “Shafarevich doesn’t like

Jews, and he won’t let them work in his section of the Institute of Mathematics in

Moscow”.475 The problem was that these accusations were entirely unfounded, as

The Scientist soon reported after investigations:

Former students of Shafarevich’s say that [. . .] in their experience he did nothing that would
indicate any prejudice. In fact, they say, Shafarevich helped to advance the careers of Jews

in the years when roadblocks were routinely placed in their way by prominent Soviet

mathematicians, such as the late Ivan M. Vinogradov, head of Steklov.476

471 Serre 1992.
472 Yale’s Serge Lang, an NAS member and Shafarevich’s long-time supporter in times of trouble,

was disturbed by Shafarevich’s critics’ flimsy argumentation and by the Academy’s leadership’s

high-handedness in sending him the letter – such was also the criticism of Harvard’s David

Mumford, another NAS member (Spector 1992a). Lang, who had sent in April 1990 an open

letter to Shafarevich criticising Russophobia for “giv[ing] material for others to use in anti-semitic

ways”, now circulated a photocopied Shafarevich File (Lang no date) containing Shafarevich’s

other writings and pieces related to his dissident activities (published with significant omissions in

Lang 1998). Andrey [Andrei] Todorov of Santa Cruz, Shafarevich’s former student (Spector

1992a), and John Tate of the University of Texas, an NAS member (Spector 1992c), also voiced

their dislike for the Academy’s move.
473 “Igor Shafarevich vyshel. . .”.
474 “NAS President and Foreign Secretary. . .”
475Wolke 1992. Soon it was cited in Welber 1992 which complemented that “By excluding an

otherwise qualified Jew from working with him in the algebra section, Mr. Shafarevich is [. . .].”
The text by Wolke, a professor emeritus of chemistry at Pittsburgh, was an Op-Ed piece, Welber’s

was a Letter to the Editor. The same allegation was made in yet another Letter to the Editor (Shepp

& Veklerov 1992). It had already figured in The New York Times (Leary 1992a and 1992b) and in

several mathematical papers.
476 Spector 1992a, to be reconfirmed in Spector 1992c.
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Among these former students was half-Jewish Igor Dolgachev of Michigan. He

confirmed that unlike his colleagues Shafarevich took many Jewish students and

supported their careers. Dolgachev asserted: “He never considered this as important

whether [a potential student] was Jewish or not.”477

Another former Jewish student of Shafarevich’s, the late Boris Moishezon of

Columbia, was cited as having described his teacher as “Honest, generous, honor-

able, he was loved by all his students, among whom, it may be pointed out, were a

number of Jews.”478 Both Dolgachev and Moishezon signed the collective letter

against Russophobia.
One more statement like theirs, although not an address to the NAS discussion,

was by Albert Shvarts [Schwarz], another émigré mathematician from the Soviet

Union to the United States who had Jewish roots. Recounting much later a ski

expedition he had made in the late sixties with fellow mathematicians, Shafarevich

among their number, he explained Shafarevich’s presence by saying “This was

before Shafarevich wrote Russophobia and became a contributor to anti-Semitic

newspapers, and [when he] was still regarded by many of us as an ideal role

model.”479

Other recent emigrant mathematicians, while being very condemnatory of

Shafarevich in other respects, likewise turned down the Academy’s accusations

as flimsy. According to Abram Kagan of Maryland, Shafarevich’s “administrative

influence [at the Steklov] is not significant at all”.480 Shafarevich had himself

commented on the part of the letter concerning his treatment of students in his

reply to the Academy,

Further on you write: ‘we have been informed that. . .’ Do you really feel that it is

appropriate to discuss such anonymous accusations? You charge me with responsibility

for the staffing of the mathematical institute of the Academy of Sciences where I am the

head of the algebra section which is actually comical since for many years I was barely

tolerated in this institute and since people were only dismissed and nobody was hired.481

In the December issue of The Scientist Shafarevich’s first commentary to

American audiences was finally published as an opinion piece. It was his response

to an earlier large article recounting the scandal in the same journal. It stated,

477 Cited in Spector 1992a.
478 “I. R. Shafarevich’s Essay ‘Russophobia’”, which cites extensive excerpts of Popovskii 1990, a

large interview with Moishezon who says, too, “I literally worshipped Igor Rostislavovich”.

Appallingly, in the same piece Moishezon wrongly claimed Shafarevich to have denied the

death of the 6 million Jews in the Nazi Holocaust and to have said the number of the victims to

be only 600 000. Shafarevich has himself asserted to me that Moishezon’s allegation was based on

total misunderstanding of his words: Shafarevich had in fact once noted to Moishezon in their

private discussions during a hiking expedition decades ago that in addition to 6 million Jews dead

in the Nazi extermination camps the 20th century had seen the extermination of some 60 million

people in the Soviet Union. (Shafarevich 2003a.)
479 Schwarz 1999, n305.
480 Cited in Spector 1992a.
481 Shafarevich 1992c.
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I was also dumbfounded by the statement of the foreign secretary of NAS, James B.

Wyngaarden, as quoted in Scientist, where he says that I used my position ‘to interfere

with the careers of young Jewish mathematicians.’ He also compares me with the late NAS

member William Shockley, who expressed the view that lower achievement of the black

people in science is determined by biological differences. But, says Wyngaarden, the

difference ‘is that Shockley didn’t prevent [blacks] from publishing’ – implying that I

have prevented (presumably some Jewish mathematicians) from doing it. Not a single

example was given to support these accusations.

Clarifying the thrust of Russophobia, he added:

All discussion of national relations was forbidden in our country until the last few years. As

a result, all conflicts were suppressed and became much more painful. My conviction is that

it is much more wholesome to discuss openly all sides of all national relations – Anglo-

Irish, Ukraino-Russian, Jewish-Russian, and so forth – on equitable terms. Indeed, I believe

it is the only reasonable way. I think this is exactly the question under debate: whether these

problems should be discussed or not. The fantastic and absolutely unfounded accusations

like ‘interfering with the careers of young Jewish mathematicians’ have the purpose of

making the situation look more respectable. [. . .] We are all tied together in the modern

world. I believe that such atmosphere of witch-hunting in the American scientific commu-

nity is a danger to thinking people all over the world.482

Sometime in 1992, prodded by the example of their American colleagues,

French mathematicians had started to collect names for an open letter in condem-

nation of Shafarevich. Alain Guichardet has recounted that it had been initiated by

Laurent Schwartz483 and “circulated widely”. According to Guichardet

[Schwartz had the open letter] signed by more than 200 colleagues to whom he had also

sent a letter of explanation which was extremely clear and convincing. This brought to him

numerous expressions of support (one of which came from the Elysée Palace [the Presi-

dential Palace in Paris]) but also some very sharp criticisms from colleagues who estimated

that nobody has the right to condemn anyone because of their opinions.484

In April 1993 this open letter, the names of the signatories and Schwartz’s

explanatory commentaries were eventually published in Gazette des
mathématiciens. The most striking section of this colourful letter reprehended

Shafarevich because “After a long and seemingly scientific argumentation you

end up saying, utilising legends fabricated by paranoiacs, that there exists a

gigantic Jewish conspiracy for obliteration of Russia.”

Then, in the explanatory commentaries Schwartz stated that Shafarevich was

claiming that “The Jews have done and are doing today all the evil things from

which the Russian people have suffered.” And: “[Shafarevich] cites some passages

from the Old Testament which certainly are barbarian, but which date from the time

482 Shafarevich 1992g.
483 Like many fellow mathematicians – Shafarevich among them – Laurent Schwartz was politi-

cally active; he was a conscientious Trotskiist. In the 1970s he had written a report on Soviet

scientists’ horrendous passivity in the face of the Holocaust, singling out Shafarevich as an

honourable exception (see Ch. 6).
484 Guichardet 2003, 173.
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thousands of years ago. The Jews, the Jews, the Jews, the international conspiracy

of the Jews.” Schwartz continued further that he had long “known that

[Shafarevich] [. . .] had rejected the values of Western democracy and admired

old Russia (like Solzhenitsyn)”.485

There was one more incident in the mathematics community which affected

Shafarevich perhaps more directly than any of those recounted so far: In 1992

Shafarevich was invited to come to work in Berlin in the newly founded Max

Planck scientific group for algebraic geometry and number theory financed by the

Max Planck Society on the initiative of his colleague and former student, Helmut

Koch, the leader of this scientific group. When the Russophobia scandal unfolded,

this scientific group and the Max Planck Institute for Mathematics in Bonn received

complaints from influential mathematicians in Russia and elsewhere, and

Shafarevich’s invitation was taken back.486

When I asked Shafarevich in 2002 which of the accusations presented against

him in connection with all the scandals surrounding Russophobia were to his mind

the most unfair, he answered “It was the allegation that I had discriminated against

my students. It was presented without any evidence whatsoever.”487 As Ch. 6

showed, it had never occurred to anyone to accuse Shafarevich of discriminating

against Jews before the appearance of Russophobia. On the contrary, he had been

consistently identified as a counterforce of such tendencies and regarded as a

person fair and righteous in his treatment of colleagues and students.488

As late as 1998 Joan S. Birman of Columbia expressed her condemnation of a

mathematics conference organised in Moscow. She urged her colleagues to boycott

it since Shafarevich, the author of “the extreme right-wing and anti-Semitic

polemic ‘Russophobia’ [. . .] and at the present time one of the most outspoken

political activists in the extreme nationalistic and anti-Semitic Pamyat Party” was

in its organising committee.489

485 Schwartz 1993. Some excerpts of the letter were also cited in Mann 1993.
486 Koch 2011, oral information.
487 Shafarevich 2002a. Even later Shafarevich said that back in the days of the Russophobia
scandal he had heard a programme in the Russian channel of Radio Liberty in which his former

Jewish students had been interviewed. When asked whether they remembered any cases of

Shafarevich having torpedoed careers of young Jewish mathematicians, they had said that “they

can’t remember even one such case. They could have lied, but my students are honest, decent

people.” (2010a, 113.)
488 This becomes clear in an indirect way also on the basis of Tikhomirov 2000, an overview of

Moscow mathematics in 1950–1975. Shafarevich’s name comes up in it often, and on very many

of these occasions it is mentioned by the side of the names of the most prominent Jewish

mathematicians who had either been chosen by him as his students or who were his co-authors

and closest colleagues.
489 Birman 1998.
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Over 35 Years of Intertwined Fates – Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich

and the Jews

The Three-Thousand-Year-Old Enigma by Shafarevich

In 2002 Shafarevich published a book entitled Three-Thousand-Year-Old Enigma.
History of Jews from the Perspective of Contemporary Russia.490 He had written

most of it more than 25 years ago when working on Russophobia, for purposes of
providing it the necessary historical background. When he had noticed that this

swelling historical discussion began to have very little to do with Russophobia’s
primary intention, he had continued to write it as its separate explanatory excursus.

He never eventually circulated its text in Samizdat. In its preface Shafarevich again

underlines:

The publication of my Russophobia evoked a multitude of responses both in our country and

beyond. To my regret, they were almost exclusively reactions to [my] mentioning of Jewish

publicists in connection with the trend I was discussing and words about the roles of the

Jewish revolutionaries in 1917, even though this was not the principal theme of the work,

which is apparent, for instance, by its heading and was emphasised in it several times.491

It is evident that an important stimulus for Shafarevich to eventually rewrite and

publish his old manuscript was the publication of Solzhenitsyn’s two-volume

history of the Jews in Russia, Two Hundred Years Together, in 2001 and 2002.

Solzhenitsyn writes in its preface:

I have long hoped that some writer, before I myself had the opportunity, would shed light

for us all on this difficult topic, in a manner that is thorough, two-sided, and equitable. But

mostly we find one-sided reproaches. On the one hand, there are accusations of Russian

guilt before the Jews, even of primordial Russian depravity – these claims can be found in

abundance. On the other hand, Russians who have written about this mutual problem have

done so for the most part vehemently, with bias, and with no desire to see what might be

tallied to the credit of the other party.492

In fact, Solzhenitsyn’s text had been initiated decades ago, as well. Its first

version was a lengthy essay apparently entitled The Jews in the Soviet Union and in
Future Russia493 and apparently written in 1965–1968 which he had never either

released in Samizdat or published, discussing it only with a handful of his most

trusted friends, Shafarevich among them.494 In 2001495 an unexpectedly discovered

490 Shafarevich 2002b. The only translation known to me is Bulgarian, Zagadka na tri khiliadi
godini: istorija na evreistvoto ot gledna tochka na sŭvremenna Rusiia, 2005 [by Vitiaz].
491 Shafarevich 2002b, 5.
492 Solzhenitsyn 2001, 5.
493 Its only known publication is henceforth referred to as Sidorchenko 2000 [1965–1968].
494 Shafarevich 2003a. Here Shafarevich answered in the affirmative to my question whether this

had been the case.
495While its year of publication is given as 2000, it came out – or at least, started to circulate on

any notable scale – only in 2001, after the publication of the first volume of Two Hundred Years.
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copy of this over 30-year-old manuscript was published as a bootleg, without

Solzhenitsyn’s permission and possibly also without his knowledge, yet bearing

his name. He angrily condemned its appearance, although choosing his words as to

neither deny nor confirm his authorship.496 Its matchless style – and the fact that he

later used sections of it in the second volume of Two Hundred Years – nevertheless
proves him to be its author without a trace of doubt. Later, in 2003, he referred to it

as “a thief’s publication” with “hooliganic distortions and dirty falsifications” of

“my drafts dating from 40 years ago”.497

In an interview earlier that year he had given an indirect explication of his

reluctance to touch upon the subject:

Many of those who have attacked me have used the sharpness of the [Jewish] question,

knowing that it is the easiest of all to play with it, especially when I was living in America.

They thus thoroughly pressured the atmosphere. And truly, it is very easy to play with it.

But we shouldn’t play with it. We should be disposed with exceptional delicacy to this

theme.498

496 Solzhenitsyn 2001c.
497 Solzhenitsyn 2003c. The most light on the vicissitudes of the manuscript before its mysterious

appearance has been shed by Solzhenitsyn’s first wife, the late Natalia Reshetovskaia, who, while

being far from always the most trustworthy informant as to Solzhenitsyn, may evidently be relied

on here. She said that the son of Solzhenitsyn’s friend, the late Nikolai Kobozev (whom,

Solzhenitsyn later said, “[I] let [. . .] see my unpublished manuscripts” and trusted “with absolutely

any of my texts, and between 1962 and 1969 he was the steadfast guardian of the principal copies of

all my major works”. Solzhenitsyn 1997, 27), had sold her “this scholarly work which consisted of

some dozens of pages and later grew into the two volumes of Two Hundred Years Together”
sometime in the late eighties or early nineties. She further claimed to have deposited it in a secret

archive of the Leningrad/St. Petersburg Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House) fromwhere

it somehow leaked out to Anatolii Sidorchenko, its publisher. (Reshetovskaia’s words are cited in

“Tsitatnik dlia semitov i antisemitov”.) As to whether this was already done with Reshetovskaia’s

consent or co-operation, remains unclear.

Solzhenitsyn’s scarce comments betray clearly that the manuscript’s publication put him in a

most awkward situation. He was reluctant to sue Sidorchenko who, during the Soviet years, had

been interned in a psychiatric hospital because of his political views and whose intention, however

luckless, had apparently not been to harm Solzhenitsyn. Of course, the procedure of a lawsuit

would have also ultimately compelled Solzhenitsyn to speak more about this piece even though its

whole rationale would have been to defend his right not to speak about it. However, since the fact

of his reluctance to start a lawsuit was bound to be interpreted in some quarters as to mean that he

took responsibility for its every word and could consequently be extensively quoted and attacked

as its author, Solzhenitsyn chose the only sensible way to protect his elementary right under these

conditions: the way of half denying, half not denying his authorship and then, when it could not be

denied any longer, of stressing that the published version was heavily distorted, without specifying

any further.
498 Solzhenitsyn 2003d. Even though by forcefully distancing himself from The Jews Solzhenitsyn
had clearly tried to do his utmost to ensure that it would not give rise to cheap speculation of this

sort, it so happened that those few authors who did take a keen interest in it indeed attempted to

seal with this “scandal” Solzhenitsyn’s reputation as an anti-Semite, speculating with relish about

what they did their best to depict as its compromising details. It also so happened that the most

vociferous of them was the very Semen Reznik who had excelled as a “Shafarevich specialist”

in connection with the NAS scandal, urging Shafarevich’s foreign colleagues to label him an
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Indeed, in his Two Hundred Years, a work written after he had lived almost

twenty years in the West, Solzhenitsyn has considerably toned down the typical

unceremoniousness of his style, even up to the point that unlike anything

Solzhenitsyn has even written, a large part of the two-volume book is dry

chronicling.

As to the motives, intentions and approach of Solzhenitsyn’s old manuscript and

Two Hundred Years, they have great affinity with both Shafarevich’s Russophobia
and The Enigma. Indeed, when these four texts are seen all together, it becomes

obvious how greatly Solzhenitsyn’s and Shafarevich’s strivings intersect, conflate,

supplement and support each other – and how inadequate it would be to assess

Shafarevich’s texts without seeing those by Solzhenitsyn by their side. This is not

because they would be imitating one another or be led by one another in the sense of

being passively “influenced”, but because they are so obviously stimulated by the

same fundamental questions, goals and concerns. The foremost of these goals is to

make a tenable survey of the Russo-Jewish relations during the past century and

thus to prepare the ground for their healthy and favourable future without a need for

accusations or insults from either side. Already in The Jews, the first of all these

texts, Solzhenitsyn had stated that

Writing about the Jewish question is walking on a knife edge. From two sides you feel on

yourself hostile eyes, reproaches, accusations and curses. For saying the same, most

unequivocal phrase you simultaneously hear, with one ear: ‘you gave yourself up to the

Yids!’ and with the other: ‘so you are with the anti-Semites, too!’ They badger, they forbid:

We mustn’t, we mustn’t! It’s not customary! It’s dangerous! But then, why?!. . . It reminds

me of another forbidden subject – the concentration camps and our past half a century –

that’s something we mustn’t speak about, either. But if we are silent, when are we supposed

to get healed? Doesn’t it just erupt into something worse?499

As was already established, Shafarevich’s intention in Russophobia was also to

break an artificial taboo of silence which pressured the truth. In The Enigma he

reiterated that he had no malevolent intention when doing this:

It seems to me unrealistic that it would be possible to discuss such a question [as Russo-

Jewish relations] without a thought of one’s own nationality, as if from above, as Homer’s

Zeus dispassionately weighs the fates, the ‘shares’ of Hector and Achilles. For doing this

one would need to be the immortal god of thunders. Nevertheless, the humanly engaged

anti-Semite with whom civilised mathematicians ought not to be dealing, see Reznik 2003a;

2003b. Mark Deich, another alert critic of Russophobia, likewise took best advantage of The
Jews in his efforts to compromise Solzhenitsyn (Deich 2003). Their vulture-like approach was

then duly criticised by Mikhail Kheifets (cited extensively in Saraskina 2008, 882, original in the

Israeli journal Novyi vek, No. 3, 2003). In scholarly literature the incident of the appearance of The
Jews has been discussed by Larson (2005) who is a great deal more attentive to the question of

Solzhenitsyn’s actual intentions.
499 Sidorchenko 2000 [1965–1968], 3. When citing this piece, it must of course be remembered

that this is not an authorised version. However, this is one of the sections which the reader

recognises in a rewritten form in Two Hundred Years, in the preface to its first volume cited

above.
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point of view does not necessarily presuppose prejudice, let alone hostility, if alone for the

reason that hatred is a bad counsellor.500

From a person who wishes as fervently as Shafarevich to understand the history

of his nation and who wishes as much as he does that his nation is healthy and

abides in truth, the last words deserve to be taken very seriously.

Shafarevich’s The Enigma indeed sheds light on Russophobia by witnessing that
he had been thinking about the Jewish theme in great depth already when writing it,

thus acknowledging how demanding and complex a subject it was. When publish-

ing The Enigma he expressed the hope that it would “dispel some misconceptions

having arisen from the necessary briefness (a specific quality of samizdat) of the

original piece of work”, i.e., Russophobia.501

While Shafarevich’s text reveals that his interest is sincere and that he has

strived towards a reliable and unbiased analysis, he has not always managed in

the best way. Most notably this is true of The Enigma’s discussion of the Judaic

religion. Shafarevich characterises it as the worldview of “a people chosen by God

and predestined to a role of leaders and rulers of all humanity to whom all other

peoples of the world are predestined to serve and for the sake of whom the whole

world has been perhaps even created.”502 As was seen earlier in this chapter, such a

rendering is one-sided. Even if it may describe truthfully the conviction of some

Jews past and present, as a generalisation it does not hold.

It would, however, be senseless to draw from this and some other somewhat too

categorical statements in Shafarevich’s book the blunt conclusion that he is mali-

cious and should be anathematised. As was seen, Shafarevich is certainly not the

only one to have written about the Judaic religion whose discussion is unsatisfac-

tory – or whose version of the history of the Jews is best not taken for the last word

about the subject on each occasion. The fact that he has, all in all, succeeded in

clearing up an entirely passable path through a jungle of low-quality discussions

deserves to be given credit.

As he himself acknowledges, there exists an enormous body of literature but

finding reliable and objective sources, facts and interpretations is far from always

easy. One difficulty is the tendency of many authors to consider that the “history of

anti-Semitism” essentially covers the subject of “the history of the Jews”. Another

difficulty is the tendency of many other authors to approach the subject with a

contrary kind of selectivity – with suspicion and hostility towards Jews. Writing as

he did in 2002, Shafarevich added that works of the latter kind have appeared “in

our country during the past decade”, and laments that these two genres only nurture

one another.503

Another fact to be taken into consideration when assessing The Enigma is that

while Shafarevich says that he had been writing it at the same time as Russophobia,

500 Shafarevich 2002b, 6–7.
501 Ibid., 6.
502 Ibid., 22.
503 Ibid., 15–16.
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the version which he eventually published in 2002 is nonetheless expressly a “post-

Russophobia” version. It is apparent that the devastatingly impertinent feedback he

received for Russophobia – especially the excessively irrational way in which his

critics read his words touching upon the role of religion – has contributed to The
Enigma’s gloomy picture of Judaism.

Indeed, in this connection it is of no little significance that while his critics had

been extremely scandalised by his entirely reasonable proposition that in the very

confusing situation in which the traditional, closed lifestyle of shtetls was rapidly
collapsing and Russian – and even all of European – society was in great turmoil,

some immature Jewish youths enthralled by ideas about an avant-garde of socialist

world revolution may have quite plausibly been encouraged by an idea about the

“God-given superiority of the Chosen People”, virtually none of these critics504 had

even suggested in any vague way that an idea about the “God-given superiority of

the Chosen People” ought to be considered pathological from the perspective of

Judaism. Instead, it was staggeringly easy to gain the impression from their angriest

outbursts that criticising Jews was to their mind always somehow improper to begin

with, if not outright sinful. Under these conditions it was hardly a wonder that

Shafarevich changed his original moderate view – i.e., that since he does not know

for sure, and since it is not even relevant for his article, he should refrain from

speculating about the ultimate essence of Judaism – and ended up claiming,

“educated” by his critics, that the idea about the “God-given superiority of the

Chosen People” indeed is an inherent part of Judaism which is not to be questioned,

let alone criticised.505

The fact that Shafarevich relies heavily on Israel Shahak’s Jewish History,
Jewish Religion: The Weight of Three Thousand Years published in 1994 also

illustrates that The Enigma has to be read considering the “post-Russophobia”
period as its context of writing. As will be seen, this book, probably the single

504 The only exception known to me is Kushner. Shafarevich singled him out with some sympathy

as his only opponent to have comprehensible arguments, as was seen.
505 That Shafarevich had been thoroughly shocked and surprised by the reactions to Russophobia
comes well across in his Russophobia – Ten Years Later published in 1991 (Shafarevich 1994

[1991]a). He recounts having been flabbergasted by the flow of accusations of anti-Semitism and

the entirely irrational tone of most of his critics. Then again, when considering the context and

motives of Shafarevich (and Solzhenitsyn) when he was tackling for the first time the subject of

Jews, it is perhaps in order to mention still the samizdat book by Veniamin Teush, About the
Spiritual History of the Jewish People, Teush 1998 [1972]. Teush, one of the first confidants of

Solzhenitsyn, wrote this book in the 1960s, completed it in 1972, and discussed in it the same

enormous questions of three-thousand-year-old Jewish history as Shafarevich in his Enigma, also
heavily involving religion into this discussion. The noteworthy fact is that Teush’s quotes from the

Old Testament were the very same as Shafarevich’s – the only difference was that Teush took them

at face value. The general spirit of this book – which was not superficial or malicious but in many

ways quite earnest – is encapsulated in its motto, “a Jewish prayer”: “You chose us of all peoples,

you loved us and brought us near. You elevated us above all peoples and sanctified us with your

commandments. You convened us, oh Lord, to your service, and called us with your Holy and

Great name.”
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most important source for Shafarevich, has doubtlessly also shaped his pessimistic

understanding of the Judaic religion quite significantly.

The major motive for Shahak – an Israeli citizen, a concentration camp survivor

and a relentless defender of human rights – to write his book was his conviction that

“The support of democracy or of human rights is [. . .] meaningless or even harmful

and deceitful when it does not begin with self-critique and with support of human

rights when they are violated by one’s own group.”506 Prodded by this maxim,

Shahak explores the rationale for the flagrantly discriminatory policies of the

present state of Israel towards the Palestinians. He finds it in Orthodox Judaism,

an heir of classical Judaism, claiming that its pre-modern ethnocentric logic

continues to determine Israeli policy to a considerable extent.

Classical Judaism, Shahak explains, was the stream of Judaism which became

dominant in the closed Jewish communities since the Middle Ages. According to

his claim – and the wealth of his examples – it relied on a mixture of cabbalistic

mysticism and a casuistic interpretation of the Talmud and promoted an idea about

Jewish superiority and demand for purity. He explains it to have been particularly

strict and strident in Poland (and later, the Pale of Settlement).507 He stresses on

several occasions that classical Judaism crudely transgresses the simplicity of

biblical humanism which is most impressively manifested in the Prophetic books.

This rendering of Shahak’s is apparently quite correct as such; as was seen in the

earlier quote of Wistrich’s words, he, too, attributed to “early Zionists in Eastern

Europe” a certain propensity to draw a very sharp line between the Jews and the

others, the “Jew-haters”.508

Shahak has been endorsed by the likes of Noam Chomsky and Edward Said,

which, no doubt, is a guarantee of a certain academic level. Indeed, judging by the

recent news about Israel’s religious hard-liners’ growing influence in the Israeli

army, it would seem that his warnings should be given serious consideration.509

506 Shahak 1994, 103.
507 Ibid., 53, 55–56, 61–64.
508Wistrich 1991, xvi–xvii. The studies of the eminent Jacob Katz mentioned by Shafarevich in

his comment on his correspondence with Shmelev can likewise be consulted. Katz’s Exclusiveness
and Tolerance: Studies in Jewish–Gentile Relations in Medieval and Modern Times (by Oxford

University Press, 1961) has also been among the sources of a newer and rather disturbing study,

Masalha 2007.
509 Bronner 2009; Schneider 2009. See also Masalha 2007, in particular 135–182. Masalha writes

(p. 140): “Since 1967, as several Israeli scholars – including Yehoshafat Harkabi, Yesha[‘a]yahu

Leibowitz, Ehud Springzak, Avi[’]ezer Ravitzky and Uriel Tal – have pointed out, militant

religious Zionism has become central to Israel’s domestic and foreign policies. Moreover, the

relationship between Jewish religion and Zionist state policies has become increasingly more

intertwined: a radical fundamentalist theology is deployed in the service of settler colonial

policies, and Zionist nationalist policies implement Jewish religious commandments (mitzvot)
and Jewish theocracy [Masalha refers to Harkabi]. Furthermore, the Zionist messianic force is

inspired by maximalist territorial annexationism [Masalha refers to Lustick, Shaham and Elitzur].”
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Shahak’s book also includes many important observations especially concerning

the role of European Jews in the broader context of economic and social history. At

times, however, when discussing the role of religion, his pessimistic reductionism is

quite glaring: as a rule, he interprets the cruellest and the most discriminatory

religious teachings by Judaic authorities as the “authentic” ones and the more

humane competing renderings as “falsifications” or “distortions”, as opportunistic

attempts to obscure the authentic meanings or as temporary and unwillingly made

compromises.510 As such, Shahak’s book has a certain kinship with such histories

of mediaeval Christianity which concentrate exclusively on the Crusades, the

Inquisition and their Christian apologias. While these phenomena have inescapably

had an enormous political and social significance – and while it could even quite

legitimately be claimed that their study is a moral priority – such a history is, all the

same, one-sided.

While Shafarevich has relied on Shahak on many occasions, he has clearly tried

to complement his perspective with others. This – and the fact that it would not

make absolutely any sense to label his book malicious – is evidenced, among other

things, when straight after his above-cited unsatisfactory encapsulation of Judaic

religion he stresses that in antiquity Judaism had been a missionary religion and that

universalist ethics had been the dominant theme in its missionary work.511

Further on, Shafarevich forcefully emphasises these facts highlighted earlier in

this chapter: During the Middle Ages in particular Jews were fated to bear continu-

ous harsh persecutions. During more tranquil periods the rulers compensated for

this by giving them prerogatives to keep recklessly high interest rates when lending

money. This caused popular wrath to flare up and often made the authorities launch

new measures to trample their rights and chase them away.512 Shafarevich also

notes that Deuteronomy strictly forbids usury.513 He stresses that these reactions

towards the Jews by the world around them were illogical, cruel and fateful both for

the Jews and the whole society. He does not find it surprising that they created a

need for strong bonds of loyalty and mutual help within the Jewish community and

caused amongst it distrust of surrounding society.514

At the end of his book, when recounting the history of the Jews in post-

communist Russia, Shafarevich brings up in distress the striking prominence of

Jews among those handful of oligarchs who amassed astronomical riches and

control over a staggeringly large number of Russian media outlets at a time when

the property of the Soviet state was rapidly being privatised and a huge number of

citizens were caught up in the gravest of economic difficulties. He finds it extremely

510 Shahak’s indignant judgement of Martin Buber in particular borders the comical. He complains

that Buber has drawn in his works only from the humane, beautiful side of Hasidism and has thus

lent this stream of Orthodox Judaism an undeserved aura. (Shahak 1994, 27–28.)
511 Shafarevich 2002b, 30.
512 Ibid., 39–54.
513 Ibid., 118.
514 Ibid., 39–54.
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vexing and unfortunate that again, as in the Russian Revolution, some Jews

happened to play such a fateful role during this very critical time for the country.515

While Shafarevich is referring to an indisputable fact which is well-known and

openly spoken about, it would be merely hypocritical to condemn him for bringing

it up.516

All in all, the most essential are the conclusions drawn by Shafarevich. In them

he again emphatically stresses how vital it is to find a way to good and peaceful

relations between Russia’s Jews and Russians. While acknowledging that there

have been many facts in the past which make the building of mutual trust a

demanding task, he repeats time after time that it is the only thinkable option. In

addition, even if he had resorted to some overly categorical statements about the

Judaic religion or Jewishness in the course of the book, his concluding words betray

the prudent attitude of a person who does not pretend to understand or explain the

Jews’ role in history but, instead, surrenders to calling it an enigma.517 There are

three ways to deal with enigmas of history, he clarifies. One is the unsatisfactory

option of pretending they do not exist and to suppress their discussion. This is the

way nationalities issues were dealt with in the Soviet Union. The second option,

that of “forcing the answers” or jumping over the gaps between explanations, gives

rise to all sorts of conspiratorial theories. The only reasonable way, to Shafarevich’s

mind, is the third one: to accept that the satisfactory explanations still escape us

while trying to make morally durable and constructive conclusions concerning the

facts which are indisputable.

Shafarevich brings these words to a concrete level when he concludes that there

is no reason to doubt that co-operation between Jews and Russians in Russia’s

future can and ought to be good and beneficial. For the sake of ensuring that it really

is this, he finds it desirable that Jews or any other national minorities are not very

heavily over-represented when crucial decisions about major issues concerning the

future of the whole of the country are being made. In this way, he believes,

decisions are more likely to reflect the will of the whole people, and as such, to

be durable and realistic. He does not suggest applying concrete measures such as

quotas, however, evidently considering that this could and should happen in a

515 Ibid., 288–312.
516 Slezkin, for one, mentions that “Of the seven top ‘oligarchs’ who built huge financial empires

on the ruins of the Soviet Union and went on to dominate the Russian economy and media in the

Yeltsin era, one (Vladimir Potanin) is the son of a high-ranking Soviet foreign-trade official; the

other six (Petr Aven, Boris Berezovsky, Mikhail Fridman, Vladimir Gusinsky, Mikhail

Khodorkovsky, and Alexander Smolensky) are ethnic Jews who made their fortunes out of ‘thin

air’.” (Slezkine 2004, 362). For the record, in any other texts where Shafarevich’s subject is the

social and economic crisis in Russia in the 1990s, he does not talk about the “Jewish theme”,

ignoring it entirely, as will be seen in the next chapter.
517 Elsewhere he had stressed that “in history there is a place for mystery [taina] whereas in a

natural scientific tract this word would be inappropriate. But mystery, after all, presupposes in the

very meaning of the word that there cannot be an answer, least of all a simple one. Otherwise it

would be called differently – ‘a problem’ or ‘a question’.” (Shafarevich 2000c, 360.)
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natural and consensual way instead. Before this he categorically ruled out the

option of “solving” the Jewish question in Russia by the Jews’ mass emigration

or by their full assimilation.518

Shafarevich’s The Enigma has elicited considerably less interest than

Russophobia.519 After his reputation as an anti-Semite had been cemented in

connection with the Russophobia scandal, his opponents seemingly lost interest.

“Shafarevich, Solzhenitsyn’s Notorious Friend and Mouthpiece”

I again return to the question of the history of Russo-Jewish relations as

Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s “common project”. I said earlier that it is most

natural to look at their two inquiries side by side; indeed, as a common project of a

sort. This seems obvious even despite the fact of inexistence of any direct or

indirect commentaries supporting this from either one of them.

To begin with Solzhenitsyn, he never made any public comments about

Shafarevich’s Russophobia no matter how high the waves around it have

reached.520 The only references to Shafarevich by Solzhenitsyn in the post-

Russophobia era are in Invisible Allies, an homage to his secret helpers in the

fifties, sixties and seventies and in Sketches of Exile, his diaries of the exile years

published eventually in the late 1990s and early 2000s. While Shafarevich’s

presence among those closest to Solzhenitsyn in the 1970s is evidenced in both, it

is easy to gain the impression from them that Solzhenitsyn was determined not to

offer any ground for speculations about his opinions about Shafarevich’s later

518 Shafarevich 2002b, 354. Much later Shafarevich still published one more “protracted post-

script” to The Enigma, 2009e. Here he went clearly further than in his initial work, saying that he

had eventually come to the conclusion that it is simply best for the Russians to protect themselves

before the Jews, like cows before biting dogs. He also implied that the Jews have a hopeless

tendency to consider themselves better than the others which has already virtually ingrained itself

in their genes. In terms of any standards of political correctness Shafarevich’s words were certainly

unacceptable. In spite of this it seems important to highlight once more what was already said here,

in the final section of this chapter: Throughout the years Shafarevich has been the target of an

entirely fantastic number of unfair, ofter deeply hurtful and very often entirely nonsensical,

malicious and naive expressions of wrath. Many of his most malicious and most persistent critics

have underlined that they themselves are Jews. While the conclusion Shafarevich draws here, in

Shafarevich 2009e, is certainly not the highest – and while it is in contrast with his own pervasive

emphasis of each human’s free will – it is still essentially a defensive, not offensive reaction.
519 Among the reviews of it were Kushner’s long and terribly negative one (Kushner 2003a and

2003b) and the positive ones in Nash sovremennik andMoskva (Vorontsov 2003; G. Iu. Liubarskii
2003).
520 As was mentioned in a footnote in Ch. 4, Vladimir Maksimov found such lack of loyalty

entirely appalling. He assumed sourly that Solzhenitsyn had simply calculated the price of such

defence as too high. (Maksimov 1994.) Even Kushner has seen Solzhenitsyn’s way of dealing with

Shafarevich as reflecting his condescension and insensitivity (Kushner 2004).
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statements or activities because of this fact. Solzhenitsyn’s determination to be

quiet about the subject “Shafarevich” is perhaps most striking when he writes at

some length about various events organised in Moscow on the occasion of his own

70th birthday in December 1998, thereby mentioning a number of friends and

acquaintances who took part in them but saying nothing about Shafarevich.521

As to Shafarevich, he never involved Solzhenitsyn in the quarrels about

Russophobia, not even by hinting with half a word in any of his numerous

interviews that its subject had also interested his old friend Solzhenitsyn back in

the days of their close co-operation. While it is obvious that some sense of

Solzhenitsyn by his side would have somewhat dampened the effect of some of

the most unfair attacks from some quarters, hiring a reluctant witness unless he

volunteered on his own to give testimony was to Shafarevich’s mind evidently

pointless – probably rather cheap on the one hand and humiliating on the other as

well. In The Enigma he made some references to Two Hundred Years but holding
again strictly to the role of its reader like any other, just as he had done in his talk in

honour of Solzhenitsyn’s 70th anniversary. Nevertheless, the appearance of

Solzhenitsyn’s Two Hundred Years clearly was some sort of a watershed for

Shafarevich, after which he could for the first time allow himself to publicly

mention that in the 1960s and 1970s Russo-Jewish relations had figured in their

conversations.522 Then, the first interview in which Shafarevich spoke about

Solzhenitsyn at any considerable length appeared as late as 2008, after

Solzhenitsyn’s death. It would seem plausible that there, too, Shafarevich had

been first jollied somewhat because the interviewer states explicitly that the initia-

tive for the interview had come from Solzhenitsyn’s widow.523

Solzhenitsyn’s persistent silence about the work of his former soul mate was

consequently interpreted by some observers to mean that their roads had parted

irreversibly: Shafarevich having allegedly taken a dangerous, extreme path, with

Solzhenitsyn remaining a moderate.524 The implication was that Solzhenitsyn

refrained from criticising Russophobia in the name of their old friendship but

actually disapproved of it; in fact, as Shafarevich told me in 2008, this was basically

fairly truthful as such. Shafarevich mentioned, too, that some mathematicians had

asked Solzhenitsyn to make a public statement condemning Russophobia, which
the writer declined to do.525

However, it was considerably more common to interpret Solzhenitsyn’s silence

as aggravating evidence of his agreement with Shafarevich’s “notorious” views526

and Solzhenitsyn’s old friendship with Russophobia’s author as aggravating

521 Solzhenitsyn 2003b, 49.
522 Shafarevich 2005b, 206.
523 Shafarevich 2008b.
524 This interpretation is very prominent in Dunlop 1994. See also Shturman 1989.
525 Shafarevich 2008a.
526 Rakhaeva 1992. Saying that Solzhenitsyn has “in no way reacted to the anti-Semitic, or more

exactly, chauvinistic statements by Shafarevich”, Rakhaeva assumes that he thus wanted to make
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evidence of Solzhenitsyn’s suspect thinking/anti-Semitism.527 Indeed, there were

those who claimed that in Russophobia Shafarevich was essentially just laying bare
Solzhenitsyn’s ideology in all its ugliness. The most prominent specialist to testify

about this gloomy “fact” was Andrei Siniavskii who thus found in Russophobia one
more reason to enlighten the Western public of Solzhenitsyn’s dangerousness.528

Another author, Grigorii Pomerants, who, like Siniavskii, had been persistently

criticising Solzhenitsyn over the years – and who had in his turn figured in The
Smatterers, Our Pluralists and Russophobia – likewise implied that Shafarevich

was “vulgarising” Solzhenitsyn’s ideas and that the two suffered from the same

“disease”. He, too, justified his tenacious polemics with Solzhenitsyn by these

reasons.529 He even claimed outright that “Igor Shafarevich has directly shown

that Solzhenitsyn feels solidarity with him”.530 However, as was seen, this was

exactly what Shafarevich had not done.

Even if not all have been ready to go quite as far as Siniavskii or Pomerants, it

has not been uncommon to poke Solzhenitsyn with Russophobia and to implicate

clear that he did not see any need to add anything to the “more than flattering portrait of

Shafarevich” in The Calf.
527 Vladimir Voinovich, an emigrant of the third wave who has excelled in satirically “exposing”

Solzhenitsyn, informs his readers: “Among the most cherished of [Solzhenitsyn’s] friends, to

whom he has dedicated the highest compliments, is Igor Shafarevich. Not only an anti-Semite but

a vicious one, this kind is called zoological”. (Voinovich 2002, 60.)
528 In addition to his words quoted earlier in this study saying that Shafarevich was “developing

one of Solzhenitsyn’s ideas” in Russophobia (Sinyavsky 1990a), Siniavskii elaborated in another

piece that “It is embittering to have to acknowledge that the great authority of Solzhenitzyn stands

behind Shafarevich. [. . .] The very term Russophobiawas introduced by Solzhenitzyn himself; in a

1983 press conference, he said that the leading views of Western public opinion have been

influenced over decades in the direction of anti-Russian sentiments. Solzhenitzyn’s views

appeared in his work Our Pluralists, not yet published in English but available in France. In this

work, he characterizes support of pluralism as Russophobic[.] [As was seen in Ch. 6, this depiction

of Solzhenitsyn’s view by Siniavskii had nothing to do with Solzhenitsyn’s actual idea and may

thus be reasonably characterised as slanderous. K. B.] [. . .] Solzhenitzyn does not go as far as

Shafarevich in linking all Russian disasters with the Jews, but it might be said that he prepared the

ground for the growth of Shafarevich’s views.” (Sinyavsky 1990b, 342–343.)

And so, soon after this it was stated in The New York Times that “A leading figure in the Russian

nationalist, anti-Jewish movement is Igor Shafarevich, a close friend of Alexander Solzhenitsyn

and a corresponding member of the Soviet Academy of Sciences. Shafarevich, following

Solzhenitsyn’s example, has popularized the term ‘Russophobe’ as a codeword for Jews.” (Garrard

& Garrard 1990.)
529 Pomerants has written several texts where he disparages Solzhenitsyn for coldness towards

Jews, with staggeringly flimsy arguments (Pomerants 1990 [1970s]; 1990a; 1994 [1985], see also

1995 [1985/1987]).
530 Pomerants 1990a, 35–36. Another self-declared specialist to make the cheap and untrue quip

that “Shafarevich boasts of being Solzhenitsyn’s friend” was Fejt€o, writing in Il Giornale in an

article entitled “The USSR: anti-Semitism is a bestseller” (cited in a disapproving tone in Valdorio

1991, 7, 9).
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him in its discussion.531 Some have applied rather impressive circular arguments to

mutually compromise Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn with one another.532 Indeed, at

the height of the NAS scandal, Chemical & Engineering News, the esteemed organ

of the American Chemical Society, conveyed to its readers the assertion of Larry

Shepp, one of Shafarevich’s most active opponents, “that Shafarevich takes a

religious, Russian nationalist, anti-Socialist stance, with no love for democracy,

similar to Alexander Solzhenitsyn.”533

Two Hundred Years Together by Solzhenitsyn

This discussion would not be complete without still dwelling on Solzhenitsyn’s

Two Hundred Years – the work of which even Richard Pipes, Solzhenitsyn’s

old sparring partner, said that with it Solzhenitsyn “absolves himself of the taint

of anti-Semitism.”534 This is because Solzhenitsyn’s commentary about the history

of the Jews in Russia in it is strikingly similar to that of Shafarevich’s.

Solzhenitsyn recounts how young secular Jews became a very influential group

in Russia around the February Revolution. They contributed with great vigour to

various ventures shattering the traditional Russian way of life, including revolu-

tionary initiatives. He documents how Jews were exceptionally supportive of the

531 Josephine Woll gauged that “Today Shafarevich’s relationship with Solzhenitsyn enhances his

status, regardless of whether he is, as some critics charge, a mouthpiece for Solzhenitsyn,

articulating views Solzhenitsyn holds but is reluctant to espouse publically.” (Woll 1997, 434.)

Another scholar, Ulrich M. Schmid, reminded readers of a major Swiss daily that Shafarevich,

Solzhenitsyn’s old friend, had written an “anti-Semitic pamphlet [. . .] where he interpreted the

October Revolution as a Jewish conspiracy against the Russian people” (Schmid 2003). This was

also Schmid’s argument in another piece where he stressed that this suspicious Shafarevich was

the one whom Solzhenitsyn had characterised as his close friend and with whom he shared the

same view about Russia’s future (Schmid 2001).
532 Thus, Golczewski and Pickhan claimed that Solzhenitsyn’s mentioning (in his historical novel

Lenin in Zurich) of bourgeois bankers having supported Lenin “suggested (without Solzhenitsyn

ever explicitly referring to it) a constellation of the notorious conspiracy thesis of The Protocols of
the Elders of Zion. The fact that this is not just some vicious accusation was exhibited by

Solzhenitsyn’s companion, the mathematician Igor Rostislavovich Shafarevich, who described

in his pamphlet the West’s alleged fear and hatred of the Russians, ‘Russophobia’, and maintained

that it was enhanced by an elitist materialistic ‘little people’ living in the middle of a ‘big people’.”

(Golczewski & Pickhan 1998, 101.)
533 Seltzer 1992.
534 Pipes 2002. Another eminent specialist, John Klier, likewise unequivocally liberated

Solzhenitsyn of the charge of anti-Semitism (Klier 2002). Both were rather critical of the book

in other respects, complaining, in particular, that Solzhenitsyn had not used the most recent

Western scholarly studies but had relied on primary sources such as Soviet and Russian

newspapers of the period of his study and the large pre-revolutionary Jewish Encyclopaedia in

Russian.
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Bolshevik regime in the 1920s and 1930s and played a significant role in its

consolidation.

Then, when discussing the years of the official Soviet anti-Semitism, the 1960s,

1970s and 1980s [see Ch. 5 and 6], Solzhenitsyn describes his bafflement with the

fact that when broad layers of the Jewish intelligentsia started to express disap-

proval with Bolshevism and the Soviet Union, the sharpest edge of their criticism

was often directed at the Russian people, Russian national traditions and Russian

history.535 He was bewildered because they seemed to miss that – as he had put it

elsewhere536 – the relation between Russia and the Soviet Union was like that of

man and his illness. They had seemingly not noted, he claimed, how terrible this

illness had been and how pitiless the Bolshevik war against the backbone of Russian

society – the peasants, the church and the old intelligentsia – had been. And it

astonished him that so many Jewish members of the intelligentsia were now

identifying the Jews with the eternal victims in the Soviet Union and the Russians

with the eternal oppressors, as if not having really taken notice of the spectacular

success of the Jews during the first Soviet decades in all spheres of life.

In this connection, in a chapter entitled A Twist of Accusations at Russia,
Solzhenitsyn cites a great number of very categorical statements about Russians’

eternal slavishness, their hopeless backwardness and proneness to anti-Semitism

made by Jewish authors writing in the journals of the third emigration wave. He

complains that such flimsy, bruising claims were most commonplace in the texts of

authors most prone to react promptly in condemnation if Jewish feelings were hurt,

yet seeing in this behaviour of theirs no internal contradiction. Many of these

authors mentioned by Solzhenitsyn – such as Shragin, Meerson-Aksenov,

Pomerants and Khazanov – also figure in Russophobia. Just one example of

Solzhenitsyn’s citations is the words by Boris Khazanov that “enmity towards

culture is a specifically Russian phenomenon” and that “‘the Russian idea’ without

anti-Semitism ‘is kind of neither an idea nor anything Russian any longer’”.537

Then, just as Shafarevich had done in Russophobia, Solzhenitsyn also praises other
Jewish authors, most notably Feliks Svetov, Mikhail Kheifets, Roman Rutman and

535 “I absolutely did not expect such a distortion [. . .] that the breaking away of the Jews from

Bolshevism would happen together with them turning furiously against the Russian people;

claiming that it was the Russians who ruined the democracy in Russia, that it is the Russians
who are the guilty ones and that it was their power which has been reigning ever since 1918.”

(Solzhenitsyn 2002, 454.)
536 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1980]a, 337.
537 Cited in Solzhenitsyn 2002, 466. Khazanov’s text had appeared in Vremia i my, No. 69, 1982. It
can certainly be said that in his text Solzhenitsyn also provides tools for understanding

Russophobia because he substantiates Shafarevich’s criticism on some such occasions in which

Shafarevich had contented himself to rather sweeping words. This is true in particular for

Solzhenitsyn’s thorough and most intelligible explanation as to why he was irritated and hurt by

Aleksandr Galich whom Shafarevich had identified as an important opinion-maker of Russophobic

ideas without stating his reasons to this characterisation very explicitly (Solzhenitsyn 2002,

448–453).
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Iurii Shtein, for their fairness, equitability and constructive view of the past and the

future of Russo-Jewish relations.

In other words, Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s “Jewish projects” are very

similar as to their intentions: above all else these two old friends were grieved and

vexed by the popular modes of thinking and speaking about Russia in deterministic

ways as a cursed and wicked country ‘from where nothing good can possibly ever

come from’. Even if they both actually tackled the subject of Russo-Jewish

relations, for them it was decisively a side-current, important only because it

seemed that as long as the subject “Jews and the Russian Revolution” remained a

taboo, it remained a source of irrational and offensive defence reactions.538

The affinity of their thinking is also well discernable in their other texts: those

written by Solzhenitsyn around the time when Shafarevich wrote his Russophobia,
which were recounted in Ch. 6,539 as well as in Shafarevich’s Emigration Phenom-
enon540 and Sixth Monarchy,541 which he wrote and published around the time

when Russophobia reached the large reading public. The word “Jewish” is men-

tioned in these lengthy articles only once, in a footnote where Shafarevich specifies

that when he criticises the authors of the third wave of emigration, he does not have

in mind the large Jewish emigration movement from the Soviet Union to the United

States or Israel but a very limited group of active authors.542

In these texts Shafarevich comments in distress on the jeering way of speaking

and writing about Russia typical of Radio Liberty/Radio Free Europe and the Soviet

mainstream press of the day. As the multitude of Shafarevich’s direct citations from

the statements of prominent politicians and daily press in them clearly illustrate,

opposition to the Soviet system was indeed commonly identified in these forums

during this early phase of perestroika with denigration of Russia, the eternal fiasco,

and its slavish people. This fact also explains the reason why Bondarenko had

highlighted Shafarevich’s enormous significance for many contemporaries:

Russophobia (as well as these other, less-known texts by Shafarevich) was like an

analysis by a concerned family member having long observed the trials and

illnesses of Russia and whose primary message was: ‘We should not give in to

despair, we should not give in to mutual accusations, the historical situation of our

country is difficult but it is not hopeless’.

It is certainly quite important to take notice of this perspective in these two

other texts by Shafarevich written during the years of perestroika. This is because

538 For this emphasis, see also Shafarevich 2000c, 355; 2008a.
539 In particular, Our Pluralists and his Foreign Affairs article. It is thus not surprising that

Anishchenko (1988) has referred to Solzhenitsyn’s Our Pluralists as a parallel project to

Russophobia. Then, much later, a collection of documents about the revolution in Russia and

the Jews (Serebrennikov 1995) appeared in a series of studies on Russian history Solzhenitsyn had

initiated.
540 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]a.
541 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]a.
542 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]a, 249.
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when Russophobia broke out into publicity in 1988, it happened in ways which

Shafarevich could not control at all or only very little. As was recounted,

Russophobia had been originally written and then “released in Samizdat”

around 1982. It was a time entirely different from the delicate and vulnerable

time of perestroika when – just as Shafarevich had highlighted in a proactive way

in his Rubble article – the treatment of the nationalities question required especial

tact.

In 1988 Russophobia started to circulate – seemingly most prominently due to

the efforts of some members of a fraction of Leningrad Pamiat, as was already

recounted. When its circulation gained momentum in this way, it ended up being

published by the Munich Veche, without Shafarevich’s knowledge. At this moment

of time, when the emigrant authors were busily publishing their hysterical pieces

scandalising Russophobia, there was not much point for Shafarevich in attempting

to start to change his wordings or the structure of the text. Apparently he also felt

that he would have been interpreted to be refraining from taking responsibility for

it, and simply considered that now he just had to stand behind it, whatever it took.

Thus, Shafarevich’s two texts written during perestroika, Emigration Phenome-
non and Sixth Monarchy, can most obviously be regarded as his more actual and

genuine contributions to the context of Russophobia’s appearance. Russohobia, in
turn, was his contribution to the context of the late 1970s and early 1980s. This was

a time when the US – USSR relations were largely determined by the seemingly

endless arms race, the war in Afghanistan, and the question of US grain imports to

the Soviet Union and when the Soviet Union seemed to be in total stagnation. It was

when the Soviet dissident movement had been more or less crushed, and when no

expressions of nationalism or patriotism were tolerated and Brezhnev’s heir

Andropov was threatening to annihilate them altogether.

To return to my actual subject in this section, Two Hundred Years as a kindred
project to Russophobia, it can be said that Solzhenitsyn’s approach in Two Hundred
Years and Shafarevich’s approach in Russophobia had considerable similarities, but

they also had differences. One was their ways of treating the question of religion

and another was their views concerning the idea of repentance. As for religion,

Solzhenitsyn wanted to avoid discussing it altogether.543 He had, however, a certain

tendency to stress that believing Jews remaining faithful to their fathers’ summons

have been beneficial to Russia whereas it was the atheist Jews who had not always

been so.

In Shafarevich’s discussion religion figured somewhat more. Like Solzhenitsyn,

Shafarevich emphasises that those Russian Jews who jumped onto the bandwagon

of revolution were youths rebelling against their religious fathers. The difference

543 As was already mentioned, Shafarevich has said that Solzhenitsyn had not been content with

Russophobia, and the reason was that Solzhenitsyn had considered it improper to tamper with

religion (Shafarevich 2008a). Solzhenitsyn also hinted this himself in an interview when he said

that he was criticised by Russian nationalists because in his Two Hundred Years he did not discuss
the Judaic religion in a critical tone (Solzhenitsyn 2004).
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was, however, that he suggested that some – certainly very primitively interpreted –

ideas about the superiority of the “Chosen People” may have occasionally stirred

these immature youths who had broken away from their traditional, closed

communities very abruptly. As was noted above, I find it hypocritical to be

scandalised by this idea or to reprehend Shafarevich for having brought up the

subject of religion in such a context. This is especially so because Shafarevich’s

mentioning of it was founded on his very profoundly non-deterministic and thor-

oughly moral conviction that religion always gives freedom and responsibility to

the person interpreting it, and that all religion is like fire which can both warm up a

house and burn it down.

It should also be kept in mind that the only rationale for Shafarevich to bother to

make this point about some young immature Jews having been enthralled by ideas

about “the Chosen People” to begin with was his puzzlement about the prevalence

of the idea of “Russian messianism” in texts written by many (Jewish) samizdat

authors and émigrés. He assumed that in a similar way as the idea of the “Russian

slave soul” seemingly hid behind it a trauma about the disproportionally great

Jewish participation in the Russian Revolution, the idea of “Russian messianism”

covered behind it a trauma about some Jewish revolutionaries’ dreams about their

chosen socialist elite punishing the boorish Russian majority. Moreover, the motive

for Shafarevich to bring this up was his conviction that once these things were said

aloud in a dispassionate, scholarly genre, they would stop haunting anyone in

obsessive ways and it would be possible to move on with healthier Russo-Jewish

relations.

The other – likewise very small – difference in Shafarevich’s and Solzhenitsyn’s

approaches was their stance towards the idea of repentance. Shafarevich’s words in

a 1990 interview illustrate well his line concerning it in Russophobia:

Calling others to repentance is a very dubious road with new offences embedded in it.

Every people has its mistakes and crimes, only it can acknowledge them and repent them.

As a more approachable goal than repentance of a people, as the first step, I would see an

attempt at honest co-existence, at honest ‘rules of the game’ which exclude falsehood and

slander.544

Solzhenitsyn, in turn, wrote in Two Hundred Years Together that he was calling
to repentance both the Russians, his own compatriots, and the Jews because there is

nothing better than the purifying effect of repentance.545 This made Slezkin com-

ment that

Like most attempts to apply the Christian concept of individual sin to nationalist demands

for inherited tribal responsibility, Solzhenitsyn’s appeal [to Jews to accept ‘moral respon-

sibility’] envisions no ultimate absolution, no procedure of moral adjudication among

competing claims, and no call for his own kinsmen to accept open-ended responsibility

544 Shafarevich 1990b, 11, see also 1994 [1991]b, 317 and the quote from Russophobia on p. 245

of the present study.
545 Solzhenitsyn 2002, 445, 468.
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for the acts that any number of non-Russian peoples – or their self-appointed

representatives – may consider both vile and ethnically Russian.546

This encapsulation is doubtlessly somewhat unfair because Solzhenitsyn, like

almost no-one else, had been tirelessly calling the Russians, his own people, to

repentance for decades and he even did it on those pages to which Slezkin was

referring. In addition, it is reasonable to remember that Solzhenitsyn’s role in

exposing silenced wrongs in the Soviet Union has been absolutely unique. With

the moral power of his literary masterpieces like The Gulag Archipelago he started
landslides and earthquakes which have been crucially important in making the

Soviet colossus shake and eventually, collapse. Two Hundred Years Together, too,
even if it is a historical study more than anything else Solzhenitsyn has ever written,

is still, above all, a piece of literature by the author of The Gulag Archipelago, well
known by readers as relentlessly direct and demanding but most of all, towards

himself.

In one way Solzhenitsyn’s enormous, unique significance in eliminating the

white spots of history – and thus giving preconditions for a future without needless

tensions, unhealthy taboos or bitterness – also comes forth in the words of Slezkin

when he explains that it had been Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago which

initially awakened him to the subject of the Jews’ curious fates in Russia and the

Soviet Union in the 20th century – and eventually led him to write his brilliant

study: “[Solzhenitsyn] didn’t make a point of it at the time, but he talks about the

people who were running the White Sea Canal labor camps, and they were virtually

all ethnic Jews.”

Slezkin continues, with words already quoted in this chapter:

[any of this] was not known to me when I was growing up in the Soviet Union. [When I

learned about it my reaction was] [m]ostly surprise, because it seemed so incongruous to

those of us who thought of Jews as the primary victims and the primary opponents of the

Soviet regime.547

546 Slezkin 2004, 360–361.
547 Schoch 2004.
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Chapter 9

The Rapid Political Changes of the Late 1980s

and Early 1990s

On Reforms and the Nature of Transition

Since 1988, Shafarevich’s texts and interviews have appeared frequently in various

forums in his country – first the Soviet Union and then, Russia. The majority of

them – to be covered here – are commentaries on the country’s topical political

events. His musings on the essence of contemporary Western civilisation will be

dealt with in Ch. 10. The following discussion is roughly thematic, but more

importantly it is chronological, for obvious reasons. It is vital to tie Shafarevich’s

comments to the exact political context of the day and to consider his emphases

against the dynamism of the rapid and radical changes in the country. This is

particularly relevant concerning the years 1989–1993 when the political setting

changed crucially on several occasions in a matter of months. Because Shafarevich

has spoken about many issues worrying him more than once, there is slight

repetition in the coming discussion. This illustrates the centrality of some emphases

in his thinking.

In the spring 1989 Gorbachev’s attempts to democratise the Soviet Union –

primarily for purposes of revitalising economy and technology1– had gone so far

that the first competitive elections were organised, for the Congress of People’s

Deputies. The sessions of this newly elected parliament – held for a three-week

period twice a year – were then transmitted live on television and followed

intensely by citizens all over the country.2 Its two most noted members offering

the greatest challenge to Gorbachev’s authority were Andrei Sakharov and Boris

Eltsin.

The year 1989 also saw Soviet troops withdraw from Afghanistan after a

prolonged and disastrous war as well as the collapse of the Berlin Wall. Since

1987 there had been national fronts and secessionist initiatives in the Baltic and

1 This stance is relatively uncontested, as noted, for instance, in Dunlop 1993, 4–6 and passim.
2 Ibid., 10.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_9, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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Caucasian Soviet republics. In 1989 Soviet troops used firearms against demon-

strating civilians, in Georgia. By the spring of 1991 here and in similar incidents

elsewhere more than 150 people had been reportedly killed and several hundred

injured.3

Another notable outcome of Gorbachev’s years of power – especially consi-

dering his initial intention in launching the reforms – was the total failure of his

economic policies. As Gertrude Schroeder estimated, the “massive disarray” of the

Soviet consumer market “ow[ed] primarily to ill-conceived government policies

and half-hearted reforms rather than to relatively mediocre economic performance

per se”.4

Shafarevich’s reactions to these changes in the summer of 1989 may have come

as a surprise to those having expected a steadfastly anti-communist dissident like

him to have insisted on the reforms to be speeded up and the structures of the

communist era to be destroyed as promptly as possible. However, they hardly

astonished those familiar with his earlier texts, or those by Solzhenitsyn concerning

the February Revolution of 1917. While Shafarevich certainly welcomed the

reforms, he was greatly concerned about the accompanying developments:

Reforms have been going on for four years already and so far living conditions of the

average person are deteriorating. How long will he agree with this? He may get

the impression that perestroika is just some sort of a means to distract his attention from

the fact that his standard of living is gradually sinking.5

The Congress of Deputies seemed to have strangely little interest in safeguarding

people’s basic daily needs, Shafarevich worried. Many deputies were irresponsibly

sporting radicalism as if competing with one another as to who dare make the

sharpest statements. While this was humanly understandable given the preceding

long years of suppression, it was like playing with fire; times of reform require great

prudence from those in power because then society is especially vulnerable.6 It was

vital for the power to be strong and stable while the reforms lasted so that they could

actually be followed through consistently, without letting the country begin to float

in arbitrary directions.7

Shafarevich agreed that holding back the reforms was dangerous since it could

make society slip back into stagnation resembling the Brezhnev years. But the

danger of falling into something resembling Stalin’s rule was likewise real. The

more the poor got poorer, the rich richer, Western models deterministically copied

and slogans like “we have no time to wait” mindlessly repeated, the greater was the

3 Ibid., 10–11.
4 Shroeder 1991, 376.
5 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 237.
6 Ibid., 235–237; Shafarevich [1989]a, 240–241.
7 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 235–237.
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risk of unintended social cataclysms which could at worst play into the hands of

some sort of a populist dictator prompted to pacify the country by force.8

Oftentimes Shafarevich referred to the experiences of the pre-revolutionary

Duma, seeing in the Congress of People’s Deputies its hapless analogy. It, too,

had been beset by radicalism for the sake of radicalism, careless big promises,

impatience and intolerance, thus contributing to nihilistic tendencies which even-

tually thrust the country into lawlessness, chaos and terror.9 He emphasised that the

first precondition for a functioning democracy is a refusal to compromise the

democratic procedures.10

Indeed, when Shafarevich stressed the need for a stable, strong power during

reforms, he was not endorsing reforms dictated from above. For him the plight of

countryside in the Soviet Union was a prime example of the fatefulness of imposing

reforms from above. Thus, now it would be soundest that the peasants of each

region could decide themselves which elements of the old system ought to be

retained and which ought to be modified.11 In 1990 he specified:

It is very good that peasants can own land. But are there really many peasants ready to do

this? For so long all strong and venturesome layers have been uprooted in the countryside

that now perhaps very many prefer the protection of a kolkhoz and sovkhoz. Kolkhozes, too,
have to be protected from the state’s dictates and stealing.12

It was necessary to revitalise existing structures gradually – not by way of

replacing them at once – in order to prevent a large mass of people from being

suddenly “cast out of life”.13 With the benefit of hindsight this warning was

certainly relevant: in the course of the following months and years millions of

people lost their jobs or were simply not paid their salaries or pensions for

prolonged periods – or then they were paid in kind, be it tinned food, toilet paper,

glass-cut chandeliers or spare parts for fridges, depending on where they happened

to work. One of the most tragic consequences of the uncontrollable social transition

was that tens of thousands of children – together with even more adults, among

them elderly and sick – became homeless.

Shafarevich stressed the value of taking heed of the lessons of history in other

ways as well, encouraging previously forbidden books of the broadest possible

scale of views to be made available for present-day readers: “Now we have an

epoch of re-evaluating many views. But it seems to me that the most important

in this is not to disprove one view or another but to break a simplified look at

life and history.” To this end he recommended in particular works by such

8 Ibid., 236; “Revoliutsiia. . .”.
9 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 237; 1994 [1989/1991].
10 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 237.
11 “Revoliutsiia. . .”.
12 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 287.
13 “Revoliutsiia. . .”.
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pre-revolutionary monarchist historians as Lev Tikhomirov, Ivan Ilin or Ivan

Solonevich, explaining that

It is hard to imagine anyone who could now seriously consider monarchy as a political

solution for our country. Publication of their works would thus have no political undertones

whatsoever. It is, rather, out of political inertia that they are not published.14

These monarchist historians had much to offer to contemporary readers, he

argued. While advocating a system by no means realisable as such, they analysed

the functions of social structures very accurately. This was stimulating because it

made it harder to resort to standard solutions and prodded the reader to think for

himself. Since it was lamentably typical to look at the future as if it had no more

than two options – either to make the country an exact copy of an existing multi-

party system as that in the US or to conceive the darkest possible Soviet system as

its only alternative – such stimulus was valuable.15

Painful Resemblance to the February Revolution

The year 1990 saw the Soviet Communist Party end its one-party-rule. The Soviet

republics challenged orders from the centre with growing boldness. Eltsin, the

newly elected chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian

Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR) and Gorbachev’s most powerful

competitor, denigrated the authority of the Soviet structures so that in June 1990

the RSFSR had declared sovereignty under his leadership. In March 1991, a Union-

wide referendum was held about whether the Soviet Union ought to be retained.

The Baltic republics, Moldova, Armenia and Georgia boycotted the vote while the

majority of people in all other republics supported retention.

At the same time – and in many ways boosted by the murkiness of the enormous

political questions such as who owns what and who is ultimately in charge – the

economic crisis was deepening with amazing rapidity. A report prepared by US

intelligence in mid-1991 stated grimly that “The Soviet economy had a bad year in

1989, but the period since January 1990 had been much worse[.]” It continued,

“There is no doubt that 1991 will be [. . .] worse [. . .] than 1990, and in all

likelihood it will be sharply worse[.]”16

Indeed, the situation had turned catastrophic when measured by such criteria as

gold funds, foreign debt, and budget and trade deficits.17 Worse still, consumer

14 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 233–234, see also, 1993f.
15 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 233–234. As was seen, Shafarevich had warned about such schema-

tism already in Russophobia.
16Beyond Perestroyka, 399, 410.
17 Ibid., 401, 405; Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 279; Sogrin 2001, 100.
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prices had sky-rocketed and purchasing power had fallen drastically.18 Ordinary

citizens were experiencing severe shortages and acute poverty. In the words of the

above-cited report “authorities throughout the Soviet Union have introduced a

rapidly growing number and variety of rationing schemes. More and more cities

have issued coupons for consumer goods in short supply, such as meat and sugar.”19

Shafarevich sharpened his analogy to February 1917. The situation was becom-

ing nightmarish because existing structures were being destroyed without a thought

for what would take their place. The pace of changes was simply too great to avoid

major social tragedies.20 Early in 1991 he stated: “It appears that in the beginning

we lay our hope on the rise to power of the radically minded – I myself, too, voted

for Eltsin and Sakharov – but now we try to find hope in the sinking of trust in them.

This is [. . .] a weak basis for hope.”21

Speaking in a roundtable of Nash sovremennik, he outlined that there was no

principled difference between the line of the proponents of uncontrollably radical

reforms and of those reacting with hostility to recent developments by insisting on

“uncorrupted socialist principles”. Clearly addressing his words to the journal’s

readership who were perhaps most prone to belong to this latter group, he stressed

that socialism offered nothing but poor hopes for the future and could under no

circumstances be an option. While it was true that reforms, as they were now being

put through, had brought great difficulties to most people, it was sheer fallacy to

conclude from this that socialism was a better answer.22 Elsewhere he stated that

the Soviet Union had had a time bomb in its structure.23 It had not been able to

answer to the demands of life except by irrational acts like the war in Afghanistan.24

He stressed that it had not only been impatient radicalism which had bred the

chaos of the February Revolution of 1917; the radicals’ opponents’ obstinate refusal

to agree with any reform whatsoever had been an equally weighty reason. Looking

at things as if there were nothing but two extreme, mutually exclusive paths to

choose from was a typical symptom of a time of crisis. Such thinking was lamenta-

bly characteristic of present-day Russians, as well. The first of these extremes was

the utopian striving to transplant in Russia within a minimal amount of time, as if in

a fairy tale, Western political and economical systems which had developed in

Europe and Northern America gradually over the course of centuries.

Since this panicky tempo was thrusting Russia into chaos and tragedy, and

capitalism was now showing in Russia its ugliest face, there was a great danger

of going to the other extreme and denouncing capitalism altogether, Shafarevich

18Beyond Perestroyka, 402–403.
19 Ibid., 402.
20 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]e, 290–291.
21 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 308.
22 Shafarevich 1990c, 12–14.
23 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]f, 348.
24 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]e, 290.
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continued. The dichotomic approach ‘either capitalism or communism’ served only

to instigating panic. Indeed, it eclipsed the fact that such “capitalist” things as

private initiative and a market economy of some sort had always belonged to human

community life. Likewise it ignored the fact that “socialist” things like state’s

regulation in the form of laws, taxes, anti-trust provisions and pursuit of social

justice were an essential part of most contemporary “capitalist” societies.25

Democracy and Parliamentarism Need to Be Taken Seriously

On several occasions Shafarevich raised the subject of parliamentarism and

elections. He asserted that it was important to give responsibility to people and to

let them decide about the key issues on which their lives depended. However,

introduction of free elections and parliamentarism could not be conceived of as an

automatic solution to all problems, many of which were deep and complex.

He pinpointed that parliamentarism was an extremely intricate and demanding

system: it relies on the assumption that cardinally important issues are turned over

to citizens to decide freely and – what is very important – on the basis of sufficient

and relevant information. When taking this fact seriously enough, it appears as

fallacious to expect that people in contemporary societies automatically have such

natural competence in matters upon decision as, for instance, members of village

communities used to have in the past. Contemporary societies are vastly more

complicated. Without access to specialist information people’s choices are too

arbitrary to reflect their free will meaningfully. A great deal depends on those

disseminating the information. As will soon be elaborated, Shafarevich was not

inventing things when he said in 1992 that

We have seen this with our own eyes. Did anybody tell us when we went to vote that when

you give your vote to our programme, you will get empty stalls and shops that are entirely

empty, that prices will rise 30–40 times, or 100 times, that you will be in danger of hunger,

that there will be mortality in maternity hospitals because of the cold and that inter-ethnic

strife and clashes will start and blood will be spilled? After all, we were told entirely

different things. And that’s what we voted for, those different things. So where is our

choice? That is, the system failed completely, it didn’t give the result for the sake of which

people went to vote. In the West this system has existed for 200–300 years, and even if it

has complications and deficiencies, people have somehow adjusted to it. But here? It was

dropped upon us one moment, like, let’s say, vodka on the aboriginals of some islands;

brought by Europeans who had already learnt to deal with it over the course of centuries

whereas the population of these islands drank themselves to death in one generation.26

25 Shafarevich 1990c, 12–14, see also 1994 [1990]b; 2000b, 352–353.
26 Elsewhere Shafarevich specified that things which were normal in the West such as control or

regulation of election budgets were still entirely missing (Shafarevich 1990c). In the wake of the

presidential elections he added that an election campaign lasting for a couple of weeks was

ridiculously short if compared with an entire year in the United States (1994 [1991]f).
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In this sense our presently existing democratic system doesn’t of course work. And

people have also grasped this: interest in elections and constituent activeness are on a

slippery slope. There are already numerous districts in Moscow simply having no deputies

because each time that elections were announced people did not come, and so they

remained without deputies. That is, the people had experienced that as a matter of fact

there is no choice.27

Shafarevich had been speaking of these things already early on, when the

problems were not yet so obvious or generally acknowledged.28 During the course

of 1990 he had lamented on several occasions that the newly introduced election

system had not been the best one to start with because only one candidate was

elected in huge election districts. Thus, people were voting for unknown higher-ups

on the basis of vague impressions. It would have made more sense to first introduce

elections at the grassroots level, for district councils for instance, and to opt for

some sort of gradual elections. Then people would have been able to vote for

somebody they actually knew by their deeds to be decent and in this way get the

experience that their choice was responsible and made a difference.29

Commenting on the first elections for the Congress of People’s Deputies, he had

noted that, as if in a mockery of democracy, those with the most tempting

programmes, the most chances to appear on TV, the most money to print lots of

leaflets and the largest hordes of partisans to give them out and to tear down their

rivals’ advertisements had the best chances to be elected. None of this was a

guarantee of wisdom, experience or even elementary honesty.30

The present election system gave an easy edge to the apparatchiks of the old

regime to re-establish their power. Since many of them were already of age, it was

not credible to assume them to be capable of reshaping their psychology or to be

competent to solve entirely new problems. When asked whether this concerned

Eltsin as well, Shafarevich answered dryly that the most distinctive aptitude of

a person having advanced to a candidate of the Politbureau and First Secretary of

the party’s Moscow City Committee soon after his graduation from an engineering

institute could be nothing else than his ability to guess the wishes of his superiors.31

People like this had a tendency to breed people of their own kind around them, in

27 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]f, 350.
28 For instance, Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 290–291, see also 1994 [1991]b, 308–309.
29 Shafarevich 1990c; 1994 [1990]b; 1994 [1990]e 290–291.
30 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b; 1994 [1991]f. This criticism has later been echoed by scholars, by

Urban, Mitrokhin and Igrunov, for instance. They noted “The principal barrier erected by the

authorities concerned access to the means of mass communications. During the 1990 campaign,

something approaching a blackout of campaign coverage took place.” (Urban et al. 1997, 188.) As

to the 1989 elections, they stated sharply that “it would be mistaken to regard that voting as

commensurate with an actual election.” (Ibid., 119.)
31 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 308–310.
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a like manner that cancer can reproduce only metastases, he added brusquely.32

Shafarevich’s assessment of Gorbachev on the same occasion, in March 1991, was

no higher: “One gets a shadowy impression that the first man of the state has taken

leave for reasons of health after having left to some secretary blank sheets for

publishing orders.”33

Already in 1989 Shafarevich had expressed concern for the two sets of

overlapping structures existing in the country – those of the old union and those

of the Russian Federation. This, too, resembled painfully the year 1917 and the dual

power of the Provisory Government and the socialist Petrograd Council. And just

like the latter had done in 1917, Eltsin, the head of the Russian Federation, was now

urging the army to be disobedient.34 As Shafarevich then explained himself in

March 1991:

there is a dangerous tendency of maximally compromising the army, accusing it of

preparing a coup, creating parallel armies in the republics. This contributes to the chaos.

Most of all I am worried about the recent calls by the Chairman of the Parliament of the

Russian Federation [Eltsin] to the soldiers not to obey orders in some cases. After all [a

similar call] started the chaos of the February Revolution. As a result any small radical

group could do whatever it wanted with the country.

Of course, it must not be derived from this that Shafarevich was some sort of a

passionate admirer of the Soviet army. He simply detested the idea of rocking the

boat without a thought of the possibly fatal consequences. He argued further:

When our army occupied Czechoslovakia in 1968, it was said that a young officer climbed

out of his tank and shot himself. This is something I understand but it will, after all, not be

Eltsin who will be shooting himself. He is only inciting soldiers to make decisions tragic to

them.

There was also another side to it:

It seems there are some mighty forces inside the army itself, thinking that the army must

never be touched, and that it is ideal as it is. [. . .] Those, whom one would expect to be

interested in ridding the army of its faults, do their utmost to prevent this from happening.

These two extreme tendencies roil the army.35

32 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f. This proved to be true at least in the respect that, as McFaul notes, in

many regions Eltsin “appointed former CPSU first and second secretaries [i.e., the highest party

officials of each level] to [. . .] new executive offices” when making nominations after the August

coup attempt (McFaul 2001, 148, see also 149).
33 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 310.
34 Shafarevich 1994 [1989/1991], 295.
35 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 311.
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Nationalities Issues: Requirement of Openness and Justice

During the period up to August 1991 Shafarevich commented on several occasions

on the nationalities issues. Of course, this was to be expected alone on the basis of

his old Either Isolation or Merger? where he had considered the prevention and

pacifying of inter-ethnic strife as the central challenge for post-communist Russia.

As was seen, this had been Russophobia’s message as well, in spite of its firmest

reputation as a canonical piece of nationalist prejudice.

Now, in the texts published from 1989 onwards, Shafarevich expressed his fear

of the inflammable combination of socio-economic and national frustration. Once

again he saw fairness towards all national groups, maximal openness when

discussing the past, and honesty when trying to solve existing problems as the

best means to prevent ethnic antipathies from becoming inflamed and to guarantee

good inter-ethnic relations. By contrast, the easiest way to engender bitterness,

simplistic, irrational solutions and aggression was the suppression of sore issues,

making them taboos.36

To begin with, it was vital to acknowledge that all nations and ethnic groups –

including the Russians, Ukrainians and Belarusians – had suffered in the past. To

overlook the hardships of the Russian people when speaking about fates of the

peoples of the Soviet Union – or to consider it inappropriate to speak about their

hardships – was not a tenable solution even if some were suggesting just that.

Shafarevich stressed this because – as was recounted in Ch. 6 and as he now

explained – during the first Soviet decades the Communist Party had made it its

most consistent policy to label all expressions of Russian tradition as “Great-

Russian chauvinism” and to fight and denigrate them. The intention of this had

been to establish Russians as the standard plausible guilty ones in terms of all

national oppression and, axiomatically, the Communist Party, which had attacked

this vicious trait of these incurable chauvinists, as the standard plausible protector

of all the oppressed, past, present and future. Indeed, a policy of favouring

representatives of minority peoples over Russians in many practical matters had

accompanied and strengthened this propaganda – which had aimed at ingratiating

minority nationalities to the Soviet system during these first Soviet decades.

Against this historical background it was unfortunate if press at home and abroad

would again put up new double standards of a similar sort, however noble their

intentions, Shafarevich stressed. Even if it may have seemed a good idea to some

who were not aware of this history that the Russians, the most numerous people of

the former Soviet Union and the Russian Federation, sacrifice their national

emotions for the sake of stability, this would have just meant continuing the old

lie which was not the way to build a usable future. It would play into the hands of

the most embittered ones on all sides, and nourish needless divisions and intoler-

ance. However, as will be seen, this stance did not prevent Shafarevich from stating

36 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]b; 1994 [1990]d.
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elsewhere that in moral terms the Russians’ responsibility for good inter-ethnic

relations was the greatest because of their numerical dominance. His point was, in

other words, that it was wrong to establish some consistent category of political

correctness denying Russians the right to an entirely natural need on national

emotions.37

Nevertheless, double standards could be discerned, Shafarevich assessed. In the

summer of 1989 he noted, for instance, that the sharp and at times even intolerantly

anti-Russian argumentation of the newly founded National Salvation Fronts in the

Baltics was generally accepted as natural and understandable while essentially

similar argumentation by equivalent Russian movements tended to be strictly

condemned as a manifestation of chauvinism.38

Answering to a question from an interviewer about an often-heard claim that

Russians are “occupiers” and “colonisers”, Shafarevich said that slogans like this

are always unfortunate simplifications – obviously thereby implying that if applied

to non-Russians, they make him equally uncomfortable. To bring home the point

that responsibility for good relations lies always with both parties, he added,

“Malice never helps. It blinds, calls forth a contrary reaction.”39 He formulated

his general stance like this:

I have mixed feelings about nationalist movements. On the one hand, it seems to me that

they reflect a real problem which is perhaps fundamental in our country. On the other hand,

due to their exaggeration and intolerance these tendencies start to play a dangerous,

dividing role.40

This purported Russian ultra-nationalist fanatic, whose dangerousness was soon

to make headlines on both sides of the Atlantic, added that of course Russians, too,

were susceptible to subjectivism against which the proverb “Other people’s tears

are water” warned. Numerous nationalities had had to experience inconceivable

tribulations in the Soviet Union, he continued. The revelation about just some of

them had struck him forcefully when, in his youth, he had been hiking in Karachia

and Balkaria in the Caucasus, in Karelia and in Central Asia. There had been ghost

villages whose entire populations had been deported at once as well as other things

attesting to incomprehensible tragedies. Indeed, he stressed, it was fallacious to be

lulled into thinking that ‘we already know it all’: there were so many such tragedies

37As early as 1988 Shafarevich had taken part in the sixth meeting of Soviet social scientists which

had made a joint appeal emphasising that “interethnic tension often begins by discrediting the

Russian people and ascribing Stalinist traits to them”. It had urged “the introduction of republican-

level self-financing, opposition to bureaucratic approaches that do not take fully into account

national and regional traditions, freedom of conscience for all nationalities, and changing the

school curriculum to reflect better the national traditions of all peoples.” (Petro 1995, 105. For

another similar initiative in 1988, see Dunlop 1991, 151.)
38 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 240–241, see also 1991 [1989]b.
39 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]d, 221.
40 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 241.
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of entire peoples in Soviet history and so little information about them at hand that

openness was sorely needed for increasing mutual understanding.41

However, while Shafarevich saw that double standards and the suppression of

openness could dangerously harm relations between nationalities and lead to

serious strife, he decisively did not want to nurture pessimism: “It seems to me

that inter-ethnic relations do not have such a starkly antagonistic character as it

sometimes looks like.” Tension resulted mainly from lack of information, discus-

sion and understanding, whereas with their help it would soon ease up: “Just as in

Goya’s [etching] ‘Sleep of Reason Produces Monsters’, the light of reason chases

the monsters away.”

He agreed that should there be conflicts like those that arise when settlers start to

colonise nomads’ lands, they could be solved only by way of external measures. In

the present conditions, however, the greatest threat facing all peoples was common

to them all. It was the increasingly mechanistic system of production, breeding

standardised culture which gives value neither to human personalities nor to what is

personal and unique in entire peoples. “Now all peoples, without distinction, need

protection – like [the lakes] Aral, Baikal, and [the river] Volga.”42

He stressed, as well, as in The Rubble, how very important it was to see socialist

ideals and radical revolutionarism at the root of the sharpening of nationalities

issues.43

The Shaky Status of the Sovereign Russian SFSR

As to prospects of state formation of the Soviet Union/Russia, Shafarevich assessed

them most systematically in his Is It Still Possible to Save Russia?44 This piece had
obviously been stimulated by Solzhenitsyn’s lengthier pamphlet How Could We
Rebuild Russia?45 which had come out in September 1990 – a month before

Shafarevich’s article. Since Solzhenitsyn’s text had been his first major statement

of the perestroika period and was published in two newspapers with a total

41 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]d, 219–222.
42 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]b, 169. Incidentally, around this time Shafarevich also became involved

in an organisation called the Social Committee for the Salvation of the River Volga

(Obshchestvennyi komitet spaseniia Volgi) (Shafarevich 1991 [1990], 201, 203, for more infor-

mation about the committee and Shafarevich’s involvement, see Shatokhin 2009).
43 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]b, 168.
44 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b.
45 Solzhenitsyn 1995 [1990].
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circulation of some 26.5 million,46 it had quickly become the basis of many

discussions.

Already Shafarevich’s title shows that he stepped back from Solzhenitsyn’s

question to an even more fundamental one, focusing on what he saw as acute

dangers threatening Russia’s very existence. Despite this the two texts were

not contradictory. Rather, their difference of focus was explained by their diffe-

rent contexts of writing and consequently differing priorities in those con-

texts; Shafarevich explained this when he noted in one of his interviews that

Solzhenitsyn’s article had clearly been in preparation for a long time but “now

our crisis has turned more catastrophic”.47 Indeed, the declaration of sovereignty of

the Russian SFSR in August had cardinally changed the realities.

Shafarevich discussed problems of the country’s disintegration. In order to

understand correctly his intention in raising this subject, it is vital to transcend

the contemporaneous presupposition (which still largely prevails as regards the

period of the late 1980s and early 1990s) according to which “concern for

the country’s disintegration” always had a hegemonic and imperialistic essence.

In the light of Soviet history this interpretation is of course sheer realism. It should

be clear by now, however, that in Shafarevich’s case it makes exceptionally little

sense to mechanically derive his trains of thought from the official Soviet ones.

Writing as he was in the autumn of 1990, Shafarevich was alarmed because

many Soviet republics had made declarations of sovereignty and were refusing to

obey the laws of the centre.48 But it was not that he dreaded their becoming

sovereign as such. He was simply extremely concerned about it happening as if

there was no such thing as a risk of war when things of this kind were allowed to

46 Shafarevich’s article also appeared in the other one of these, Komsomolskaia pravda with a

circulation of 22 million, albeit with a critical response by a certain D. Muratov and a disclaimer

that “the editors do not always share the viewpoint of authors participating in the discussion”. This

was, to borrow Horvath’s words, “a testimony to the intensity of the controversy now engulfing

Shafarevich” (Horvath 2005, 207). Indeed, Muratov’s very short, impressionistic and rather

paternalistic comment betrayed an effort similar to many Russophobia criticisms: to demonstrate

the author’s disapproval with the views of Shafarevich, the notorious author of that notorious

work, more than to present intelligible arguments concerning this new text written by him.
47 Shafarevich 1991b, 312. The different contexts of writing were slightly lost on Krasnov, a most

insightful observer who made a summary of Solzhenitsyn’s text and accurately weighed its

reception and significance (Krasnov 1991b, 43–75). He found it strange that in his text Shafarevich

was “seemingly disagreeing with Solzhenitsyn” even if he was so obviously endorsing all his

major proposals. (Ibid., n73.) Shmelev (1991, 210) and Horvath went way further in deliberately

drawing a line between these two. After everything that has been said in the previous chapter about

Shafarevich, the notorious Russophobia author, Horvath’s words may just be noted without

commentaries: “[Solzhenitsyn’s piece] confounded the hopes of the emerging Communist-

patriotic alliance that Solzhenitsyn would endorse the militant anti-Semitism of his former

comrade Shafarevich” (Horvath 2005, 206). And: “The moderation of Solzhenitsyn’s stance

confirmed Shafarevich’s position as the pre-eminent ideologist of the militant Russian national-

ism” (ibid., 207).
48 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 283.
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happen in uncontrollable ways. The number of refugees had already risen to over a

million. Together with the severest economic crisis this could have serious

consequences. “Will it be possible to form a union like the European Community,

or at least retain friendly relations – God willing, but there is not much hope.

Conflicts have already begun”, he worried. Another question troubling him was:

“will the borders drawn according to the nowadays incomprehensible musings of

Lenin, Stalin or Khrushchev really be eventually accepted by so many?” For

instance, there were already territorial demands from both sides of the Estonian-

Soviet border.49

Since virtually no new state would be nationally homogenous in any case, there

were also plenty of other inflammable issues which it would be vital to take into

consideration while there still was time.50 In general, Shafarevich outlined that

even if prior to 1917 Russia had been living well as a multi-national state and

developed a rich culture since it combined elements of cultures of its more than one

hundred peoples, “now, as it seems, powers which support [the unity of the multi-

national state] have weakened to the extreme limits, and powers of disintegration

are taking over. This reality has to be acknowledged.”51

In other words, it was no longer realistic to start with the assumption that the

make-up of the old union would remain intact. The fact making Shafarevich

cautious was that disintegration did not seem to be limited to the Soviet Union

splitting into its 15 republics. He was worried about the possibility of an uncontrol-

lable snowball effect: Abkhazia had already declared independence from Georgia,

and Gagauzia and Transnistria from Moldavia (Moldova). Bashkiria, Tataria,

Karelia, Udmurtia, Khanty-Mansi and Komi had made announcements about

plans for sovereignty. In addition, many cities and oblasts were quarrelling amongst

themselves over money.52 Indeed, Shafarevich’s worries were not inflated in

retrospect: as McFaul recounts, Eltsin’s and the Congress’s major concern a year

later would be “the potential for collapse of the Russian Federation”.53 The years

49 In retrospect, Shafarevich was certainly not worrying in vain when raising this example. When,

in the spring of 2007 the Russian-Latvian border treaty was eventually signed after dolorous

efforts, any Russian-Estonian border agreement had not yet been signed. (Soon after, all hopes that

it would happen in the near future disappeared when the relations between the two countries turned

freezing cold over a Soviet statue in Tallinn.) The stance of the Balts was that the borders drawn by

Lenin (very generously – but obviously in an intention to claim back “the gift” with full interest

once the Soviets had stabilised their power and were ready to proceed on the road of the world

revolution) were those which ought to be returned to, whereas the stance of the Russians was that

the borders drawn by Stalin, after the Soviets had occupied the Baltic states, ought not to be

changed. As to Shafarevich’s mentioning of Khrushchev’s borders, it referred to Khrushchev’s

single-handed decision to give Crimea to the Ukrainian Soviet Republic. On the complex issue of

border disputes after the collapse of the Soviet Union, see Forsberg 1995.
50 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 283.
51 Ibid., 284.
52 Ibid.
53McFaul 2001, 153–154.
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1992 and 1993 would further see not only a number of Russia’s autonomous

republics but also oblasts like Vologda or Sverdlovsk make declarations of

sovereignty.54

Shafarevich was afraid because the leadership of Russia was “benevolently

watching the country collapse”. “Some of them go around the country promising

any regions any sovereignty they want” – ignoring the fact such issues could be

legitimately decided upon only by the parliament, or a plebiscite. This was an

allusion to Eltsin’s famous encouragement to the regions to “take as much sover-

eignty” as they could manage to “gulp”.55 When Shafarevich continued that

“Others consummate an agreement with an already independent neighbouring

republic according to which oil and gas supplied by Russia is sold to it 10 times

below the market prices”, he was referring to the fact that in the autumn of 1991 at

least Ukraine and Belarus retained in their negotiations with Russia the Soviet

republics’ former right to heavily subsidised prices.56

Indeed, it was not that Shafarevich would not have been ready to accept the

existence of prosperous independent former Soviet republics or that he would have

been alarmed by this perspective. At the heart of his worries was that if Russia

proper started to splinter uncontrollably, its regions and local entities would fall

easy prey to military and economic pressure from stronger external powers. Then

only foreign companies and states – and all those interested in taking advantage of a

cheap workforce or buying natural resources at giveaway prices, setting up danger-

ous industries or dumping pollution – would profit.57 At worst, Russia could be

divided into spheres of influence of the US, Japan, Germany and China, Shafarevich

feared. Such “Balkanisation” would dangerously shake the equilibrium of the

whole world.58

He surmised that an important motive for these smaller and smaller entities’ urge

to become sovereign was the common identification of Moscow, or “the centre”, as

the source of all evil. There was general fear of catastrophes and a desire to

encounter them as “disconnected from others”. That is, the reason did not yet

necessarily lie in the unfeasibility of all existing bonds as such; many of them

were age-old and had become quite natural. All pursuit of independence could not

be explained away by nationalist separatism, either, because units with a Russian

majority were also expressing such inclinations, Shafarevich reasoned. He was to

reiterate and specify these points later, as will be seen.

54 Lapidus & Walker 1995; Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 409–410.
55 For Eltsin’s policy concerning the regions, see Ruutu 2006, 144.
56 For the negotiations, see Rutland 1997, 156. For the prolonged practice of subsidised prices for

Belarus and Ukraine, see, for instance, Maksymiuk 2007; Lelyveld 2000.
57 In retrospect to this list could be added at least pilfering and selling of arms and nuclear

materials, as well as the forming of private army-like security units.
58 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 284. He reiterated these points in 1994 [1991]f, 333, a text written

after August 1991, in which he warned in particular against letting the mafia be the main

beneficiary of the chaotic situation.
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An interconnected problem adding up to this general panic and urge to flee from

the centre was that Russians were suffering from low self-esteem, since it had for so

long been the comme il faut to denigrate Russian patriotic emotions, easily

identifying them with fascism, for instance. Due to their lack of self-esteem many

Russians now tried irrationally to cling to the party and the state apparatus, hoping

to see in them a last harbour of support and source of allies. This was unfortunately

also true in the case of Russians left in the Baltic countries whose “red flag

syndrome” just complicated their situation in a needlessly tragic way.59

A similar symptom of Russians’ unhealthy self-esteem was their fixation with

the concepts of “internationalism”, usually manifested as “an embrace reaching

out to nations which (at least in the person of their leaders) decisively do not

want to embrace us”. Besides, he said, trying thus to convince his compatriots

out of their hopeless fixation, the whole conception of internationalism had

been irrevocably compromised in the military effort in Afghanistan. It is not

that Shafarevich endorsed any extreme opposite of internationalism either, isola-

tionism, for instance. In another contemporaneous piece he again stressed that the

nationalities issue “cannot be solved on the basis of mutual accusations. Co-

operation of various peoples gives birth to a culture qualitatively higher than

what any one of them is capable of alone. The culture of even the greatest of

peoples acquires new heights in it.”60

He further outlined that under the current circumstances Russians had both a

moral right and a moral duty to concentrate on their own matters. They were also

responsible for the elementary well-being and needs of the millions of ethnic

Russians in the remaining Soviet republics which were bound to become entirely

independent states. But,

it goes without saying that this special responsibility of Russians ought to go together with

full acknowledgement of the meaningfulness of the fates of other peoples inhabiting

Russia, with a heart open to their problems, and with an obligation to be fully solicitous

regarding their rights.61

Characteristically, he also stressed that a healthy state was not created on the

basis of common geopolitical or economic interests only. There had to be some sort

of a natural experience of a common fate, as well. All these emphases reveal one

reason for Shafarevich’s insistence that a country should be treated rather like an

organism than a mechanism: mere force or dictates from above could never keep a

state together; states are also, and most importantly, based on a voluntary union.

And it certainly was beyond the limits of Shafarevich’s ideas to keep disinclined

entities tied to Russia by force.

He outlined that another vital task for Russians was to decide what was the

country they lived in to begin with. Was Russia a federation? If yes, it was

59 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, see also 1994 [1991]d, 309; 1994 [1991]b, 318.
60 Shafarevich 1991 [1989]a, 237.
61 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 285.
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necessary to define which were its federal subjects. The constitution dating from

1977 defined the composition of the Russian SFSR only as far as stating which

autonomic republics and autonomous oblasts – i.e., the entities with populations of

minority nationalities such as the Karelian Autonomous Republic or the Gorno-

Altai autonomous oblast – belonged to it, but it failed to say anything about the

territory where Russians lived, to define its federal subjects, for instance.62 And,

independent of whether Russia was a federation or not, mechanisms for protecting

all its peoples had to be worked out. There were plenty of issues of this kind that

needed to be resolved promptly.63

These ponderings indeed show well that already by the autumn of 1990

Shafarevich saw that it was no longer realistic to assume that the other 14 Soviet

republics would remain together with the Russian SFSR for long. As to his worry

about the uncontrollable disintegration of Russia itself, in the course of the follow-

ing year this would be articulated by Aleksandr Tsipko, a Russian political analyst

held in high regard by experienced Western specialists. In their ensuing studies

John Dunlop, Gail Lapidus and Edward Walker were to cite the following warnings

by Tsipko to illustrate their own conclusions that were, in other words, in line with

Shafarevich’s: “the stronger the striving of the RSFSR to free itself from the center,

the stronger will be the desire of the autonomous formations to free themselves

from Yeltsin. [. . .] The election of a president of the RSFSR will produce a ‘domino

effect’.”64

Neither can Shafarevich’s concerns for the neglected status of Russians of the

Russian SFSR be reasonably written off as thinking typical of a Russian chauvinist.

Such respected scholars as Lapidus, Walker and Shevtsova raise many facts which

started, especially in the years 1992–1993, to seem profoundly unfair to many

Russians in those regions of the Russian Federation which were neither autonomous

republics nor autonomous oblasts of the various national minorities. They asked, for

instance: Why does Tuva with an electorate of 174 000 have more representation in

the parliament than Moscow with its some 7 million voters? Why does Tatarstan

have the right to keep and spend a portion of the taxes it collects while the Russian

regions are obliged to send all of their taxes to the centre? Why should people living

in Sakha-Iakutia have ownership of the enormous natural wealth of their republic

while Russians in resource-rich Tiumen are not granted the same right?65 And,

while many Russians might agree that the ethnic republics should enjoy particular cultural

and symbolic rights such as non-Russian language schools, citizenship, and a state flag,

62 The constitution of 1993 finally stated that the Russian Federation consists of 89 federal

subjects: 21 republics, 48 oblasts, 7 krais, 1 autonomous oblast, 7 autonomous okrugs and 2 federal

cities, i.e., Moscow and St. Petersburg.
63 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 288.
64 Cited in Dunlop 1993, 64 and Lapidus & Walker 1994, 83. Original Tsipko 1991. Lapidus and

Walker (1994, 81, 79) also speak about “a snowballing process of state-formation by ever smaller

ethnic groups and regions” and the “threat [. . .of] disintegration of Russia itself”.
65 Lapidus & Walker 1994, 96. Most of the same facts are recapped in Shevtsova 1999, 41–43.
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they view economic and political privileges for the republics as legalized discrimination

against Russians.66

Like Shafarevich, Shevtsova assessed, when recounting concurrent develop-

ments in 1999, that “this tension could only be mitigated by a new formula to

regulate relations between the federal center and the Federation’s subjects.”

She added: “However, the Russian central authorities [. . .] continued to govern

according to the divide-and-conquer principle, buying off some subjects and

threatening others, thereby producing alienation, distrust, and conflict.”67

Russia After the Failed Putsch

The failed putsch of August 1991, of which Eltsin – the first-ever President of the

RSFSR, having been elected in June – emerged victorious, irrevocably marked an

end of an era.68 The Communist Party was promptly banned and the Soviet Union

abolished. Some months later Shafarevich wrote another important article about

questions concerning state formation and nationalities.69 Dunlop has commented

on it like this:

In the midst of this gloomy emergence of proto-fascist tendencies an occasional, isolated

hopeful note was sounded. In an interview70 with the newspaper Pravda71 the influential

conservative Russian nationalist spokesman, Igor’ Shafarevich, called for Russia to turn

away from dreams of reclaiming an empire and to engage instead in salvific nation-

building.72

66 Lapidus & Walker 1994, 96.
67 Shevtsova 1999, 42.
68 Several high-ranking senior officials tried to topple Gorbachev and Eltsin and turn the clock of

history back to pre-1988 years. They managed to take control of TV and radio broadcasting but

great numbers of people spontaneously poured into the Moscow streets to protest. The majority of

the army refused to follow the putschists’ orders. Within three days the coup had failed. (For a

detailed description, see Dunlop 1993, 186–284; 2003, 94–127.)
69 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f.
70 To be exact, the piece was an article, not an interview.
71 Eltsin had confiscated the property of the Communist Party by decree in August 1991, Pravda
included. Its employees registered a new newspaper by the same name almost instantly thereafter,

however. (About us.)
72 Dunlop 1993, 280. Before this Dunlop had presented Vladimir Zhirinovskii’s, Aleksandr

Prokhanov’s and Eduard Volodin’s ideas about the collapse of the Soviet Union, introducing

them to the reader as “proto-fascist” ideologues. However, in contrast with this judgemental

characterisation, neither Dunlop’s own encapsulations of these texts nor his quotations from

them revealed particular traits of bigotry or nationalism in them but rather illustrated their authors’

relief over the demise of the communists – a sentiment shared by virtually all other citizens.
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Shafarevich began this large article by noting that 25 million Russians had

suddenly ended up beyond the borders of the country.73 All the same, “Looking

about after the initial shock, we see that Russia can be an entirely viable country

within its new boundaries, standing on its feet much more firmly than did the

previous USSR.”74

For one, it was much more homogenous ethnically and linguistically than before.

The proportion of Russians was now 81 per cent of the population and 86 per cent

spoke Russian as their mother tongue. It was not that Shafarevich would have

considered ethnic purity as some sort of a goal or a most fortunate achievement; his

point was only that now it was easier than before to conceive of the state in ways

alternative to the Soviet ones, since now “we have been liberated from the gap of

‘internationalism’ and returned to normal existence of a national Russian state

which has traditionally encompassed many national minorities.”75

Indeed, while Shafarevich said that now, unlike in the past, it was possible to

speak of “Russian national interest” and to pursue policies having it as their starting

point, he stressed that this concept should never denote contempt for non-Russian

peoples or the violation of their interests. There were still over a hundred other

peoples in the country – a fact giving the numerically dominant Russians the

particular responsibility of seeing to that these peoples’ cultural and spiritual life

would develop freely.

Another aspect of the sense of relief which the union’s collapse had brought was

that there was no longer a need for anybody “to speculate” with communism. The

argument that communism was needed to keep the union together had irrevocably

lost its last traces of credence.76 Of course, the country still had plenty of problems.

A lack of unity was one of them. As Shafarevich had said earlier, he reckoned a

general panicky fear of the Soviet system and a desire to escape from it to have

contributed to separatist tendencies all over the country. In addition, the leadership

of the Russian Federation had long been dealing with separatism as if it were its best

weapon against its adversary, the Soviet leadership. Both of these factors had

contributed to the ideas of ethnic separatism which had now reached regions and

republics like Tatarstan, Komi and Karelia – even if their titular nations, the Tatars,

the Komi and the Karelians, made up only 50, 25, and 10 per cent of their

populations, respectively.77

To Shafarevich’s mind the most problematic aspect of separatism was its

implication of an ideal of ethnic purity and the unarticulated question ‘is the

73 This figure equates roughly with the number of Russians in the former Soviet republics in the

1989 census. The Russian minorities in the Ukraine and Kazakhstan were numerically the greatest.

(Greenall 2005.)
74 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 323.
75 Ibid.
76 Ibid.
77 Ibid., 330.
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existence of national minorities possible or permissible at all?’78 He pointed out

that only very recently in history had it become common to regard the existence of

national minorities as unfortunate for a country. As before, he stressed that this idea

was a product of contemporary civilisation orienting itself to mass production,

cherishing the idea of strictly defined “standards” and retaining a morbid relation to

individuality, particularly the individual character of nations.79 He illustrated this

by saying that the contemporary Russians’ forefathers had not identified themselves

with their tribes, Drevlians, Polans or Viatichs but with the land of Rus.80 It has

been characteristic of later times as well that the Russians’ object of identification

has been Russian civilisation – understood as culture, language and certain constit-

uent values: “History shows that dwelling in Russia does not threaten the national

existence of peoples (of course, only if compared with other states81 – the history of

any country has much cruelty and injustice).”82

Shafarevich had not changed his firm opinion – which differed crucially from the

principle of Soviet internationalism with its ultimate aim of the complete merging

together of all peoples (sliianie) – that if national minorities are not suppressed,

their presence becomes a richness both to the country as a whole and the minorities

themselves, because the interaction of cultures is always beneficial.83 He reiterated

his old ideas also when he said that Leninist-Stalinist nationalities policies had

greatly contributed to the country’s tragedies. They had opted for stoking and

taking advantage of inter-ethnic distrust in order to create an impression that the

Communist Party was needed to keep the country together and to prevent nationa-

lities issues from becoming inflamed. The most essential task was thus to relinquish

the Soviet nationalities policy. This was more important than the toppling of statues

or changing street names even if that had significance as well. In the same

connection he noted that when a communist country is broken up, it is likely to

be replaced by several smaller and hardly viable communist countries because

former party elites are prone to hold on to their power.

Against these comments by Shafarevich it is interesting to take notice of those

made by Reddaway and Glinskii much later, in 2001. Explaining why the Soviet

republics – except those in the Baltics and Caucasus which had defined their

positions early on – jumped very swiftly to the anti-retention camp after the failed

coup, they referred to two major factors. First was the local communist leaderships’

fear that they would end up losing their own power, even being prosecuted, now

that the democrats had won. Second was the general fear resulting from Eltsin’s

announcement in October 1991 to begin economic shock therapy. Reddaway and

78 Ibid., 328–329.
79 Ibid., 330.
80 Ibid., 333.
81 This was obviously a reference to the ways in which the British had treated their colonies or the

North Americans the indigenous population of the continent.
82 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 330.
83 Ibid.
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Glinskii thus challenge the interpretation that the desire to separate per se would

have been the most powerful factor.84

These commentaries made by Shafarevich in 1991 can also be considered

against the fact that it would be expressly in 1992 – the worst year of the spectacu-

larly catastrophic crisis of the Russian economy – that Tatarstan, Tuva, Iakutia-

Sakha and Krasnoiarsk would be taking steps towards sovereignty.85

In this big “programmatic” article in Pravda Shafarevich also stated that Russia

cannot be regarded as the successor state of the Soviet Union. Only in this way will

Russian troops’ presence in the other countries’ conflicts be seen as it is: as criminal

and insane, he argued. Only in this way will it be possible to deal with the issues

concerning Russians in the other countries sensibly, and with this he apparently

meant, without being stuck into a vicious circle of mutual accusations according to

the criteria of Soviet times, with the titular nations looking at the present Russians

as the Soviet colonists and with the local Russian minorities refusing to adapt to the

new realities and demanding that Russia come to their rescue, like the master.

Moral reckoning with the past and unambiguous disassociation from its harmful

relics was vital in other ways as well. For instance, it was nonsensical to ban the

Communist Party if it was merely replaced by another party claiming to be the legal

owner of its money robbed from the people.86 With this he apparently referred to

Eltsin’s promptness in confiscating the party assets,87 to the fact that it was now

Eltsin’s supporters who inherited the plentiful former nomenklatura privileges,88

and to the general accumulation of property into the hands of the old ruling class-

turned-Eltsinites.89 Shafarevich asked how would anyone have believed in the de-

Nazification of Germany if its president, premier and federal ministers, having

formerly held the highest positions in the National Socialist party or the SS, would

just announce having resigned from these but retained their posts.90 Indeed, as

McFaul says, “Aside those deliberately implicated in the coup attempt, few people

were removed from leadership positions in [. . .] ministries and agencies.” He adds

that this “policy [. . .] disappointed many in Russia’s opposition movement.”91

Shafarevich went on by saying that according to Solzhenitsyn’s calculations

86 thousand people had been prosecuted and convicted in Germany for collabora-

tion with the Nazis: the proportionally equal share of the population in Russia

would be 250 thousand. Shafarevich specified that to his mind it was no longer

necessary to prosecute or hound these people but it certainly was necessary to

84 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 245–246.
85 For these quests, see Shevtsova 1999, 41; Lapidus & Walker 1994, 96; Dunlop 1993, 59–64.
86 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 329.
87 For this, see McFaul 2001, 132.
88 For this, see Sogrin 2001, 138.
89 For this, see Shevtsova 1999, 46. For an unsparing analysis of all these developments, see also

Reddaway & Glinski 2001, passim.
90 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 331.
91McFaul 2001, 133.
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remove them from the highest positions. He also noted, not entirely without

sarcasm, that while Russia already had “an anti-fascist committee” – something

that had been vitally needed in Italy and Germany after the war – it did not have an

anti-communist committee it would need much more sorely. Be that as it may, it

was primarily with mental and moral efforts that the heritage of the long communist

rule could be overcome, not with administrative means.92

This article – Shafarevich’s first thorough assessment of Russia after the putsch

appearing just two months after it – clearly reflected his wish to put the emphasis on

the positive and hopeful in the new situation. But it also included distressed

criticism of the gloomy state of economic and social policies which he had been

tirelessly speaking about for the past years. In particular, he expressed his concern

for great irrational hatred reigning among the people – directed at just about

everybody, from one’s neighbour next door to the President. It germinated from a

general experience of meaninglessness, senselessness and glaring injustice. For

instance, while the price of potatoes had multiplied twenty-fold and many people

had sunk below the poverty line, a club of young millionaires had been founded. He

noted with distress that the media, too, was reporting the rising mortality rate in a

matter-of-fact tone and idealising “the heroes of our time” – the businessmen and

the parliamentarians who speculated with stocks and had accounts in the Western

banks. Television brought these images to every home and its macabre and tasteless

style only added up to grief and anger, he said.93

Shafarevich noted that it was common to argue against complaints like these by

saying that freedom is the most valuable thing and now Russia finally has it. But

an ordinary person’s freedom to add some sugar in his glass of tea has just

disappeared, he opposed, referring to the general shortage of sugar and other

elementary foodstuffs that had shoved most citizens to the brink of hunger.94

Secondly, he noted dryly, there is no reason to value the people of Russia so low

as to assume that they would deem as freedom the right to admire obscene

photographs in a newspaper or to revel when people in high posts are being lavishly

92 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 331. As to Shafarevich’s mentioning of the “anti-fascist committee”,

the later poignant words by Reddaway and Glinskii may be noted: “fascism has never been

influential in Russian politics. Members of Yeltsin’s regime much exaggerated its contemporary

influence to enflame elite passions and frighten the Russian and Western publics, and – not least –

to justify the funding requests of a new coterie of professional ‘fascism fighters’.” (Reddaway &

Glinski 2001, 313.) And: “Since 1988, abundant financial and human resources from Russia and

abroad have been pumped into the creation of numerous self-styled antifascist centers and fronts,

as well as research and intelligence facilities to investigate the activities of any politician or group

that the new leaders decided to frame as fascists. In the early 1990s, research topics involving the

‘fight against fascism’ and related issues became a good career move for Kremlin-loyal academics

and would-be politicians in the same way that the ‘struggle against Zionism’ was fashionable over

the preceding two decades.” (Ibid., 364–365.)
93 Ibid., 324.
94 For a summary of these devastating facts, see R. Ericson 1994, 37.
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berated. Freedom is the possibility to affect one’s own life – and, like in the past,

people were deprived of it.95

He finally assessed Russia’s role in the global context. Referring to the war in

the Persian Gulf, he disapproved of those Russian political actors who jumped

onto the bandwagon of America and quarrelled with the Islamic world.96 Earlier in

1991 he had noted that in this war he had not seen the power of democracy but the

overwhelming physical power of all “the good guys” grouped up against a poorly

developed country, manifesting greatest opprobrium. In other words, it had marked

return to classical imperialism, known in the 19th century as “the politics of

cannons”. He had sarcastically characterised it like this: “Africans suddenly catch

and, well, eat up some missionary. Then a gunboat disembarks and the whole

village is shot dead so that all would understand and remember how to behave.”

He had continued that

those who act out when in a position of power are often tempted to choose the most

primitive solution of all. Brezhnev’s decision to send tanks into Czechoslovakia in 1968 is a

case in point. This is the current position of the US as well. It seems to me that the abilities

of their leadership proved to be on the level of Brezhnev’s advisors. The Islamic world,

experiencing now a powerful outburst of activism, will hardly forget this humiliation, this

bloodshed. The US is firming up against itself a united Islamic front, from Tashkent to

Morocco, discrediting its allies in that region as traitors [in the eyes of the general

population]. The principles are wonderful if they are applied in all cases. But for some

reason these principles do not touch the US occupation of Panama or the Israeli occupation

of Lebanon and Syria. And then it is more like traditional Anglo-Saxon pharisaism.97

Here, upon concluding the discussion of Shafarevich’s most thorough address

concerning subjects like “ethnicity” and “empire”, is perhaps an appropriate place

to quote the words of the eminent James Billington, who has assessed Shafarevich’s

political activities of the post-Soviet years by saying that he “clearly believed that

Russia’s historic greatness lay in the purity of its ethnicity and the extent of its

empire.”98 Another, likewise rather stupefying assessment is from the pen of Judith

Devlin:

95 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f, 324–325.
96 Ibid., 333. In the Gulf war the Soviet Union took a neutral line but it was a significant signal of

the end of the cold war that it did nothing to defend its former ally Iraq, either, except for some

attempts to arbitrate. In spite of this official non-alignment policy, occasional pro-Western

politicians approved of the US-led bombings of Iraq. In another contemporaneous text Shafarevich

assumed that Saddam Hussein could not have resorted to the suicidal attempt to annex Kuwait

except in the hope that the Soviets would come to his rescue. He had apparently not understood

that the Soviet Union could no longer pretend to challenge the US. While this situation was of

course a blessing in the sense that the Soviet ventures had been mostly meaninglessly aggressive, it

also meant that there was no longer a power in the world capable of constraining any of the similar

pretensions of the US. Thus, to Shafarevich’s mind the only reasonable option for Russia for the

time being was to stick firmly to the policy of refraining from mixing into the matters of others and

to keep others from mixing into those of its own. (Shafarevich 1991c.)
97 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]b, 315.
98 Billington 2004, 70.
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Many leading writers and intellectuals, such as [the village prose writer] Valentin Rasputin

and Igor Shafarevich, lent their moral authority to criticisms of the reforms, questioning the

value of such civil rights as freedom of speech and representative gover[n]ment, while

apparently endorsing anti-Semitism and theocratic authoritarianism. The dissemination of

nationalist, collectivist and authoritarian ideas, and the weight which attaches to them by

virtue of their spokesmen’s status, seem to compromise Russia’s future as a peaceful and

stable society, in which the individuals’ freedom and rights are assured.99

“Shock Therapy” – the Context of Shafarevich’s Moves to Come

It is crystal clear on the basis of Shafarevich’s statements presented thus far – and

also those to be recounted on the next pages – that he had no sympathy whatsoever

for the putschists of 1991 or for any pretensions to restore the Soviet system. He

was, however, extremely worried because there seemed to be no end in sight to

socio-economic adventurism, authoritative experiments defying democracy and a

lack of political prudence of the powers that be. A major challenge to engage

Shafarevich in the coming months would be the economic programme christened

“shock therapy”.

This programme was introduced because it was Eltsin’s noble aim – one that,

however, soon sanctified all means – to ensure that communism would never again

gain a foothold in Russia.100 As a means to this end he and his entourage conceived

of transforming Russia into a market economy by way of a leap, with the rawest

libertarian recipes of Adam Smith and the Chicago School of Economics. As the

Moscow politologist Vladimir Sogrin points out, it was virtually impossible to have

this done by way of respecting the spirit and the practices of democracy since the

reformers wanted to refashion Russia “to match with an ideal”, relying on abstract

principles and not on “existing socio-economic, political and socio-cultural mate-

rial”.101 Indeed, the Eltsin regime resorted to increasingly authoritarian and undemo-

cratic means – for the purpose of securing democracy, as they explained. The

principles of rule of law to which Eltsin had loudly committed himself instantly

after the putsch thus eroded rapidly. Disillusioned with Eltsin’s growing authoritar-

ianism, a notable number of moderate democrats, Christian and constitutional

99 Devlin 1999, xvii.
100 However, the threat of the return to communism was a mirage much more than a reality. As a

rule, Eltsin’s popularity was highest whenever he could refer to this threat in a credible way.

Consequently the fear of the return to communism was arguably always the major explanation for

his popularity. (See also Aksiutin et al. 1996, 651 and Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 310.)
101 Sogrin 2001, 105–106, 1–11. Reddaway and Glinskii characterise Eltsin’s major speech on the

subject “[entirely permeated by] an almost religious faith in the universal efficacy of Western

market equilibrium models and their instantaneous applicability on Russian soil.” (Reddaway &

Glinski 2001, 233). They point out that “shock therapy [. . .] was far from being an isolated set of

purely economic measures”, meaning by this that it made up something of an entire ideology

(ibid., 241).
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democrats among them, disengaged themselves from the rulers as the year 1991

was coming to a close.102

Eltsin had made the announcement about “shock therapy” in October 1991, and

it was scheduled to start with the New Year. Already by December, however, its

anticipation and preparations had bred so much instability that, for example, the

Time magazine reported that

Severe shortages of fuel closed half the country’s airports and halted domestic flights.

Banks were running out of hard currency as citizens struggled with a runaway ruble.

Factories called stoppages, services inexplicably ceased. Food was critically short in

Moscow and St. Petersburg.

It continued that the “U.S. Air Force planes will begin flying food into Moscow,

St. Petersburg and other hungry cities” and that an emergency conference was being

planned to coordinate food aid.103

The most essential changes brought about by “shock therapy” were the liberation

of prices and trade at once together with the initiation of swift privatisation of

housing and state-owned enterprises. As Sogrin recounts, the reformists’ brain trust

led by Prime Minister Egor Gaidar had expected prices to treble. To ensure that the

people could cope with this, salaries, pensions and study grants were almost

doubled. However, to the reformists’ surprise, prices rose at least tenfold, and the

majority of the population sank hopelessly below the poverty line.104 Reddaway

and Glinskii have different statistics but they, too, entirely confirm the scale of

events: “[In 1992] consumer prices rose at an average annual rate of 1,354 percent

over the whole year, and were rising at a rate of 2,318 percent by the end of

December.” And: “during the period 1992–1998, the country’s GDP declined by

about 44 percent. [. . .] (By comparison, Soviet GDP during World War II shrank by

24 percent. During the Great Depression of 1929–1933, the United States lost 30,5

percent of its GDP.)”105

The next stage of privatisation was similarly hapless. In the autumn of 1992,

each citizen was given a privatisation voucher worth 10 000 roubles (roughly 20 US

dollars) with which he could purchase stocks. This was rendered fairly meaningless

by the fact that 10 000 roubles which had still been a fair sum of money at the

beginning of the year could no longer buy stocks in the autumn as had been

intended, due to sky-rocketing inflation and a steep rise in stock prices. In addition,

the large majority of the citizens deposited their vouchers into investment funds

which had pledged themselves to invest the money in profitable enterprises, but “in

the matter of one – two years [the majority of these funds] disappeared without a

trace after having considerably enrichened their managers”. The most significant

102 Sogrin 2001, 107.
103 Church 1991.
104 Sogrin 2001, 108, 112.
105 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 249, see also passim.
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consequence of privatisation to ordinary citizens was that their bank savings

vanished into thin air as the rouble lost its value.106

When recounting how the economic and social state of the country was becom-

ing more desperate and how the rulers had mounting difficulties in explaining this

to the citizens in any elegant way, Sogrin continued, not without sarcasm, that

Gradually the propagandist organs of the new rule started to employ even such a classical

approach of the old regime as to acknowledge the current difficulties as necessary and

inescapable during a lengthy period and to offer as a compensation to the present generation

‘a bright future’ for its grandchildren and great-grandchildren.107

Sogrin also pointed out that an important incentive for the government to

hammer through this programme was that Russia was virtually dependent on the

International Monetary Fund dictating it the rules. Russia’s agriculture was in such

a devastated state that it was necessary to buy 120–130 tons of grain from abroad

annually, and Russia managed to obtain the credits to this end only by fulfilling the

IMF’s two conditions – liquidation of the budget deficit and liberalisation of

prices.108

When it then came to Western observers’ reactions to developments in Russia,

they of course could not avoid taking notice of the major economic (and social)

chaos but despite of it their great majority greeted the reforms as a progressive

venture of the new era and portrayed the reformers as its brave heroes.109 This view

started to change at the end of the 1990s and it was entirely rebuffed by the seminal

2001 study by Reddaway and Glinskii which meticulously chronicles and analyses

the Russian quest for reform during the Eltsin era. They summarise the economic,

social and psychological consequences of the shock therapy programme in a deadly

fashion:

• In spite of the country’s poor economic preconditions the reformers were

determined to put the reforms through at a devastating pace. It was thus clear

from the beginning that “The government simply could not afford to antagonize

both the middle class and the traditional managerial elite.” It followed from this

that Eltsin’s reforms treated ordinary people and the middle class “ruthlessly”

but “to company managers and other layers of the economic nomenklatura [. . .]
the Yeltsin-Gaidar reforms gave ‘neither therapy, nor even a genuine shock’”.

They “benevolently encourag[ed] well-positioned Russians to get rich quick”.110

• “[I]nflationary confiscation of savings from the weakest and most numerous part

of society created a huge psychological and moral gap between the Yeltsin

regime and the Russian populace”. The shock therapy “led to devastating

consequences [. . .] in terms of [. . .] productive capacities, human capital, health,

106 Sogrin 2001, 112, 117, 123 (citation); Shevtsova 1999, 44.
107 Sogrin 2001, 121–122.
108 Ibid., 112–113. See also Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 292–303.
109 This real-time enthusiasm is documented in Reddaway & Glinski 2001, passim.
110 Ibid., 234–235.
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democratic indicators, culture and education as well as in terms of people’s

mutual trust and the nation’s psychological confidence”.111

• The extent to which the newly born capitalism merged with criminality of the

highest and lowest level was flabbergasting.112

• Lastly, “part of the problem from 1992 to 1998 was the personal profiles and

worldview of the reformers, which were alien and obnoxious to the majority of

everyday citizens”. In spite of this many of them “were – and are – presented as

intellectual luminaries and attained the unofficial rank of court thinkers and

writers in the Yeltsin regime.”113

As will be seen in the following section (and as evidenced from the commentar-

ies recounted so far), this 2001 diagnosis and criticism by these two eminent

scholars coincided with Shafarevich’s statements at the time when it all was still

just about happening. And, understandably enough, with its drastic social and

economic results the shock therapy also had major political effects, to be discussed

next.

How to Retain Even Elementary Social Stability?

When Shafarevich commented on the post-putsch era in real time, he lamented that

just like the putschists and the Bolsheviks before them, those now in power again

wanted to “make a revolution”. They, too, had a fixation to “burn to the ground” all

that had existed before.114 They were prone to look at themselves as “revolutionaries”,

and their opponents as “counter-revolutionaries”. Here Shafarevich cited the trium-

phant declaration by Ruslan Khasbulatov, the new chairman of the Supreme Soviet of

the Russian Federation in its first meeting after the putsch: “the counter-revolutionary

coup has failed”.115 This revolutionary consciousness was manifested painfully

clearly in the rulers’ actions, not only in their rhetoric, Shafarevich highlighted.116

As was seen, he was also extremely worried about the growing despair, frustra-

tion, and bitterness among the population, which had been strong already by the end

111 Ibid., 234–244.
112 Ibid., 273–280, 303–305, passim.
113 Ibid., 241, 239–240.
114 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]e, 380.
115 Shafarevich 1992d, 5. Sogrin’s quotation of the call of Lev Ponomarev, a noted human rights

activist and one of the frontmen of the Democratic Russia movement, at the end of 1991 illustrates

Shafarevich’s point: “[We ought] to sell land, privatise industry and trade at a revolutionary tempo,

to act like Eltsin had acted during the putsch. Yes, a number of his decrees in that critical situation

have an anti-constitutional character. But I would call this genial. They absolutely responded to the

political needs. That is, we ought to be pragmatists.” (Sogrin 2001, 107.)
116 Shafarevich 1992d, 5.
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of 1991. He wanted to infuse faith in his fellow countrymen. When an interviewer

suggested that Russians had fallen into great difficulties because of their great guilt

and faults, he replied,

Of course, from some higher, most profound perspective – the perspective of eternity as it’s

said – humankind is suffering from its own sins and we all are guilty. But now, it seems to

me that it’s particularly important for Russians to understand that in comparison with the

rest of the peoples we are not more guilty. We mustn’t blame ourselves for all that has

happened just like we mustn’t react to the decimation of the North American Indians by the

English colonists by way of blaming the Indians or to the destruction of Jews in the Nazi

camps by way of blaming the Jews.117

These developments and these musings evidently also make up the motive for

Shafarevich’s decision at that time “to go into politics”. To his mind the powers

that be were breeding more and more misfortune, despair and frustration, and he

apparently felt the need to support all pursuits to channel this frustration into

constructive political initiatives of resistance to the irresponsible experimenting

to which Russians had fallen prey. Since he took part expressly in the activities of

movements in the opposition camp – sweepingly labelled by many Western

scholars as “the new right”, “the (proto-)fascists” or “the red-browns” – his decision

was to cement his terrible reputation.118

In December 1991 he spoke at the first congress of a new loose political body

which united patriots and democrats disillusioned with Eltsin’s regime, the ROS

(Rossiiskii obshchenarodnyi soiuz), or All-Nation’s Union of Russia. It had been

initiated that October and was led by a young Siberian deputy, Sergei Baburin. Such

an authority of Russian studies as Richard Sakwa states that “[Baburin] and his

allies [. . .] supported a strong state, collective property and mystical notions of

Russian community”.119 Another big name of Russian studies, John B. Dunlop,

refers to Baburin as a “proto-fascist” without further specifying his arguments,120

and the likewise eminent James Billington, whose name was mentioned a little

117 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]h, 335.
118 See, for instance, characterisations by Dunlop, Gessen and Ianov in Ch. 1. This was certainly

true concerning the NAS scandal as well. At its height Semen Reznik informed the readers of the

eminent Scientist that “With his public activities Shafarevich has put himself beyond the borders of

civilized society”, referring, among other things, to his participation in the “Russian National

Sobor (‘Gathering’) [i.e., the RuNS] and in the Russian Salvation Front [i.e., National Salvation

Front]” to be soon discussed. In Reznik’s rendering “the main goal of these organizations is to

‘save’ Russia from democratic reforms”. (Reznik 1993.) In comparison with the excessively

gloomy analyses of this sort by Reznik and some of the “big names” of Russian studies cited

elsewhere in this chapter, that of the US-based scholar Andrei Znamenskii [Znamenski] was much

fairer: “Taking into account the painful transition of the present day Russia to the market society,

we should recognize that much of what [Shafarevich] writes about the unbearable economic

situation in the country is true.” (Znamenski 1996, 43.)
119 Sakwa 1996, 83.
120 Dunlop 1993, 185.
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earlier, characterises the movement as “[Baburin’s] crypto-fascist union”.121 These

depictions give a misleading impression of Baburin and the ROS. The charac-

terisation by Reddaway and Glinskii is more accurate. They call Baburin

“a quintessential parliamentarian”.122 Indeed, the ROS’s founding documents, as

well as Baburin’s speech at the congress, were in line with Shafarevich’s statements

recounted earlier, starting with their general emphasis and ending with exact

formulations. Baburin declared, for instance, that

we ought to support unwaveringly such powers in Russia’s leadership which promote

continuation of economic and political transformation but by so doing decline extreme

and adventuristic positions, which unfortunately have been and continue to be the complex

of the current government.123

As to Shafarevich’s statements at the congress, Laqueur, even if tending to

prefer to mention Shafarevich in a negative tone, acknowledged him as having

contributed with an “appeal to drop all sectarian interests”.124 This was to be

Shafarevich’s most consistent line in all these ventures, as will be seen.

In February 1992 Shafarevich attended an event named the Congress of Civic

and Patriotic Powers (Kongress grazhdanskikh i patrioticheskikh sil), summoned by

Viktor Aksiuchits, a Christian democrat125 who had visibly supported Eltsin during

the putsch but had grown disappointed with his ways, and the ROS member Nikolai

121 Billington 1992, 149. See also Muraveva 1991.
122 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 586. Shenfield also calls Baburin a moderate (Shenfield 2000, 44).

Baburin, a former dean of the law faculty at Omsk, represented the “Russia” faction in the

Congress of People’s Deputies. Before the August putsch it gained fame for its open letter to the

Communist Party urging it to reform itself. At the end of 1991 he lost narrowly to Eltsin’s favourite

Ruslan Khasbulatov in the elections for the speaker of the Supreme Soviet and “functioned

continuously as a leader of various factions and groups of deputies, and became deputy speaker

of the Duma in January 1996.” (Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 586. See also Baburin 1997, 451–452.)
123 Baburin 1997 [1991], 76. For general information about the ROS, see Pashentsev 1998,

141–150; Verkhovskii; Pribylovskii & Mikhailovskaia 1999, 34; Rossiiskii obshchenarodnyi

soiuz; Barygin 1999, 134–135; Lebedev 2003a, 640.
124 Laqueur 1994a, 261, this was also the encapsulation in Kraevskaia 1991. However, Laqueur

mistakenly refers to the ROS as the Russian Liberation Union, apparently assuming it to be an

abbreviation for the rather stark coinage Russkii osvobozhditelnyi soiuz (Laqueur 1994a, 261).

Sakwa reproduces its name incorrectly as Russkii (correctly: Rossiiskii) obshchenarodnii soiuz

(Sakwa 1996, 83). Since organisations with similar names were to mushroom in the coming years,

some confusion is pardonable. Nevertheless, these lapses show how hard a time scholars had in

finding even elementary reliable information about these organisations – a fact which can be

remembered when considering the sweepingly judgemental crystallisations of their agendas often

found in their studies. Indeed, alone these mistaken versions of the ROS’s name fail to transmit

that its name had as few sectarian hints to it as possible with rossiiskii pointing to multi-national

Russia in contrast to russkii referring to ethnic Russians, and with obshchenarodnyi only

strengthening this message.
125 Aksiuchits had been baptised by Father Dimitri Dudko when he was a graduate student in 1979.

Involved in various Christian initiatives and since 1988 in Christian political organisations, he had

founded Russia’s Christian Democratic Movement (Rossiiskoe khristianskoe demokraticheskoe

dvizhenie).
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Pavlov.126 It aimed at further bringing together patriotic opposition forces, most

notably disillusioned democrats and moderate patriotic intelligentsia.127 On the first

day of the congress a widely publicised scandal broke out when Dmitrii Vasilev and

his Pamiat members turned up uninvited and started disrupting the meeting to the

great annoyance of all.128 As The Guardian’s correspondent Jonathan Steele

notes, they had a habit of making such interventions, apparently for purposes of

intimidation. Previously they had “shout[ed] down a meeting of the Writers’

Union” and “storm[ed] through the offices of the popular newspaper, Moskovskii
Komsomolets”.129 After the initial havoc the Congress managed to get rid of the

troublemakers. Yet, as the report by the Panorama think tank recounts, when

Shafarevich took the floor on the second day, some people from the back rows

tried to whistle at [him] (‘for the traitorous article approving of the disintegration of

the [Soviet] Union having appeared in Nash sovremennik’130). But the whistlers

were silenced.131

In his speech Shafarevich concentrated exclusively on imminent dangers: hun-

ger and cold awaiting the country as farming territory had been decreased by a third

since the previous year and there were clear signs of a fuel crisis. His suggestion

was that the opposition try to influence the rulers to fight these dangers through the

trade unions. He called everybody to put aside their differences of opinion now that

the country was in serious trouble like a leaking ship. It was not the time to

speculate about the course for the future but to run to the pumps instead.132

The Congress also managed to make a decision about the foundation of the

People’s Gathering of Russia (Rossiiskoe narodnoe sobranie, RNS, also known as

RoNS). It was to be an umbrella organisation for liberal conservatives and moderate

patriots.133 According to some sources Shafarevich was elected to its duma or

central council, but that summer he commented on this by saying that nobody

had asked him to stand and that he had been absent during the election.134 While

this organisation would not become an important or long-lasting body, it was a

significant initiative in bringing together a wide range of patriots and democrats

126 The political biography and choices of Pavlov – a Siberian biologist and Congress deputy of

1989 elected to the Supreme Soviet – coincided with Baburin’s. He was a moderate patriotic

democrat and anti–communist.
127 For documents of the Congress, see Obozrevatel, 2–3 Feb. 1992.
128 Razh 1992. See also the earlier mentioning of the scandal in Ch. 8 in the discussion about

Pamiat.
129 Steele 1994, 332.
130 I.e., Shafarevich 1994 [1991]f.
131 Razh 1992.
132 Shafarevich 1992e. He would make a similar call later that year, saying that it was senseless to

raise questions which divided opposition-minded people when it was time to see beyond them and

to unite (Shafarevich 1992a).
133 Razh 1992.
134 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]a, 398. For the spontaneous nature of the event, see Razh 1992.
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disappointed with Eltsin. As such it was a direct continuation of the ROS, which

took part in it as well.135

Should There Be a Continuum with the Past?

The day of the “Protectors of the Fatherland”, i.e., the veterans, on 23 February

1992 provided a significant motive for future developments – both for Shafarevich’s

next political move and the opposition at large. An enormous number of people –

veterans wearing their decorations from the Second World War and members of

communist and workers’ parties, many carrying Soviet flags – gathered in Moscow

for a traditional demonstration and to leave flowers at the monument of the

unknown soldier by the Kremlin wall. While Mossovet, the City council that

was rapidly losing its power to the Eltsinite mayor’s office,136 had given formal

permission for the event, the demonstrators’ way was blocked by the OMON, the

militia’s combat-geared special units. The official excuse was that a wreath-laying

ceremony by government members was taking place simultaneously. The incident

culminated, for the first time, in an open confrontation between the militia and the

demonstrators. One of them, a veteran of the Second World War, died of a heart

attack and many people, among them militiamen, were injured. While the most

radical communist demonstrators were evidently not innocent in this outcome,137

this does not change the fact that the move by the highest authorities was

provocatively undiplomatic and thus, embittering.138 The event had significant

consequences. According to a Russian study

various opposition forces and a union of communists and ‘statist-patriot’ [‘derzhavno-
patriot’] forces were consolidating in the wake of these events and directly influenced by

them. Leaders of the constitutional democrats [. . .], Christian democrats and some other

politicians having formerly taken an anti-communist stance judged sharply the Moscow

authorities’ actions to disband the communist demonstration. Solidarity between commu-

nist and non-communist currents served as the basis for forming a new – conservative-

patriotic – movement.139

135 Barygin 1999, 125, 129; Lebedev 2003b, 641 and 2003c, 834; Aksiutin et al. 1996, 676–677.
136 For a description of their power game that had evolved into a system of dual power, see Sogrin

2001, 106–107.
137 Gordon Hahn recounts in his meticulous study that a videotape provided by the authorities

showed the communist hardliner Anpilov inciting the demonstrators “to storm the police cordons”.

He also cites reports according to which there were more injured OMON troops than

demonstrators – as well as reports attesting to the contrary prepared by the communists. (Hahn

1994, 306, 325.)
138 Aksiutin et al. 1996, 676; Hahn 1994, 306, 325.
139 Aksiutin et al. 1996, 676. See also Shafarevich’s direct commentary about 23 February. He

interpreted its events, including the media’s defamatory treatment of the day, as the rulers’
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Indeed, 25 major oppositional bodies – the most important patriotic ones of them

being the ROS and the Russian National Assembly, to be discussed next – made a

joint declaration announcing a “duma” or “veche” to be held on Moscow’s Manezh

Square on 17 March. This “Manezh duma” was the organ of the largest loose

coalition of all possible opposition groupings to date, uniting for the first time both

the national-patriots and the communists.140

A similar landmark event, again bringing together a coalition of national-

patriots, communists and democrats disillusioned with Eltsin, was the first congress

of the Russian National Assembly, or Russkii natsionalnyi sobor (here referred to as

the RuNS), the other patriotic body behind the Manezh appeal. This event, taking

place in June, gathered together several dozens of parties or organisations from all

over the country. The RuNS remained under the leadership of Aleksandr Sterligov,

the anti-communist former KGB general who had founded it in February, but the

congress elected it a “duma”, a council of a sort, representing all ideological

streams of this newly united opposition. Shafarevich was elected a member of

this eclectic collective of the most authoritative opinion leaders of all streams of

the opposition.141

The opening date of the congress, 12 June, was not a coincidence. It was a new

official holiday commemorating the adoption of the Declaration of Sovereignty of

the Russian Federation in 1990, christened the Day of Russia’s Independence.

Shafarevich outlined in his speech that in a country where “sovereignty” had

denoted for the majority of citizens a sharp fall into huge social difficulties its

celebration felt like a grandiose bluff.142 It was a similar ruse to insist on calling

things going on in the country “perestroika”, rebuilding, when the national econ-

omy was being effectively destroyed and the country’s riches sold cheaply to

private persons and foreign companies.143

encouragement of the people to be ashamed of their country and to thus betray their conscience by

scorning the veterans (Shafarevich 1994 [1992]b).
140 For Shafarevich’s criticism of the way this occasion was covered on TV, see Shafarevich 1994

[1992]g, 376.
141 Lebedev 2003b, 670; Aksiutin et al. 1996, 676–677; Hahn 1994, 309–310; Verkhovskii &

Pribylovskii 1996, 60–63.
142 For some reference, in a poll, albeit conducted in 1998, in which Russians were asked to choose

one of the alternatives to characterise what “the Day of Russia’s Independence” meant to them, the

percentage of people with unequivocally indifferent or negative attitudes was the highest (i.e.,

87 per cent, of whom 21 per cent chose “Doesn’t mean anything”, 9 per cent chose “An

anniversary of a great tragedy for our country”, 38 per cent “I don’t know what day is that” and

19 per cent “An additional day off”. Those choosing “A big feast day” made up only 9 per cent and

“Hard to say” 4 per cent). (Doktorov et al. 2002, 53 which also includes other interesting statistics

concerning reactions to privatisation. For instance, in 1998 the great majority, 63 per cent, chose

the option that privatisation was done “by breaking the laws” [while only 6 per cent chose

“according to the laws], and 61 or 64 [two samples] per cent chose the option according to

which it had caused “more harm than good”. Ibid., 86.)
143 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]d, 364.
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A few days earlier Shafarevich had remarked that constant deterioration of life

does not match the definition of “reform”, specifying that it was senseless to pretend

that fateful cataclysms were the inevitable drawback of all proper reforms and

should simply be accepted as such. For example, he argued, post-war reforms in

Germany or the Soviets’ shift to the NEP (the “new economic policy”) from war

communism in the 1920s had instantly brought about an improvement to conditions

of life – to the extent that contemporaries had perceived them as something of a

miracle. Shafarevich noted that their “secret” had just been a general idea more

respectful of real life than that of the previous system: economic improvement and

social reform had been achieved because the corrective function of continuous

feedback from real life had been allowed to shape the development to a greater

extent than previously. What was happening now, in contrast, was once again an

attempt to realise a utopia.144

The Moskovskie novosti covered the RuNS congress under the frightening

heading “Black Shirts” Are Calling to Man the Barricades145 – thus referring to

how Nikolai Pavlov had been interrupted by whistles after having said “Should we

man the barricades? No! The Russian people will not bear one more war!” While

the reporter noted that “all the documents of the assembly declared in every way

dedication to constitutional methods of action”, she said that the crowd, dubbed by

her as “hooligans having attempted an assault of the Ostankino TV centre”, cheered

the most belligerent statements.146

Soon after, Literaturnaia Rossiia, a major mouthpiece of the national-patriotic

opposition, published Shafarevich’s article criticising the coverage of the RuNS

meeting on TV. He complained that pictures of it had been

shown in the background of [another, simultaneous] rally at the Ostankino [TV centre – a

favourite venue for opposition-minded demonstrators] so that it was not possible to grasp

which personality belonged where. A communication, which [Russian Communist

Workers’ Party’s] V[iktor] Anpilov had made many years back, was presented to the

spectators as his speech! [. . .] There is a feeling that instead of honest information we are

again offered offensive ideological cud.147

144 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]e, 379–380. On this occasion he had also singled out as factors leading

to the present catastrophe “the criminal economy that has gone out of control” and the former party

functionaries’ efforts to invent allegedly legitimate means to transform their former privileges into

their private property.
145 In connection with the NAS scandal the anxious community of mathematicians was informed

of this article (appearing simultaneously in English in theMoscow News) in The Scientist (Spector
1992c) and The Washington Post (Shepp & Veklerov 1992). On both occasions it was mentioned

as a piece of evidence of Shafarevich’s current political activities. The latter article said, “At a

nationalist rally in Moscow in June, Mr. Shafarevich was among those who incited the audience

with antisemitic and antidemocratic speeches”. For the record, Shafarevich said nothing that

concerned the Jews even remotely or nothing that could be characterised as “antidemocratic” by

any reasonable standards.
146 Bychkova 1992. For a similar account in the Russian mainstream press, see Mnatsakanian

1992.
147 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]c, 362.
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The sharpest edge of Shafarevich’s criticism was not directed at the press even if

it, too, had its share,148 but at TV broadcasting, that was a state monopoly with no

rivals. In general, Shafarevich assessed, state television had become overly

politicised since the beginning of the year when it had acquired a new “political

director”, Egor Iakovlev, a long-time newsman of Izvestiia, and since 1986 the

editor of Moskovskie novosti; one, who, like the rest of the TV’s leadership, had

been ingrained by party propaganda in the apparatus of the Central Committee.

Another daunting trend had been reinforced as well, that of denigrating anything

coming from the opposition.

Objective reports or honest juxtaposition of two viewpoints have almost entirely

disappeared. Indoctrination has replaced them. All those not pleasing to the authorities

are portrayed as physically off-putting, intellectually defective and dangerous to society.

They are ‘the lumpens’, ‘the red-browns’, ‘the Bolsheviks’.149 Even the announcers do not

convey information but teach us how we ought to understand it.150

Shafarevich’s words can be compared with the much later ones by Reddaway

and Glinskii describing the same period:

Aided and abetted by pliant mass media, the Yeltsin government’s myth-making machine

continuously spoke of a permanent struggle between the ‘reformist’ government and the

‘conservative’ (‘reactionary,’ ‘antimarket,’ ‘red-brown’) opposition – a struggle resem-

bling the eternal Manichean duel between light and darkness, good and evil.151

As time went on, many of the country’s anti-Yeltsin groups were collectively branded

‘the irreconcilable opposition’ and subtly associated by official propaganda with the

extremist groups. In this way, the Kremlin sought to compromise the very idea of a civilized

and principled opposition (a ‘third force’).152

Shafarevich also commented on the rally at the Ostankino TV centre – the

footage of which had been used to illustrate the RuNS meeting. There, demon-

strators had demanded equitable representation of nationalities in the leadership of

the TV Committee and held placards demanding this.

What would have been simpler: to interview people having carried these placards in the

studio, transmit a discussion with them on TV and let them express their views. Perhaps

even win them over? Instead of this the problem was solved in a way that the pro-

government press christened these people ‘anti-Semites’ and the entire rally at Ostankino

148 Indeed, as was seen, (pro-reformist, i.e., the liberal) mainstream press tended to cover these

events of the opposition by way of signalling that all decent people were right to look at them as

morally and intellectually base and to be terrified by them. Shafarevich had also discussed the

contemporary press’s ways of functioning in an earlier piece, Shafarevich 1994 [1990]a, and in

1994 [1991]a, which was dedicated to Russophobia’s reception.
149 As was seen, ever since Russophobia surfaced several of Shafarevich’s critics have relied on an
approach of this dubious kind in their efforts to authenticate Shafarevich’s complete lack of

seriousness. See, for instance, Baklanov’s and Paramonov’s dishonourable attempts in Ch. 1 to

prove Shafarevich to be physically repulsive or mentally unstable.
150 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]c, 361, see also 1994 [1992]e, 381.
151 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 310.
152 Ibid., 337, see also 349, 515–516.
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‘a battle against Jews’. That is, there was a great ruckus but we still did not hear the view of

‘the people with the placards’. ‘People don’t need it’ was the decision of the masters of the

TV screens.153

He continued:

It was said that some demonstrators had confronted TV workers passing by. Of course, this

is unacceptable. If there were no hired provocateurs, it shows how embittered people are.

But then, kicking and hitting with batons [by the militia] does not reduce embitterment.

A hit on the head does not solve any problems but only strengthens tension.154

Indeed, McFaul reports that this

ten-day picket [. . .] ended in violence when special forces from the Russian Ministry of

Interior were called out. The events at Ostankino, especially the brutal breakup of the

demonstration, served to mobilize communist and nationalist sympathizers.155

Shafarevich was extremely worried that bitterness and frustration was inevitably

growing and the views were only sharpening with the growth of one-sided dissemi-

nation of information and too easy, unfair insults and labelling. It was vital to obey

the general rules of democracy – allowing peaceful demonstrations and the expres-

sion of contrary views. The authorities were foolish if they did not grasp that this

would benefit them as well. But, he lamented, they apparently “see in coercion their

only hope of being preserved.”156 Incidentally, this again illustrates that when

Shafarevich had earlier spoken about the need for “a strong power” in times of

crisis, he had not meant by this physical power or coercion, but morally firm power

that has both the authority and mental resources to hold on to justice and the rule

of law.

As Horvath notes, the protests at Ostankino were eventually successful in the

sense that in mid-July, in his words, “hardline lawmakers in the Supreme Soviet

[. . .] discussed a proposal to create an oversight committee for the media.” Horvath

sees this, at least loosely, as a consequence of Shafarevich’s statement.157 This is

not implausible because Shafarevich had gradually become a very authoritative

voice and leading figure of the opposition – in the sense that both inside and outside

opposition circles his words were taken more seriously than those of many others.

This is because his statements were habitually intelligible, sensible and well-

argued, and because inside the opposition he was increasingly known as a person-

ality pacifying and diplomatically uniting the oppositionist forces. He managed to

153 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]c, 361.
154 Ibid., 362.
155McFaul 2001, 177.
156 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]c, 362, see also 1994 [1992]e, 381.
157 Horvath 2005, 213.
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capture common sentiments, and no doubt, channel and shape them.158 In any case,

it is interesting to note that one of Shafarevich’s interviews159 was shown on

national TV on 16 July, i.e., at the time of the Supreme Soviet’s discussions.

This showing may have had a dual intention of pacifying the opposition and

demonstrating that there was no policy of discrimination of the opposition-

minded.160

In November Egor Iakovlev was ousted from the post of TV chief by Eltsin’s

decree accusing him of ‘gross mistakes in the representation of ethnic conflicts’, as

Horvath recounts. Horvath further assumes the reason to have lain in Eltsin’s desire

to “assuag[e] nationalist rage” among people like Shafarevich.161 This may of

course have been true at least to some extent. Apparently, however, Eltsin’s

primary reasons for this move were different. At least Iakovlev himself has

recounted that Eltsin got rid of him because footage from the battlefields of the

newly begun Chechen war had made him furious.162

Ambivalence Concerning the Opposition

In an interview in June 1992, soon after the RuNS congress, Shafarevich spoke

about his relation to the opposition circles. He admitted to feeling sympathy for the

ROS, the RuNS, the RoNS as well as “the duma which had been elected on Manezh

Square”. As he explained, this was because “they all still have some sort of a chance

158 In Horvath’s rendering: “Amidst the former apparachniks, generals and secret policement who

predominated in the opposition ranks, Shafarevich was unique as a visionary and prophet, as a

counterweight to balance the democratic icon, Sakharov. [. . .] Some patriotic ideologues clearly

regarded Shafarevich as a kind of secret weapon that terrified the Yeltsin regime.” (Ibid.)
159 I.e., Shafarevich 1994 [1992]i.
160 Shafarevich’s frequent appearances on TV did not go unnoticed by Shafarevich’s critics in

patriotic circles. Glushkova notes sourly that “For some reason, television did not turn its back on

Shafarevich during all these years. The big evening at Ostankino as well as periodical appearances

before democratic TV hosts were the truthful (and the most accurate) signs of great loyalty towards

the author of Russophobia from the side of . . . the Russophobes.” (Glushkova 1993, 132.)

Glushkova’s comment may be juxtaposed with a piece by the Radio Free Europe news service

entitled “Disturbing trend in television programming” (i.e., RFE/RL, No. 55, 19 March 1991)

which said that on 15 March, i.e., two days before the gathering of the Manezh duma, “Central

Television broadcast an unscheduled 105–minute-long interview with Igor Shafarevich, a noted

mathematician, whose book, Russophobia, is widely reported to be anti-Semitic.” Incidentally, the

author of this piece was Iuliia Vishnevskaia [Julia Wishnevsky], one of the contributors to the

tamizdat anthology Democratic Alternatives now working in Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty.

Kazintsev, in turn, defended Shafarevich and commented on Glushkova’s accusations by saying:

“One would think that it’s wonderful that the patriotic movement has in [Shafarevich’s] person a

mouthpiece whose statements even its opponents have to listen to.” (Kazintsev 1993, 161.)
161 Horvath 2005, 214.
162 Vronskaia 2005.
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to do something”. Yet his bottom line was: “Basically I have decided for myself

once and for all not to participate in any political organisations. Since I am not

capable of it, it would be of no use, only harm.”163

While his decision was not to prove quite lasting, these words betray

Shafarevich’s discomfort with the ways of the opposition movements and party

politics in general. Indeed, already his statements earlier that year, in March 1992,

attested to uneasiness with many things in contemporaneous patriotic organisations,

obviously also the ones he was and would be involved with. They likewise explain

why he nevertheless chose to take part in the coalitions of opposition forces just

introduced, each of which managed to unite a broader range of people of different

views than the former one. Here, in a Nash sovremennik roundtable discussing

challenges for the patriotic movement, he lamented that patriots were in danger to

be splintered up into small sects quarrelling with one another; indeed, the first years

of the nineties saw the mushrooming of literally hundreds of microscopic and

mostly short-lived patriotic movements and parties. Shafarevich was firmly of the

opinion that Russia’s people could be saved only by unity, explicitly specifying that

with this he did not mean ethnic Russians only. It was simply vital to learn to

understand one another – for everyone.164

He was uncomfortable with the existing patriotic organisations because it was

typical of them to “pack people up” around narrow programmes. Even their

informal soirées resembled political rallies, not occasions for discussing various

viewpoints, he noted in distress. This tendency was also expressed in economic

discussions in which “capitalism”, “private initiative”, “private property” and “the

market” were all turned into a solid clump that was seen as one lucid Evil. Such

thinking was unfortunate, if alone for the practical reason that it did utterly little to

encourage enterprises oriented to national interests.165

As early as 1989 Shafarevich had said that a difficulty in all parties was that they

presuppose loyalty to one specific set of ideas and thus inevitably restrict people’s

independence, the range of their thought, and conceptions. He had added, “I can

conceive of only one party or ‘front’ which I can belong to. That is our nation

struggling for its survival. We doubtlessly find a common language with anybody

for whom this problem is a first priority in the hierarchy of values.”166

Shafarevich’s discomfort with the political organisations he had briefly

participated in came up again in 2002 when I asked him: “when, since the beginning

of the nineties, you participated in various political organisations, their gatherings

and so forth, did you ever have the feeling that this thing is not quite ‘my own’?”

His answer was instant and exceptionally emphatic:

163 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]a, 398.
164 Shafarevich 1992d, 6, see also 1994 [1990]b, 285, 288–289.
165 Shafarevich 1992d, 6.
166 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 239–240.
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Yes. Always. I always had the feeling of ‘not at all my own’. Substantially I think there was

only once that this feeling changed. It was when [from October 1992 to August 1993]

I participated in the National Salvation Front. It certainly was a political organisation and

intended to be that. But people spoke about it saying that this might be the last chance to

save the country from some terrible convulsions. I thought about it and reasoned that even if

it would make me look foolish or ridiculous it would be secondary in comparison to what

could be at stake.167

Shafarevich’s ambivalent sentiments and frustration with some aspects of the

opposition policies in the summer 1992 had another expression in his resignation

from the board of the newspaperDen (later: Zavtra). As Laqueur has commented, in

1990 when Den had been launched, it had aimed to be a serious weekly for the

opposition-minded middle class but had gradually started to publish more divisive

kinds of material.168 Reasonably speaking, the propagandistic style it tended to

assume did not essentially differ from the style of the liberal press of those years,

Moskovskie novosti, for instance, even if in terms of their agendas they were poles

apart.

Shafarevich’s resignation made some patriotic and nationalistic circles accuse

him harshly of ‘bowing before the Americans’. This was because he had announced

his resignation the very week that the US National Academy’s reprimanding letter

to him was published, making glaring headlines.169 When answering to such

accusations in an informal readers’ meeting of the weekly Literaturnaia Rossiia,
Shafarevich denied that the two things had a connection. He said that his decision

was simply motivated by, as he delicately formulated it, “some, as it seems to me,

extremes, for which – because of my old-fashionedness, perhaps – I find it difficult

to share responsibility.”170 He continued that some “rude assaults” at individual

people as well as “Parthian arrows” in the address of Literaturnaia Rossiia and

Nash sovremennik further convinced him of the correctness of his decision,

explaining that “It would be a catastrophe if the little press of our patriotic orienta-

tion would slide into mutual abuse”.171

It certainly seems evident that Shafarevich had not let the NAS letter affect his

decision: he had, after all, issued his statement about leaving politics already

a month before the NAS scandal. Mathematicians’ open letters had also been

appearing both in the West and in Russia all the spring without having hindered

him from appearing visibly in the RuNS congress in June, not to speak of the

endless stream of critical pieces in respected forums ever since Russophobia first

saw daylight which cemented his reputation as a wicked Russian anti-Semite and

167 Shafarevich 2002a.
168 Laqueur 1994a, 265.
169 Liberal mainstream press also took advantage of this conjunction, taunting Shafarevich for

having sold his convictions at home for privileges abroad, see Literaturnaia gazeta, 5 Aug. 1992.

There were similar hints in Rakhaeva 1992.
170 Shafarevich 1992b.
171 Ibid. On another occasion he said: “The gazette is just simply rather crude.” (Cited in Rakhaeva

1992.)
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nationalist. It is in fact rather likely that the massive Western condemnation of him

only strengthened his worry that in the current conditions the quest of the Russian

patriotic opposition was blatantly misunderstood in the West – and that it just had to

manage and be strong alone since there was currently no other major force thinking

about the basic interests of the Russian populace.

Elucidation of Shafarevich’s decision to leave Den is arguably found also in his

comments much later, after he had in the summer of 2000 left the editorial board of

the journal Nash sovremennik. He had joined it in 1989 having admired it already

for a long time, since it had been the first Soviet organ to seriously discuss

ecological problems, alcoholism and problems of the countryside.172 This is how

he explained his resignation:

The editorial board lost its meaning. Well, I don’t know, perhaps it never had a meaning.

My point of reference is the way mathematical journals function. There the editorial board

actually discusses each article and decides together which of them will be published and

which won’t. Nash sovremennik, again, has an entirely different style. There some people

simply decide what is taken without caring about others’ opinions. But then people who

aren’t aware of this consider you responsible: ‘Your journal publishes this and this!’ But

how is it then ‘ours’?173

The fact that Shafarevich had voiced his discomfort with Den in a somewhat

softer way is easily explained. Exactly as during the dissident years when he had

been increasingly disillusioned with the ways of the dissident movement but had

tried to refrain from criticising it when “the battle was still going on”, he had now

surely felt that it would be utterly dastardly to declare his discomfort any louder for

the time being. As well, in his relations to factual organisations, not least Sterligov’s

RuNS, he undoubtedly had similar ideas – great dislike, on the one hand, but

resolution to refrain from fulminating against it for reasons of loyalty after having

once made the decision to try to do his best within it, on the other.174

That Shafarevich valued very highly the capacity to co-operate for the sake of

the common good is manifested also in his remarks about yet another periodical he

was associated with. The non-aligned newspaper Desnitsa was launched in 1996,

and Shafarevich was a member of its council together with the editor of the

samizdat Veche, Vladimir Osipov, and the two moderate patriots, Mikhail Astafev

172 Shafarevich 1996c. On the other hand, he has said, in 1994 [1991]b, 318, that he would not have

joined it any earlier due to the journal’s strong national-bolshevist orientation – similar to that of

Molodaia gvardiia at the end of the 1960s. Indeed, in 1989, too, some were angered because

Shafarevich was known for his firm anti-communism, see Kuniaev 2001. More on Nash
sovremennik, see Cosgrove 2004.
173 Shafarevich 2002a.
174 In spite of this, Shafarevich and Sterligov ended up on a collision course when, after

Shafarevich’s criticism of the KGB, Sterligov scolded him for failing “to understand that, having

joined efforts with the enemies of Russia in a struggle with the organs of state security, you made

a contribution to the country’s destruction”. (Cited in Dunlop 1994, 29.) It was also characteristic

of Shafarevich’s basic concerns that on an earlier occasion he had criticised Sterligov for

needlessly inciting division among the opposition, see PostFactum, 6 Nov. 1992.
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and Nikolai Pavlov, Shafarevich’s closest fellow-minders in the political ventures

of early 1992. The newspaper reflected quite obviously Shafarevich’s ideas and

conceptions much more truthfully than Den or Nash sovremennik: its style – lay-

out, rubrics, thematic choices and language – was markedly sophisticated.175 When

I asked him in 2002 whether Desnitsa still exists, Shafarevich answered,

I don’t know. You see, it’s a misfortune of our times that people of approximately similar

views are just simply not capable of uniting and working together. Everyone wants to be

a leader of some movement of their own. Thus, there is a great number of gazettes of

a similar orientation differing among one another only very little. Each of them has entirely

insignificant editions even if they could be united as one and be meaningful – at least in the

sense that it would be possible to follow them. Desnitsa was one of those.176

However, it is apparent that Shafarevich was most comfortable when co-

operating with such cultured, conciliatory, yet conscientiously Christian-oriented

and anti-communist democratic patriots – people like himself – as Nikolai Pavlov

and Viktor Aksiuchits, his associates in Desnitsa. Most apparently Sergei Baburin

also belonged to those closest to him. Later Shafarevich appeared in the editorial

council of Baburin’s newspaper Vremia, his journal Natsionalnye interesy and

then, in 2010, in the newly launched journal Voprosy natsionalizma of Konstantin

Krylov.

It Is Vital to See Beyond the Red Flags

In July 1992 after having appeared prominently at the RuNS congress with virtually

all other opposition notables, Shafarevich, the ingrained anti-communist, had a

chance to explain his stance towards “the people with the red flags” and the so-

called statists or “gosudarstvenniks”. The occasion was his interview on national

TV mentioned above;177 this happened just some months after Joan S. Birman had

written in The Mathematical Intelligencer that “Our colleague Shafarevich has

continued his campaign of hate. He is, at this time, a well-known figure on Russian

television, where he continues to spread his ugly message.”178

The interviewer clearly challenged Shafarevich, but he did not lose his tongue.

Starting with the ideal of “gosudarstvennost”, he expounded,

I think that now we are living in a state of catastrophe, with the country on the verge of

death [. . .]. And the idea of statism has now an entirely different meaning than during other,

more propitious periods. It’s simply an idea of salvation to which people of any views can

converge – democrats, monarchists or communists: all those who love this country and

175 Apparently not more than a dozen issues came out before it died down in 1998. For exact

bibliographical information, see Rossiiskie natsional-patrioticheskie.
176 Shafarevich 2002a, see also 2000 [1997]b, 14–15.
177 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]i.
178 Birman 1992.
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reckon that in their hierarchy of values its existence is above any other values, whether

political or ideological. In this sense I believe that the majority of the people are statists,

more or less consciously. People only often misunderstand each other, speak in different

languages – even though in principle they mean the same thing.179

He then commented on his “joining of forces” with the communists, most

notably at the RuNS congress:180

I remain in my former point of view: I consider socialism, communism and Marxist-

Leninism to be a morbid line of development for a society. If society is paralleled with

an organism, then it equates to some gravest disease like cancer or schizophrenia. Society

falling into the power of this disease usually suffers some terrible catastrophe, stands by

death.181

The party had always been the vital organ in all this, being soaked in blood. Then

again, “if only one side of the matter is pronounced – that makes up a lie. There is

also another side without which there can be no truth”: the party had consisted of

20 million members whose majority were ordinary people with a natural need to

love their country and not to harm it. Many among those now walking with red flags

and Lenin’s portraits had never even belonged to the party in the first place.

Shafarevich explained:

All of us living now have been raised during the communist regime and have adopted from

it, quite apart from ideology, some terms, dictums, symbols, i.e., the language with which

we express our thoughts. And it’s much harder to get rid of the habit of using it than to

disengage from the essence of the ideology itself. Thus people use this language to say

something entirely different. [. . .] [For instance,] when they talk about ‘the socialist ideal’,
they want to talk about minimal social security. And it seems to me that our task now is to

find a common language.182

He had spoken about this already in 1990, pointing to the example of Bulgaria.

There the Communist Party had acknowledged its historical guilt, making the

country’s and the nation’s salvation its new goal.183 For those, about whom the

179 Ibid., 406, see also 1991 [1990], 200.
180 In fact, most of those whom it was typical to sweepingly label as “communists” with whom

Shafarevich appeared publicly were communists only with considerable reservations. Sterligov,

for instance, certainly was a former KGB general, but his dislike for contemporaneous conscien-

tious communists was even more uncompromising than Shafarevich’s. As to Ziuganov, who

headed the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, he was very far removed from the

Marxist–Leninists of the old school, being sympathetic both to Russian patriotism and Orthodox

Christianity and having often co-operated closely with moderate patriotic democrats. According to

Reddaway’s and Glinskii’s characterisation “Zyuganov’s leadership of the CPRF was [. . .] closest
in its spirit not to Western communists, but to Western conservatism or, more precisely, to its

fundamentalist religious wing, which takes traditionalist and moralistic positions against what it

views as the excessive influence of commercial and materialistic values on politics and society.”

(Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 314.)
181 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]i, 406–407.
182 Ibid., 407–408, see also 2000 [1994]a; 2001d.
183 Shafarevich 1994 [1990]b, 286.
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majority of the people was now speaking in a derogatory tone as ‘the reds’, the red

flag was above all the flag of the country where they were born, for the defence of

which their fathers had fought or had been killed. It denoted for them that the

collapse of the country was a personal tragedy.184 It would be cheap, as if an act of

rekindling the civil war, to reject and denigrate these people

just because you think that you grasp the situation better than them. Explain yourself to

them, but treat them like your like-minded people (in the most important), not like

followers of a Satanic doctrine! After all, here the relation towards communism was

changed 180 degrees in only 24 hours and people were shoved, almost with a kick on the

backside, out of an ideology which they had not been reflecting on so thoroughly. You

know, if I would end up in such a situation, I would say that I don’t want to turn around on

such a command. Let me think about it, perhaps in a year’s time I’ll change my views. After

all, it took me 10 years to change my relation to Marx and Lenin.185 I was reading and kept

thinking. . . So perhaps now it’s the people who are the most independent who resist most

of all.186

Leaving no ambiguity about the limits of his empathy, he added, “It’s possible

that there are some machinators – them I’m ready to fight.” Shafarevich further

admitted that those in power had lately started to portray themselves to a growing

extent as “the patriots” under the conditions of general opportunism.187 He

believed, however, that since the catastrophe was progressing so quickly, people

had already learnt so many bitter lessons that it was much harder to fool them,

especially because the country’s problems – unemployment and the pumping of

riches abroad – were of such an enormous scale.188

Indeed, when speaking on national television, Shafarevich was in a gentlemanly

way wary of not ridiculing or mortifying ordinary people still attached to the red

flags, thus defying the political correctness of the time according to which it was

comme il faut to refer to them as pitiful good-for-nothings, or, as he had himself put

it, “the lumpens”. In a like manner, when he was speaking to the readers of the

patriotic press – some of whom belonged to these red flag wavers – he followed his

own advice and invested his energy in arguing most explicitly but nevertheless very

constructively why the way of the “red flags” was a dead end.

On one such occasion he was commenting on accusations that he was defaming

the memory of post-revolutionary Russia and thus “betraying the Russian people”.

184 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]i, 408.
185When considering Shafarevich’s biography, it seems likely that he did not so much refer to any

specific 10-year period of his own life – after all, he had been struggling intellectually with Marx

and Lenin already in his teens – than to such facts that it took a whole decade after Khrushchev’s

secret speech before he and his fellow dissidents started to “get organised” on any notable scale

and to formulate their political opinions in Samizdat.
186 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]1, 409.
187 Ibid. On several other occasions Shafarevich noted that Zhirinovskii had been the first to grasp

how well a patriot’s image and rhetoric can sell, and that when others had learnt the same ploy,

depriving him of this monopoly, his popularity had sunk rapidly (for instance, 1997b; 1998f).
188 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]i, 409.
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He suggested that the horrors of that period – collectivisation’s destruction of the

free peasantry, the introduction of new serfdom and the cruellest repression of the

church – were so terrible that some people wanted to reject them altogether. But

they were facts, so that it was senseless to be offended at those speaking of them. He

then continued that since the “Russophobic press is gladly relishing in these

tragedies of the communist epoch, trying to prove that only a slavish people can

bear such tyranny”, it is perhaps understandable if this simply makes people shut

their eyes to them. However, “when the horrors which the people had to bear are

rejected, the greatness of its heroism is denigrated as well”.189

Shafarevich also found it incomprehensible that the imprisoned putschists were

the object of sympathy for some of his compatriots. Apparently the only explana-

tion for this lay in such reasoning that as long as the present regime was keeping

them in prison, there must be something good in them. He further assumed people

to be sensing some unfairness in the fact that the putschists – Gorbachev’s closest

allies – were now in prison while Gorbachev himself was awarded international

honours and collected astronomical lecturing fees. All the same, it was troublesome

that they were regarded as some sort of heroes. Idealisation of the KGB was

similarly worrisome and preposterous.190 Shafarevich also commented on the

Constitutional Court’s decision to ban the CPSU:

I cannot comprehend the position of those who experience the banning of the Soviet

Communist Party as the most terrible, the most important [of the wrongs having taken

place in our country for the last years]: Aren’t there, after all, many more important, more

fateful issues? [. . .] Why put on the shirt of [the party’s] heritage soaked in the blood of the

people?191

Shafarevich’s uncompromising anti-communism irked some opposition

notables. Mikhail Antonov, the former political prisoner, economist, conscientious

communist and Shafarevich’s co-author of the letter criticising Oktiabr’s publica-
tion policies in 1989, lamented that the opposition was weakened by those insisting

on anti-communism, and pointed an accusing finger at Shafarevich.192 When

questioned, Shafarevich rebuffed such logic: “the illness of communist phraseology

[. . .] has been giving to the foes of the patriotic movement a very effective weapon,

i.e., the contention ‘patriot ¼ communist’.” This has made it overly easy to gloss

over the opposition’s demands. He again emphasised it was social justice, and

189 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]a, 403.
190 Ibid.
191 Shafarevich 1992b.
192 Antonov 1992. Antonov was scandalised by Shafarevich’s anti-communism as late as 1999,

demanding that he be declared an “enemy of the Russian people”. He illustrated Shafarevich’s

dangerousness by characterising him as “the major ideologue” of the non-communist Russian

patriotic movement “which usually takes his articles as its programmatic documents”. (Antonov

1999, cited also in Ch. 1. For extremely sour commentaries on Shafarevich, see also Antonov

1998.) Sergei Kara-Murza was another active writer of the opposition camp irked by Shafarevich’s

anti-communism (see Kara-Murza 2000, 540–544; 2002a, 167–174; 2002b, 575–580).
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principledness in refusing to sacrifice it to the interests of the market economy, that

the people were longing for.193

The poet and writer Tatiana Glushkova also attacked Shafarevich, but for

another reason. She labelled Shafarevich “a typical bourgeois democrat” and

“a representative of the ‘little nation’”, an elitist intellectual horribly indifferent

towards Russian historical experience and lacking all understanding for the “big

nation”. This characterisation incidentally reveals much about the ways in which

people basically sympathetic to Shafarevich’s Russophobia understood the concep-
tion “the little nation”.194

The National Salvation Front

In the autumn of 1992 Shafarevich participated once more in a political

organisation, the National Salvation Front (Front natsionalnogo spaseniia). While

it was a natural continuation of the ventures he had endorsed earlier that year, it

proved to be a much more influential body which had much greater political

ambitions and pretensions. In addition to encompassing a large coalition of patriotic

parties and organisations of a great variety of ideological strains, it also included the

leading figures of the strongest parliamentary block, Russian Unity (Rossiiskoe

edinstvo), so that it enjoyed the support of some 40 per cent of the deputies whereas

the government had the backing of some 25 per cent only.195 The Front’s coordi-

nator and actual leader was Ilia Konstantinov, a member of the Supreme Soviet who

had earlier belonged to Democratic Russia, the movement having initially united

the anti-communist opposition of the country. It also had eight vice chairmen.196

The Front’s appearance on the political scene owed to the fact that by the late

summer relations between the President and the Congress of Deputies had reached

an almost total deadlock, and the country was in a most dangerous political,

economic, social and moral crisis. The political crisis had been developing in the

wake of the social and economic ones and soon reached their hopeless proportions.

Since late 1991 President Eltsin had been able to rule in an authoritarian manner,

without greatly bothering about the opinions of the Congress of Deputies. This was

because the Congress had itself conceded to granting him the right to rule by decree

for the next 12 months, as a prerogative earned for his heroism in subverting the

putsch. In this connection Eltsin had also, incredibly enough, appointed himself the

193 Shafarevich 1994 [1992]a, 402–403.
194 Glushkova 1993, see, in particular, 124–125, 133, 134. Kazintsev mentions an earlier piece by

Glushkova in the 6th issue of Russkii sobor repeating the same accusations which Kazintsev rejects

entirely (Kazintsev 1993, 161–163).
195 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 340.
196 Barygin 1999, 137–138.
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prime minister.197 In the 6th Plenary Congress of Deputies in April 1992 he could no

longer avoid some concessions to the Congress, however. He was standing on

thinner ice because the horrible social consequences of shock therapy were by

now clear for everybody to see; his earlier assurances about “social defence of the

population”198 were only a bitter memory. As for the Congress, it had at least tried

to soften the blows to ordinary citizens by insisting on huge overspends.199

Eltsin, whom the West euphorically praised for being a steadfast reformer and

whom it stoked up ever further, regarded concessions concerning his economic

policies as the last thing thinkable. He appeased the Congress by not turning against

its right to amend the old Soviet constitution on its own.200 He apparently did not

consider this to be a major issue because he had the right to rule by decree in any

case. Thus the principles of representative democracy were shaking ominously:

both executive and legislative powers grew accustomed to rights they could not

have dreamt of under any even remotely more “normal” conditions.

Towards the summer of 1992, those opposing the government line were in a

clear majority in the Congress. Voting statistics for the whole year indicate that

only one fourth of the deputies backed the government on a more or less regular

basis whereas half of them voted consistently against radical economic reforms. In

this connection Sogrin stresses that it would be wrong to interepret this to mean that

the deputy corpus was opposed to democracy or that it held pro-Soviet views. The

Congress’s clear majority had supported Eltsin on each step of his quest against

communism, one-party rule and the Soviet Union.201 In addition, it was not the

deputies alone who had grown tired of Eltsin’s insistence on the devastating

reforms. Polls attested to mounting distrust towards Eltsin and Gaidar among the

population.202 Eltsin’s team exploited to the full the inexistent “communist dan-

ger”, however. Reddaway and Glinskii record the words by “Yeltsin’s trusted

hatchetman Burbulis” in April: “Should ‘the socialist position gain the upper

hand’ at the congress, [. . .] ‘we will not cry “help” . . . or be forced up against the

wall. Our morality means that we will do what needs to be done in uninvited

conditions.’” They continue that “[In May] Yeltsin upped the ante by being less

elliptical about his readiness to dissolve the parliament and rule by decree. He

declared straight out: ‘Presidential rule may be required’[.]”203

The tension was aggravated by the fact that Speaker of the Congress, Ruslan

Khasbulatov, Eltsin’s old fervent supporter and protégé, reinforced his own position

197McFaul 2001, 126, 135–136, 147.
198 Ibid., 143.
199 Sogrin 2001, 112.
200 Ibid., 114–115. For a discussion about the reasons why no new constitution had yet been

ratified, see McFaul 2001, 153–154.
201 Sogrin 2001, 114.
202 Shevtsova 1999, 51, 53.
203 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 340.
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by fomenting intrigues. By nature Khasbulatov was not so very different from

Eltsin: Deliberation and responsibility were not the greatest virtues of either one.204

As was noted, over the summer of 1992 the relations between the President and

the Congress had evolved into a stand-off. This was when the idea of the National

Salvation Front began to ripen. Its organising committee – Shafarevich and

37 others representing various ideological streams of the opposition – publicised

the first statement of its goals in Sovetskaia Rossiia on 1 October,205 the day when

the citizens started to receive their devalued privatisation vouchers.206 Their state-

ment had been preceded by a declaration of 30 signatories of the united opposition

of the right and the left,207 18 of whom signed the Front’s statement as well. These

two declarations were approximately in concordance except for a crucial formula-

tion included in the first but not the second stating that its signatories did not

recognise the legitimacy of Eltsin’s presidency or the abolition of the Soviet

Union. It is consequently significant that Shafarevich had refrained from signing

it with this factually subversive clause.

As to the second one of them – the statement of the Front’s organising committee –

it demanded Eltsin and his government to take responsibility for the overwhelming

hardships met by ordinary citizens over the past years (the loss of their social

security, their savings, and, due to the unprecedented rise of criminality, basic

safety) and resign. While it expressed a hope that they be replaced by leaders

“committed to the idea of rebuilding Russia”, it stated firmly: “returning to the past

is out of question. Restoration of the one-party administrative-command system

would be disastrous for our country.” The declaration had no traces of allusions

about re-establishing the union of its former republics, either.208

This statement of the newly founded organising committee of the National

Salvation Front, which had in its ranks many influential members of the Congress

of Deputies, further announced its plan to form “a government of National

Salvation” – a body capable of taking actual executive power into its hands should

it become necessary in order to prevent the country from collapsing. It decisively

did not plan to make this happen by way of a coup or other violent means, however.

The idea was, rather, to form some sort of a standby emergency government whose

time, it was supposed, was drawing closer because some terrible crisis in the near

future seemed inescapable.209 Indeed, Reddaway and Glinskii have estimated in

204 Sogrin 2001, 114; Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 337.
205 “Obrashchenie k grazhdanam. . .”.
206 On the same day Shafarevich spoke in a press conference criticising the voucher system’s

flimsy legal basis (Nasledie, 1 Oct. 1992).
207 “Politicheskaia deklaratsiia. . .”.
208 “Obrashchenie k grazhdanam. . .”.
209 This was, in any case, Shafarevich’s incentive for being engaged in the Front, see Linkov

1992a; Shafarevich 2002a.
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retrospect that “The potential for coordinated actions by Civic Union210 and the

National Salvation Front – which began to emerge in November211 1992 – possibly

could have led to a peaceful, constitutional removal of the government.”212

The organising committee’s statement outlined that the Front strived to

• prevent criminality, corruption, speculation and lawlessness,

• curb excessive privatisation and its “experiments of plunder”,

• safeguard citizens’ basic standard of living and a life of human dignity by price

controls and by retaining salaries at basic parity with price rises,

• re-establish the functioning of the basic economy213 and provide conditions for

agricultural and industrial production, whether private, co-operative or state-

owned,

• ensure national unity, prevent inter-ethnic conflicts and disarm illegal armed

forces,

• re-establish a country capable of defending itself,214 and

• provide conditions for the development of science and scholarship, education,

health care, culture and the arts.215

The statement further called “all those for whom the future of our Fatherland is

dear, no matter of what nationality, faith and party membership” to take an active

part in the new Front. “We will leave ideological quarrels for better times. Only by

uniting we can prevent a catastrophe.”216

The moderation and sanity penetrating the Front’s statement together with its

lucid style and many formulations and emphases familiar from Shafarevich’s

statements make it plausible that he had significantly contributed to forging it.

This is also supported by the fact that except for Shafarevich and the village writers

Vasilii Belov and Valentin Rasputin all the other “big names” of the opposition who

now signed the Front’s statement had already signed the earlier declaration of the

rightist and leftist forces which had been ambiguously subversive in contrast with

this one and markedly less concise.

210 The Civic Union was a moderate alliance of former Soviet politicians opposed to Eltsin’s line.

It had been formed in the summer of 1992 and was led by Arkadii Volskii. (Reddaway & Glinski

2001, 338.)
211 Or more exactly, October.
212 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 345.
213 For some basic facts about its catastrophic state as a result of the shock therapy, see Sogrin

2001, 113; Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 244, 247–252.
214 On Eltsin’s lack of interest in reorganising the military, see McFaul 2001, 135.
215 “Obrashchenie k grazhdanam. . .”.
216 Ibid.
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The inaugural conference of the new Front on 24 October was opened by

Shafarevich217 – another fact attesting to his authority as one of its most important

spokesmen and saying much about his commitment and contribution to the new

venture.

Eltsin reacted swiftly with a decree banning the Front.218 Its leadership hit back

by calling his decree unconstitutional, which it probably also was: the Front’s

standing order stated clearly that it “brings together supporters of the state’s unity

and social justice” and “functions in the territory of the Russian Federation in

accordance with its constitution and the laws.” There was nothing subversive in its

goals, either. These were:

1. Contribution to the stabilisation of the socio-political and socio-economic con-

dition in Russia.

2. Preservation of national unity of the peoples of Russia.

3. Protection of social justice.219

The fate of the decree was left for the Constitutional Court to decide and

hearings were postponed until February.220 Shafarevich commented on it in the

Front’s press conference:

With his decree the President usurps the rights of the legislative power. This is a violation of

the basic principle of the constitutional state. To me personally this is a return to the epoch

twenty years ago when I was a dissident. The actions of President Eltsin against our Front

are a typical example of the district committee’s first secretary’s actions against dissidents.

We are prepared for other unlawful and anti-constitutional measures.221

Shafarevich was a member of the Front’s political council.222 Its task was to

determine the Front’s stance towards acute political questions.223 In this capacity he

often spoke in its press conferences.

217 Razh 1993; Steele 1994, 325, which characterised Shafarevich as “a Christian mathematician

who had been a dissident colleague of Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn in the 1970s but later adopted an

openly anti-Semitic form of Slavophilia.” Shafarevich’s text appeared in the 10th issue of Put (the
organ of the Russian Christian Democratic Movement) in 1992.
218 Dunlop 1993, 299.
219 “Proekt. Ustav Fronta. . .”. Against the background of the grave allegations by observers like

Semen Reznik, it probably ought to be again stated that no documents of the Front (any more than

those by the RuNS) said anything about the Jews. Indeed in April, Reznik, from the ivory tower of

a “Washington, D.C.-based Russian émigré writer and historian”, was to inform a large and

attentive audience of US natural scientists that “The main goal of these organizations [i.e., the

RuNS and the Front] is to ‘save’ Russia from democratic reforms, which, they claim, are

introduced by Jews, liberal intellectuals, and ‘russophobes’.” (Reznik 1993.)
220 Dunlop 1993, 299.
221 Cited in Garifullina 1992. See also Linkov 1992b. Shafarevich, Rasputin, Belov. Some other

Front members protested also in writing, see “Dorogie sootechestvenniki!”.
222Partinform, 3 Feb. 1993; Lebedev 2003c, 834.
223 “Proekt. Ustav Fronta. . .”.
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Steele has correctly noted that “The overwhelmingly pro-Western tone of most

Russian media made the NSF sound, by contrast, more extreme and reactionary

than most of its members were.”224 For instance, Rossiiskaia gazeta, the govern-

ment organ, took notice of the Front’s founding in a tiny article full of sarcastic

allusions ending in the words,

What is [the Front] suggesting for salvation? We will not exhaust the readers by listing

measures described in Sovetskaia Rossiia of 1 October, in the appeal by its organising

committee. Much in this document seems familiar to Russia’s citizens, particularly those

who have not yet forgotten the not-quite-unknown State Emergency Committee [i.e., the

notorious committee of the putschists of 1991]. They are akin to one another.225

Eminent Western scholars also contributed to the Front’s demonisation.226

Constitutional Crisis and Referendum

In November 1992 the 7th Congress of People’s Deputies significantly curtailed the

President’s temporary extraordinary powers. The rest of these powers were about to

expire in the following March.227 Eltsin eventually conceded to the removal of

Gaidar, his notorious Premier. Viktor Chernomyrdin, a representative of the indus-

trial complex and the moderate opposition block Civic Union, replaced him in

a relatively consensual process.228 This move brought about very few changes,

however. There were again fights over the budget, but a veritable row developed

over the Congress‘s right to make amendments to the constitution. In a key speech

at the Congress Eltsin accused its members of sabotaging the course of reform.229

McFaul recounts that

Yeltsin rejected [the prevailing constitution amended on numerous occasions by the

Congress] as illegitimate and threatened to hold a referendum [. . .] to decide, ‘Whom do

224 Steele 1994, 333.
225 Linkov 1992a.
226 Dunlop characterises it as “‘red-brown’ (i.e., neo-Communist and neo-fascist)” when

recounting that “we find [Shafarevich] active as [its] co-founder” (Dunlop 1994, 29) and, on

another occasion, as “proto-fascist” (1993, 301), whereby he cites Laqueur’s earlier words (in

Foreign Affairs, Winter 1992/1993, 116) to illustrate its spirit: “the ideas of the [Russian] extreme

right are not only mad but evil. By creating foes where none exist they deflect the energies of the

nation from where they are most needed – coping with the real dangers, the immense work of

reconstruction.” In Sakwa’s rendering the Front was “ultra-nationalistic” (Sakwa 1993, 142) but he

also aptly characterised it to be “reminiscent of similar bodies established in the Baltic republics at

the height of the ‘winter offensive’ against democracy [i.e., by the highest leadership in the Soviet

Union] in 1990–91”. (Sakwa 1996, 83.) In contrast, McFaul contents himself to characterising it as

a “nationalist coalition” in his even-handed, painstaking and accurate study, McFaul 2001, 177.
227McFaul 2001, 186; Shevtsova 1999, 59, 69.
228McFaul 2001, 184.
229 Sogrin 2001, 119.
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you trust to take the country out of economic and political crisis [and] restore the Russian

Federation: the present composition of the Congress and the Supreme Soviet or the

President?’ According to Yeltsin’s formulation, the winner of this electoral duel would

remain in power with a mandate to control the course of reforms and the loser would be

forced to face new elections in April 1993.230

Shafarevich, dismayed by Eltsin’s move, commented that the President seem-

ingly did not wish to conceive for himself the status “of a democratic head of state”

but of a “leader [vozhd], speaking in the name of the people”. He compared the

events with a second cardiac arrest, regarding the August 1991 putsch as the first

one, and stressed that man is capable of bearing only three.231 Indeed, after this

latest move by Eltsin, there was a somewhat full halt in constructive communica-

tion and problem-solving in the country. An agreement was eventually reached that

a referendum would be held in April 1993.

That January the National Salvation Front’s National Council of some 300

people gathered for the first time, Shafarevich among their number. His role was

apparently significant because his participation was taken notice of by the news

agencies. The council made an announcement saying that it was against the

referendum and demanded general elections of both the President and the Parlia-

ment to be held instead.232 This was the so-called zero option, which Reddaway and

Glinskii regard as having been the only sensible solution available in this highly

inflammable situation.233 Indeed, the referendum was a preposterous way to edu-

cate citizens about representative democracy and its principle of division of powers

by urging them to choose between executive and legislative power.

When the consequent, 8th, Congress of People’s Deputies convened in March,

“Many Muscovites looked out of their windows expecting to see soldiers and tanks

in the streets.”234 Eltsin ended up declaring emergency rule,235 which, however,

was invalidated by the Constitutional Court, an organ which still had undisputable

legitimacy. The Congress initiated a process to impeach Eltsin, but narrowly failed

to have two thirds of the deputies support the bid.

The referendum was held in April, as was initially agreed. It measured the

legitimacy of both the President and Parliament, and gave Eltsin the more support

of the two. Then again, while the majority of all those voting sided with early

elections for the Parliament, thus giving it a vote of no confidence, this majority was

not as large as required by the Constitutional Court to render the results binding. In

other words, the situation remained murky and tense.

Some days before the referendum Shafarevich published a short article in

Literaturnaia Rossiia in which he expressed a concern that if Eltsin emerges

230McFaul 2001, 186.
231 Shafarevich 1992f.
232Partinform, 3 Feb. 1993.
233 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 387–388.
234 Shevtsova 1999, 69.
235 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 395.
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victorious from the elections, the worst scenario is that he would start to behave like

Pinochet in Chile. In a gloomy and ironical style he wrote that after this, the court

historians would relate that

the Sovereign, summoned by the progressive, genuinely democratic part of the nation,

agreed to take unlimited powers for life and was rewarded for this with the title of

Benefactor. He eradicated the destructive Congress, closed down the slanderous press of

the opposition and outlawed the ‘red-brown’ parties.236

Shafarevich Analyses the Opposition’s Weaknesses

In June 1993, a day after Shafarevich’s 70th birthday, a tellingly entitled piece by

him, We Will Pull Through Apathy, appeared in Pravda. As Horvath observes,

Shafarevich’s anniversary was a major event for patriotic circles.237 The opposition

forces, especially the principled anti-communists, heartily took best advantage of

the fact that it was at last possible to celebrate Shafarevich not only in the capacity

of a world-class mathematician but as a major authority in the struggle for Russia’s

renewal.

Shafarevich’s own contribution to the festivities, his extensive article in

Pravda,238 was a self-critical assessment of the opposition’s past mistakes, goals

and standing in Russia’s political scene. He tried to answer why the unified

opposition forces had frightened so many ordinary people instead of managing to

win them over to its cause of dragging the country out of its moral, social, economic

and political dead end. The text clarifies most systematically his motives and

intentions when participating in the opposition’s initiatives. It also articulates

most explicitly his conditions for doing this, thus clearly setting the limits of his

ideas. As such, it inescapably explains the intentions and motives of many of his

opposition-minded companions, as well. Indeed, Shafarevich’s reflections show the

236 Shafarevich 1993b.
237 His encapsulation is pre-eminent: “Under a front-page photograph, captioned ‘Knight of

Truth,’ Sovetskaya Rossiya praised Shafarevich for ‘doing a lot to make us understand that

under conditions of national-state catastrophe there is no place for ideological and political

disagreements.’ Nash sovremennik described Shafarevich’s works as ‘landmarks in the national

and social self-consciousness of Russia’ and claimed that he had ‘with complete precision

predicted the events that became realities at the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the

1990s.’ The most extensive panegyric appeared in Literaturnaya Rossiya[.]” (Horvath 2005,

219. Horvath refers to “Rytsariu Istiny”; “K 70-letiiu. . .”; Belov 1993. See also “Shafarevich –

russkoe soprotivlenie” and Literaturnaia Rossiia of 4 June with the 70-year-old Shafarevich on its
cover.) The exuberant tributes made Glushkova note sarcastically that praise of this stature is

usually reserved for the deceased (Glushkova 1993, for a similar, very sour commentary see

Antonov 1998).
238 The choice of Pravda was hardly random. Since it was the major organ of the “red flag

opposition” and as such furthest from Shafarevich, his choice was a statement for the unity of

the opposition.
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view – overwhelmingly predominant at the time in the (self-declared) pluralist and

liberal mainstream press both in the West and in Russia – of the opposition as a

pitiful coalition of irresponsible, irrational and aggressive fanatics as quite unfair.

Commenting on the results of the referendum Shafarevich assumed that those

who had given a vote of confidence to Eltsin had simply seen in him the least

unfavourable option. Why was this? Some of them had arguably gauged that there

was no alternative to him. Shafarevich considered this idea to be to a large extent a

creation of the media’s tireless propaganda: there was no alternative to Eltsin in a

similar way as there had not been an alternative to any of the Soviet leaders from

Lenin to Chernenko; ‘there was no alternative’ since all alternatives had been

rendered unthinkable.

He admitted that all propaganda is like a lever: it needs to have a pivot point in

reality in order to be effective. Only then can it “move the earth”, as Archimedes

had famously coined. The opposition had given a pivot point to the media’s

propaganda line by failing to offer an alternative to the sitting President in the

capacity of one person. When the opposition represented itself as a thousand-head

amorphous mass, it did little to inspire trust. Shafarevich suggested that it make the

Vice President Rutskoi its figurehead and Rutskoi’s sensational speech to the

Supreme Soviet in April 1993 about scandalous corruption high in the political

leadership239 its own lever. The choice of Rutskoi would also effectively dissipate

another popular fear which had apparently likewise prodded many to give their

votes to Eltsin. It was that ‘there is no other alternative except the communists, to be

specific, the speaker of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation, Ruslan

Khasbulatov – and return to the past.’

This, too, was a propagandistic construction. After all, the anti-communist

patriots’ numbers in the opposition were considerable, and remarkably many

communists did not want to return to the past. But again, there was a pivot point

to these impressions in the deeds of the opposition, Shafarevich argued. He

suggested the following in order to eliminate it:

• Non-communist national-patriots ought to articulate explicitly that the opposi-

tion consists of two distinct blocks (i.e., the communists and the patriotic anti-

communists) which had united forces on clearly formulated conditions in an

intention to attain a specific goal. Their contract was similar to that when in

France, during the Nazi occupation, de Gaulle and the French communists had

united forces in the Résistance. Unless this point was made absolutely clear, the

coalition of the two opposition blocks was weakening them both.

239 For Rutskoi’s speech, see Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 402. Later Shafarevich has said that

Rutskoi effectively ruined all the credibility he had had with his irresponsible behaviour in October

of the same year when the defenders of the Parliament were clashing with the army in the heart of

Moscow. Rutskoi had kept appearing in public carrying a gun – something Shafarevich found

entirely appalling – and as if just to reinforce the irrational and irresponsible impression, repeating

that he will not use it (Shafarevich 2008a).
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• The opposition ought to make clear in all possible ways – in its programmatic

statements and articles by its representatives, with placards in demonstrations

and with symbolic deeds – that a return to the past was impossible. The opposi-

tion had made a grave mistake when those prosecuted for the putsch of 1991 had

been granted a status little short of that of its spiritual leaders.

• The opposition ought to define its conception of the state. The often-used slogan

“We will restore the Union” was far too ambiguous and easily misinterpreted in

frightening ways: as a call to return to socialism or a call to start a war with the

Ukraine, for instance. Fear of bloodshed was very real, Shafarevich stressed, and

this fear was one of the most powerful reasons for many ordinary people to

support the status quo. The opposition ought to make it absolutely clear that

violence did not belong to its means of action.240

• The opposition ought to determine its economic position – i.e., a mixed economy

with state and private ownership – and to tirelessly repeat that it does not oppose

private property. If it fails to make this point entirely clear, some people will

always associate the current opposition with the nightmare of forced collecti-

visation and other tragedies of the past. The opposition also ought to make it

clear that its most important aim is to put an end to the looting of the country, but

that it has no intention whatsoever to stage witch hunts: legal cases and trials

could come into question only in exceptional instances if a state official has

caused extreme harm to the state. The opposition ought to constantly repeat that

it supports private enterprise and that social justice is the other basic principle it

adheres to.

• The opposition must not give reason to be identified with the Congress of

People’s Deputies. Some vociferous deputies certainly nurture this image, but

they do not belong to groups making up the majority of the Congress. After all,

the Congress has supported the President on many such occasions when it could

and should have been a real counterforce to his fatal policies.

• The opposition ought lastly to disconnect itself clearly from individuals and

groups who resort to aggressive extreme slogans, threaten with “revolution that

is starting soon”, carry portraits of Stalin in demonstrations, dub themselves

fascists or play with fascist symbolism. While all this originates from circles

which are very small, the media can easily use it against the whole of the

opposition. Shafarevich likewise expressed his strong disapproval for cultivation

of the word “inorodtsy”241 and slogans like “Jews, get lost to Israel!” He

specified that he did not want any artificial bans to discussing things in a civilised

manner but that it was vital to remember that hostility towards whatever

240 Shafarevich had emphasised these things already in “V kakom sostoianii. . .”.
241 Literally “people of another origin”. Prior to 1917 this was the official and thus, basically

neutral coinage denoting the peoples dwelling in the Russian Empire other than the “indigenous”

Eastern Slavs – the Russians, Belarusians and Ukrainians – such as the Buriats, Jews and Finns. In

the 1990s the concept was of course only anachronistic and thus carried propagandistic if not

purely racist connotations.
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nationality was simply not in line with the tradition of how Russians related to

other peoples.242

Some months previously Shafarevich had elaborated on this final point, stressing

that Russian patriotism must never be strictly Russo-centred, shaped by idealisation

or emphasis of Russians’ achievements or by contrasting Russians with other

peoples and nationalities. He had claimed that the small circle of patriotic activists

who read the patriotic press and participated in patriotic soirées did not manage to

attract broader support for its cause because it had essentially adopted the ways of

functioning characteristic of European patriotism – self-admiration and contrasting

of one’s own group with others. Its posture was thus out of tune with the mindset of

the Russian majority to whom such patriotism did not appeal.243 While Shafarevich

had an incontestable point – the Herderian conception of nationhood (i.e., “one

language, one nation, one state”), which contributed to the rise of Europe’s nation

states in the 19th century, never really broke through in Russia – his diplomacy in

persuading his readers out of narrow nationalism was also quite impressive.

When considering Shafarevich’s admonitions, he certainly lived as he taught.

For instance, when he had spoken at the RuNS conference – the first large assembly

of the opposition to unite nationalists and communists – he had made very clear his

stance towards communism (pronouncing the coinage “Marx’s utopia”) and narrow

nationalism (emphasising the value of Russia as a multi-national state). He did this

delicately, as if by dropping signals and arguments, not by promulgating or teaching

lessons, and by eschewing expressions implying that he knew best.

As to Shafarevich’s assertion about the vitality of the opposition to articulate

explicitly that it does not tolerate those operating with extreme slogans, here was

perhaps his own Achilles heel: when he had been caught by the whirlwind of all

sorts of accusations due to Russophobia, it is arguable that had he relied more

consistently on maximally clear, short sentences like “I condemn discrimination of

all peoples, including the Jews”, “I have nothing against the Jews”, “I disapprove of

narrow-minded nationalism”, it would have been harder for his opponents to insist

on his reputation as the horrible, viciously intelligent anti-Semitic maniac. It would

also have lowered the barrier to speak out in his defence among those who

considered the accusations in his address to be unfair and absurd. One partial reason

for the devastating shortage of decent attempts to rehabilitate him arguably lay in

the fact that Shafarevich’s own comments were on many occasions too sophisti-

cated and too conscientious – in the sense that he could not contain himself from

deservedly problematising the concept “anti-Semitism” or from remarking, entirely

correctly, that the demonising of Pamiat had reached absurd proportions even if he

would have surely fared better if he had simply contented himself to saying

something bluntly judgemental about it together with virtually all the others. On

many occasions comments like the ones he made probably only functioned as oil

242 Shafarevich 1993d.
243 “V kakom sostoianii. . .”.
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thrown onto flames under circumstances where so many people in the West in

particular seemed to have already decided that Shafarevich was a monster and

therefore tended to read his words rather carelessly, in the spirit in which “the devil

reads the Bible”.

Completing the Pravda piece of 1993, Shafarevich summarised that the opposi-

tion could be a counterforce only when it was capable of acting with moderation

and proceed gradually. When compromises would be made, acceptable limits

should be estimated each time anew. The opposition also had to have a structure

which would make it realistic for it to influence large masses. It was not reasonable

to hope that votes in the Parliament would alone resolve the deadlocked situation

because Eltsin’s regime was no longer listening to it or according it any value. The

Parliament needed a sense of active popular support behind it as well. Violence was

unacceptable, but boycotts, strikes and demonstrations could give weight to the

opposition’s message. Peaceful demonstrations were particularly vital protests in

cases when the authorities had resorted to the use of force.244

Bloodshed of 1993 and the Defeat of the Opposition

Shafarevich’s and so many others’ worst fears came true in the first days of October

1993 when arms were employed for getting out of the impasse in the relations

between the President and the Parliament. The clashes of the army and the armed

defenders of the Parliament left hundreds dead.245

The National Salvation Front did not participate in the armed conflict as a body,

even if a number of its members did.246 Soon after, Eltsin banned the Front.

Shafarevich has later commented that the Front lost its meaning in the bloodshed.

With their implication in the shedding of blood its members compromised it beyond

repair, rendering meaningless all ventures which could potentially provoke similar

incidents.247 He also pointed out that killing is always a horrible loss for a society

which lapses into blood vengeance, adding that it was an even graver matter that

shooting of citizens in the name of state power deeply undermines the morality of

the nation. To his mind it would have been of utmost importance for the

representatives of the state to acknowledge this as a crime against the nation.248

When these violent events broke out in Moscow, Shafarevich and his wife were

in Japan, on the invitation of the Mathematical Society of Japan, trying feverishly to

244 Shafarevich 1993d.
245 For a good detailed account of the events, see McFaul 2001, 191–198.
246 Lebedev 2003c, 834.
247 Shafarevich 2008a. On the same occasion he called his own participation in the National

Salvation Front a mistake because ultimately the Front had not really managed to do anything to

relieve the citizens’ difficult situation during those tumultous and in many ways tragic times.
248 Shafarevich 2000 [1998]d; 1998b; 1993e.
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get a grasp of what was going on as they watched Japanese television news channels

in their hotel room.249

As to what happened next, Reddaway’s and Glinskii’s encapsulation in 2001 –

very much reminiscent of Shafarevich’s prediction in April 1993 – can again be

cited:

From October 4, 1993 until January 10, 1994, when the new parliament convened, Yeltsin

operated an unlimited dictatorship. He had broken up the parliament by armed force and

promptly suspended the Constitutional Court. The old constitution was inoperative, and the

new one did not come into force until December, so the country was ruled exclusively by

presidential decrees. Over these three months, with a cascade of edicts, Yeltsin swept away

the soviets – the most promising institutions of mass participatory democracy in Russian

history – and set in motion the creation of a new political order that suited his authoritarian

instincts and goals.250

As for the media, on October 14, Yeltsin ordered fifteen newspapers to cease publica-

tion [. . .] In addition, he intimidated the entire Russian media by introducing general

censorship. Even though this censorship was conditionally withdrawn after two days, a

powerful chilling effect lingered for quite a while.251

That October the Party of Constitutional Democrats nominated Shafarevich,

Mikhail Astafev and Aleksandr Nevzorov as their candidates for the elections of

the Federation Council, the upper house of the newly fashioned Parliament founded

by Eltsin’s decree.252 They did not manage to gather enough signatures and were

disqualified253 – in spite of the fact that the queues of people wanting to give their

signature for Shafarevich’s, Nevzorov’s and Ziuganov’s candidacy were reportedly

longer than the queues of any other opposition politicians’ supporters.254 Numerous

other much larger election blocks had the same fate because the candidates had to

“collect signatures from at least 3 percent of all registered voters in their districts – a

daunting task that was beyond the means of all but the richest and the most powerful

candidates.”255

After this, Shafarevich seemingly lost interest in party politics for good. In 1996

he repeated that he was not a member of any political organisation.256 That year he

also said that he was frightened by how patriotic slogans were carelessly used for

whatever aims, adding that in the parliamentary elections of 1995 he had not

wanted to give his support to any opposition group.257

249 Shafarevich 2008a.
250 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 429.
251 Ibid., 431.
252PostFactum, 20, 22 and 23 Oct. 1993; Interfaks, 22 and 25 Oct. 1993. Astafev characterised the
Constitutional Democrats as “a party of a strong state and enlightened patriotism” (RIA Novosti,
1 Nov. 1993).
253 Verkhovskii; Pribylovskii & Mikhailovskaia 1998.
254PostFactum, 30 Oct. 1993.
255 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 433, see also 430–434 for the shortcomings of the elections.
256 Shafarevich 1996a.
257 “Strana na raspute. . .”.
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Concerns for the Ensuing Years

During the remaining years of Eltsin’s regime – and the years of Putin’s and

Medvedev’s rule as well – Shafarevich remained active giving interviews and

writing articles. Many of the issues he raised in them have essentially been

discussed earlier in this study.258 Among several others, he wrote a very long,

thorough and systematic text about Soviet history, The Russians During the Epoch
of Communism. It was apparently intended to convince those Russians who still

nostalgically admired Lenin or Stalin to reconsider their views.259

It is also evident that Shafarevich considered it his duty to defend the rights of

many forgotten groups of people in conditions where, as he put it, there was no

more actual opposition to Eltsin in the country.260 Among other things, he led a

group of patriotic influentials to investigate the situation of Russian civilians in

Chechnia, to find out that their situation was devastating.261 He acquainted himself

with the situation of the Russian minority in Latvia.262 Previously he had visited

Sevastopol, the base of the Soviet Black Sea fleet, which Khrushchev had given to

the Ukraine and over which Russia and the Ukraine were now quarrelling,263 and

Transnistria, a region with a Russian and Ukrainian majority that separated itself

from Moldova, the successor of the former Soviet Republic of Moldavia.264 He

spoke in defence of Belarus265 and Serbia, and visited the Serbian Republic of

Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republika Srpska).266 Since it was popular to portray

258 See, for instance, Shafarevich 1999c; 1997b; 1997c; 1998b; 1999b; 2000b; 2000c; 2000d;

2001d; 2003b; 2003c; 2004h; 2004f; 2004j; 2004k.
259 Shafarevich 2000 [1999]b. For an earlier summary of its ideas, see “Revoliutsii dliatsia. . .”,
and a later piece with some of the same ideas, 2010b.
260 Shafarevich 2000 [1997]b; 1997b. For more about his claim about the communists’ inability to

be a real opposition force, see “Useknovenie glavy”; Shafarevich 1998d.
261 Shafarevich 1995a; 2000 [1998]c; 1996d, 235–236. For Shafarevich’s trip, see also Partinform,
29 May 1995; RIA Novosti, 29 May 1995.
262 Shafarevich 1996a; Levkin 1996. For his commentaries on the difficulties of Russians in

Latvia, see also Shafarevich 1996d, 233–234.
263 ITAR-TASS, 26 Feb. 1993. For Shafarevich’s texts and for information about his activities

concerning the Black Sea fleet, Sevastopol and Russia’s relations with the Ukraine, see also

Shafarevich 1993c; 1994 [1992]h; 1994a; 1996d, 234; Partinform, 23 June 1993 and 18 June

1997; PostFactum, 13 July and 29 Dec. 1993; Interfaks, 2 and 11 Feb. 1999; Slavianskii mir,
18–22 Jan. 1999.
264 Shafarevich 1997c.
265 “My s toboi, Belarus”; Ekho Moskvy, 12 Jan. 1997.
266 For Shafarevich’s various comments about Serbia and for information about his activities in

defence of the Serbs and his opposition to NATO’s bombing of Serbia and Montenegro in

connection with the war in Kosovo, see Shafarevich 1996b; 1997b; 1998c; Efir-Digest, 19 Feb.

1993; Interfaks, 11 and 13 Nov. 1995; Diplomaticheskaia panorama, 13 Nov. 1995; Federal News
Service, 19 Nov. 1996; Partinform, 3 March and 14 June 1995; RIA Novosti, 13 Nov. 1995;

Slavianskii mir, No. 33 (Oct.); Shafarevich 2003l.
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Belarus and the Serbs fairly exclusively in dark colours in the international media at

the time, it is apparent that Shafarevich was guided by his conviction of which he

had spoken earlier: when only one side of the truth is acknowledged, it already

makes up a lie. He also continued to criticise what he considered to be excessive

preoccupation with the threat of Russian “fascism”267 and expressed concern for

Russia’s demographic crisis when the birth rate was falling steeply.268 One of his

many concerns was the catastrophic state of the country’s scientists and scholars,

struggling on the brink of poverty.269

In a long and provocatively entitled article Was Perestroika an Action of the
CIA? in 1995270 Shafarevich raised the question – often asked (and answered in the
affirmative) in the circles of the opposition at the time271 – whether perestroika had

been machinated and organised by Western sovietologists and financed by Western

powers. While assessing that Western powers had certainly been projecting various

scenarios for the future and their intelligence had tried to affect the course of events

to some extent, he categorically denied all claims about any more forceful Western

contribution than these things which were part of normal inter-state policies in the

contemporary world.272

267 Shafarevich 2000 [1998]a; 2000 [1998]b; 2000 [1999]a; 2001e; 2004f; 2004i. See also

Partinform, 5 March 1997.
268 Shafarevich 1996d.
269 Shafarevich 1994e.
270 Shafarevich 1995b.
271 One of the many proponents of this idea is the prolific nationalist writer Oleg Platonov.
272 As Shafarevich still specified in Shafarevich 2001c, 75–76, the only reason why he raised this

question was that because it tempted many contemporaries with its simplicity, he felt that it was

important to explicitly refute it. In a somewhat astonishing way Horvath was later to recount that

Shafarevich, “the prophet of the emerging ‘red-brown’ alliance of communist conservatives and

ultra-nationalists [. . .] would [eventually] trace perestroika to the intrigues of the CIA.” (Horvath

2005, 185.) Then, in Shafarevich 2000 [1999]c, Shafarevich raised the question about the

existence or influence of Masons in Russia, a move which was approximately the worst thinkable

on his part when considering his terrible reputation, as a “Judeo-Masonic sect theorist” among so

many other things. In this rather impressionistic account he estimated the role of the Masons to

have been virtually inexistent during other periods in Russian history but assumed them to have

played a certain role around the time of the February Revolution, nevertheless. When taking into

consideration the fact that in the French Revolution, which Shafarevich had reflected on very

thoroughly and far from trivially (see, most notably Shafarevich 2004a), the Masons had had their

own role and that Cochin had seen their lodges as one of the several “intellectual circles” in which

the ideas of an elitist revolutionary avant-garde were developing before it (as well as the fact that

asking a question is not the same thing as answering it affirmatively – and can also be done in the

intention of dispelling myths, the CIA question being a case in point), Shafarevich’s choice does

not seem as murky or as pathetic as it perhaps would otherwise. In Shafarevich 2009c, 164 he then

comments in a very apt way on his having raised the question about the Masons in the February

Revolution, not without some irony about the kind of political correctness which strictly prohibits

raising this question as “a question which clearly goes too far”. It can also be noted that in

Shafarevich 2000 [1994]b he had forcefully rebuffed all sorts of conspiratorial ideas, stressing that

human life is greater than any exact plans even if it certainly follows some laws and regularities,
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Shafarevich’s emphasis on man’s responsibility and capacity to affect the course

of the country was again expressed in 1999 when he lamented that many seemed to

be expecting a strong leader. Such thinking was unfortunate because it renders each

person’s personal efforts meaningless. If, however, people genuinely want to help

their fatherland, the leader of the group will also appear but it does not happen the

other way around, he stressed. In the same connection he voiced his incredulity for

the fact that some of his compatriots had seemingly started to cherish the memory

of Stalin.273

As in the early 1990s, Shafarevich continued to speak against what he saw as the

denigration of cultural and religious values.274 He was particularly vexed by the

plans of Russia’s first commercial TV channel, NTV, to show Martin Scorsese’s

contested The Last Temptation of Christ on Easter night in 1997. He complained

that this filmatisation of Nikos Kazantzakis’s novel, showing, among other things,

Jesus building crosses for the Romans to be used for crucifying criminals, his dream

of a wedding night with Mary Magdalene and his simultaneous marriages to Martha

and Maria, was deeply offensive. The plan to air it on Easter night was deliberately

disrespectful towards faithful Christians and, because Orthodoxy was an important

foundation of all Russian culture, towards people of other faiths in Russia as well.

He added that those at NTV could have been expected to have greater tact and

responsibility – also because the company was owned by the millionaire Vladimir

Gusinskii, the president of the Russian Jewish Congress, and such a provocative

broadcast could bring about distrust among nationalities.275

Shafarevich essentially reiterated basic positions familiar from his earlier

addresses also when he commented on the terrorist attacks against the US on

11 September, 2001:

Some official figure in the United States said: ‘This is an unprecedented, barbarian act

directed at peaceful citizens.’ It is possible to agree with each word except for the first. How

come unprecedented!? What about Hiroshima? Dresden? Iraq? Serbia? [. . .] For decades
the United States has taught the world the idea of terrorism, and now it has encountered it

itself.

He specified that while war, at least, has certain laws which it is considered

shameful to break, terrorism is a return to the norms of blood vengeance.

Shafarevich suggested that this thinking was common in the United States in

and did this in 1998b as well. Against this background it sounds somewhat hollow when Reddaway

and Glinskii introduce Shafarevich to their readers as an exemplar of a Russian sect theorist

(Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 106).
273 Shafarevich 1999a, see also 1999b. In both of these texts Shafarevich lamented the recent rise

of Stalin’s popularity in society, and stressed that even if during Stalin’s rule people had had

relative social security when it came to things like free medicine and education, it would be

entirely fallacious to draw from this that Stalin had been thinking of the people’s interests.
274 See, for example, Shafarevich 2004g.
275 Shafarevich 1997a. See also Fefelov 1997. It may be noted that Father Aleksandr Men had also

called Scorsese’s film tasteless “rubbish”, assuming it to have been made “for commercial

purposes” (Otets Aleksandr Men, 154).
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more general terms as well, at least judging by the fact that the majority of citizens

seemed to consider the free sale of guns as an expression of the freedom of man. He

also referred to cruel Hollywood films nurturing the “myth of the invincible, almost

immortal Americans and America [. . .] in which the American hero mows down

lines of those funny Chinese or Russians and is himself as if magically protected in

the midst of their bullets.”

He characterised contemporary Western civilisation as “an exceptionally com-

plex system which functions in an ideal way if only everyone obeys its principles.

But it is very easy to destroy it, not agreeing on these principles.” To his mind the

terrorist acts could have been an incentive for the US to acknowledge the irredeem-

able road it had taken:

But the misfortune lies in that America seems to have lost the ability to listen to the voice of

life. It is a misfortune both for it and for all of us, while so much depends on it in the world

[. . .]. It seems that not only the top layer of American society but also the mass of

Americans are able to think only in terms of the old categories: ‘action of retaliation’,

‘cruise missiles’, ‘special operations’.

Shafarevich compared this morbid logic with that of the Nazi leadership which

retaliated with the infamous Kristallnacht in 1938 against the whole of the German

Jewish community for the political assassination of a German diplomat by a young

Polish Jew. He also reminded his readers that the First World War had been

triggered by a terrorist act and Austria-Hungary’s determination to answer to it

by force. It had been a war in which Austria-Hungary had perished, he specified.

Exactly as in 1991, Shafarevich saw it to be of utmost importance that Russia

refrain from participating in the “anti-terrorist front” led by the United States. In

this way it could prevent the Islamic world from getting the experience of being

always mistreated and thus contribute to the easing up of the tension felt in the

world. This was very important since the Islamic world was currently very active,

with feelings of indignation and hatred manifested very sharply and painfully.

Not only the events of 11 September but also a series of earlier terrorist acts have shown

what an enormous supply of hatred has become accumulated in the world against America.

It is now very important for the United States to camouflage this fact. Out of this comes the

formulation that the blasts were a crime against the whole of the world and that the answer

to them should be given by the whole world. Nevertheless, these blasts were undoubtedly a

crime, but a crime against the United States. Or to put it more exactly, against the ‘New

World Order’ foisted upon the whole world having its [. . .] centre of gravity in the United

States.

Shafarevich pointed out that anti-Americanism had been the driving force

behind the overthrow of the Shah in Iran in 1979. He considered that “the assiduous

task of the CIA during the past decades has been to redirect this vector of hatred

from America and Israel to Russia and the Slavs.” In the Balkans the United States

had already succeeded in making the Orthodox Serbs and the Muslims clash. Now it

was of utmost importance that Russia be not provoked into a similar clash. One

temptation which could lead Russia to the road of such senseless controversy was

the enchantment of being a great power, of becoming
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‘an equal partner of the United States’! But is it really so flattering and worthy of paying

such a high price? If Russia is involved in a full-scale controversy with the Islamic world,

and if the sort of feeling strengthens in it that ‘people of other religions always ally against

us’, it will mean a continuation of conflicts for Russia, which will suck all those remnants of

power that still exist.

Shafarevich also dismissed the argument that Russia ought to take part in the

united front against terrorism because of its own scar, Chechnia, arguing that the

issue there was much more about economic interests than religion.276 In 2003 he

continued with a comment on the US attack on Iraq, assessing that in a situation

where the United Nations was clearly powerless to address the real problems of the

world community, Russia could help prevent the catastrophic scenario of a similar

future on Iran by giving it moral and technological support.277

I lastly return briefly to Russophobia. When considering its claims and

arguments in the light of this chapter, it must be acknowledged that Shafarevich’s

worries and warnings in it concerning the fatality of the urge to transplant “democ-

racy” in Russia at any price, in flagrantly undemocratic ways while regarding this

“democracy” as something of a fetish, have been almost appallingly pertinent. He

had been further alarmed by how those insisting on such “democracy” tended to

view ordinary Russian people with hatred and revulsion, considering themselves as

the thinking elite above it. He stressed this again in 2004, writing in a foreword to

Augustin Cochin’s book about the French Revolution and “the little nation” behind

it, that the most essential in the moulding of any “little nation” is that

it disentangles itself from the rest of the nation, contrasts itself intellectually and spiritually

with it, and, because of this, its members conceive of themselves as if they were different

beings – belonging to another species, perhaps. This peculiar layer [. . .] does not experi-
ence itself as connected with any bonds or through any restrictions with the rest of the

nation. In history ‘the little nation’ takes the role of a master in whose hands the rest of the

nation is plain material.278

He added that its members’ “slogan is ‘faith in intellect’, i.e., intellect is not used
for reflecting on life but it is an object of faith.”279

Shafarevich had pointed to a similar pseudorational and pseudoscientific attitude

which was connected with a forceful dislike and suspicion of any national, religious

or historical traditions in his 1991 article Russophobia – Ten Years Later. Its largest
part consisted of a digest of politicians’ statements in the Soviet mainstream press

276 Shafarevich 2001f, many of the same ideas are expressed in 2004k.
277 Shafarevich 2003e, a slightly edited version of the same text is 2003j. Shafarevich’s point that

Iran was sorely in need of moral support from outside can perhaps be also considered in the light of

the fact that two years later, in 2005, the moderate President Khatami would lose the elections to

the hard-handed populist Mahmoud Ahmadinejad who had obviously been able to justify the need

for a sharper line with the Western hatred for the country.
278 Shafarevich 2004a, 10–11.
279 Ibid., 12.
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of the perestroika years in which the Russian people and its history were the object

of condescending and disparaging assaults.280

Here, for a point of reference, I quote once more Reddaway’s and Glinskii’s

seminal study and their commentary on the scandalously hapless experiment of

making Russia a democratic market economy; an experiment resulting in that “one

of the world’s major industrial powers has fallen to the level of the poorest

European states in less than a decade”. They write: “Gaidar believes that Russian

cultural inferiority is to blame, and that Russians could not have done any

better.”281

280 Shafarevich 1994 [1991]a.
281 Reddaway & Glinski 2001, 306.
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Chapter 10

Critique of Contemporary Techno-Scientific

Civilisation

The Crux of Shafarevich’s Thinking

This chapter finally discusses Shafarevich’s texts on contemporary Western

civilisation, a broad subject which, judging by his recollections recounted in

Ch. 2, has intrigued him since he went to school in the 1930s – the time when the

young Soviet state was frenetically building itself a bold future. With the view of

what will follow, it is telling that Shafarevich’s earliest known non-mathematical

text was dedicated to Konrad Lorenz’s findings in ethology. As was noted in Ch. 6,

Shafarevich explained the significance of Lorenz’s work by saying that in our

times, in particular, it is important to consider the world in terms of something

that is living, not only in terms of mechanisms and machines as so often is done.

In many other ways, as well, the previous discussions have brought into view

aspects of Shafarevich’s ideas to be introduced in this, surely the most important

chapter of this study. Now, however, it is possible to present these ideas in a more

comprehensive manner, on the basis of his writings published since 1989.

By far the most important of these texts are Two Roads to One Precipice and

Russia and the Universal Catastrophe, to be introduced separately. Their selection

for scrutiny also makes sense for the purpose of meaningful assessment of some of

the most important pieces of feedback. When discussing Russia and the Universal
Catastrophe, I occasionally consider and quote some other articles as well because

Shafarevich has since reiterated and reformulated many of its ideas in a number of

shorter texts.

Finally it still seems important to point out – not least because this same aspect

of Russophobia was so totally lost on so many of its critics – that it has clearly not

been Shafarevich’s intention to present some sort of a ready doctrine or a seamless

system of ideas with the pretension that everything in it is already complete, fixed

and in its final place. He has readily acknowledged this himself.1 Shafarevich’s

1 Shafarevich 2002a.

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_10, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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primary intention is much rather to unlock a big “fixed package” of this kind, to

challenge something that contemporary man is inclined to take for granted in an

automatic way. The emphasis in his discussion is, in other words, on asking

questions as relevant as possible (and only then, after this, to see and assess what

“grows” out of them). As such, Shafarevich’s approach already has much to do with

his actual message.

Two Roads to One Precipice

In 1989, almost simultaneously with the publication of the first portion of

Russophobia in Nash sovremennik, another long article by Shafarevich, Two
Roads to One Precipice,2 appeared in Novyi mir, the prominent “fat” journal of

the liberally minded urban intelligentsia. This text is best seen as a parallel project

to Russophobia. Shafarevich clearly attempts to formulate in it, in the new situation

in which so many questions about Russia’s future were suddenly becoming open,

Russophobia’s most essential arguments to the readers of Novyi mir. These were

members of Soviet society who had for long wanted to replace the Soviet system

with something more humane and intellectually and morally more satisfactory and

for whom it was fairly obvious that contemporary Western society offered the

needed answer.3

The view of Two Roads to One Precipice as an attempt to reformulate

Russophobia’s arguments is pertinent because this perspective further helps to see

Russophobia’s statements in their right proportions. On the one hand, this means

seeing the Jewish theme (which is totally missing in Two Roads to One Precipice)
as very peripheral to Shafarevich’s central argument in Russophobia. On the other

hand, this means eventually putting the emphasis on its central idea – which was

discussed in my long chapter on Russophobia in an almost paradoxically superficial

way when the Jewish theme was constantly “grabbing” from it the major attention.

At the beginning of Two Roads to One Precipice Shafarevich, giving a number

of concrete examples, points out to the puzzling fact that even if

the Stalinist terrorist regime is diametrically opposed to the spirit of liberal Western

ideology of progress [. . .], very many of its most prominent representatives not only did

not protest against the crimes of the Stalinist regime but defended it from the criticism of

others, and praised and glorified it.4

2 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c. Translations of it have been made at least into French (as Deux voies
vers un même précipice, in the journal Catholica) and Serbian (Rusofobija/Dve staze – ka istom
bezdanu, 1993 [by Pogledi]).
3 In another text of this time Shafarevich actually said that for a very long time this was more or

less his own view as well. He explained that the Soviet ideological hypnosis was so strong with its

conception of two internally contradictory systems that it seemed almost impossible to question it.

(Shafarevich 1989b.)
4 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 340.
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Shafarevich assumes that these several European intellectual luminaries and

advocates of the cause of human rights, such as Romain Rolland, Karel Čapek,

Lion Feuchtwanger, André Gide, André Malraux, H. G. Wells, Sidney and Beatrice

Webb, Jean-Paul Sartre and George Bernard Shaw, had been so impressed and

delighted by rational urban Soviet life, this daring project of replacing the old

backward agrarian world with a society of the new enlightened man, that the cruel

nature of the Soviet experiment had not managed to darken their view of it.5 As was

seen in Ch. 7, he had expressed this idea already in his Moskovskie novosti article
the previous summer, referring to Kozhinov, who had suggested that at the begin-

ning of the 20th century there seemed to be serious demand worldwide for a “human

god” – a bold leader for a bold new man desiring to free himself of the prejudices of

the past.6

Shafarevich further asserts that however striking and significant are the practical

differences of the Soviet command system and Western liberal democracy –

especially when it comes to their ways of treating their own citizens – their most

profound nature and the most important goals are essentially similar: they are both

based on an attempt to rise above the old agrarian world by way of constructing on

its place a rational, techno-centred world. They both are, as he specifies, pursuits to

realise a techno-scientific utopia.7

Shafarevich also notes that these progress-oriented Western humanist

intellectuals began to tone down their enthusiasm for the Soviet Union to a signifi-

cant degree only during the sixties and seventies when the Soviet system was

actually becoming considerably less harsh. He assumes the explanation for such

a discordant reaction to have lain in the fact that this was also the time when

the Soviets’ bold utopian confidence was wearing down. This loss of utopian zeal,

he specifies, was the primary reason why the Soviet Union lost its magical aura in

the eyes of these Western protagonists of progress. Another reason was that at this

time, with things like Khrushchev’s official disclosures, the inhumane traits of the

Soviet system were starting to appear all too plainly to be just swept out of sight like

before. It was around this time, Shafarevich continues, that it became typical to

blame the failure of the communist utopia on the Russians – on their character and

backward history. At the same time, nevertheless, many of these Western “fellow-

travellers” – most famously Jean-Paul Sartre – turned their hopeful glances to

5 Ibid., 340–361. Shafarevich’s claim would seem to be supported by the fact that many of these

people were exceptionally thrilled by the perspectives of the new technological and scientific era.

For example, Romain Rolland authored science fiction and Karel Čapek is remembered for having

been the first to use the word “robot”. Paul Hollander’s thorough study of these “political pilgrims”

(Hollander 1981), likewise seems to support Shafarevich’s claim, although Hollander simply

speaks about their utopianism and does not draw as clear conclusions of its nature as Shafarevich.
6 Shafarevich 1988a.
7 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 361. He later elaborated this claim by quoting Marx who said in the

Communist Manifesto that “The bourgeois has played an extremely revolutionary role in history”

because it has “made production of all countries cosmopolitan, drawn all peoples to civilisation

and subjugated the village to the town.” (Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 390.)
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Mao’s China, finding their ideal here, in spite of the fact the Cultural Revolution

was exacting human victims on a horrible scale and meant the bewildering destruc-

tion of a cultural heritage.8

This incongruity of finding fault in the Soviet history only when the Soviet

system was starting to show its weakness, on the one hand, and to be less boldly

utopian, on the other, could to Shafarevich’s mind be seen in the historians’

interpretations of the Soviet history as well. His example is the so-called doctors’

affair.9 Isaac Deutscher had characterised the doctors’ affair in his seminal biogra-

phy of Stalin as the event which essentially proved Stalinism to be evil. It is

astounding, Shafarevich comments, that the forced collectivisation of agriculture

had not incited Deutscher to draw conclusions of this sort even if he certainly had

described its horrors in a very graphic manner. The rather striking incongruence of

the treatment of these two tragedies of different scales – the first taking place when

Stalin was at the height of his confidence and causing the death of several millions,

the other when he was old, weak and terrified, and causing the death of several dozens

– was not Shafarevich’s only point, however. He says that the contemporaneous

reverberation of the doctors’ affair was very modest and that it, just like many other

tragedies of Lenin’s and Stalin’s years, became an object of interest among foreign

specialists only after Stalin’s death when the atmosphere in the country had already

changed dramatically.10

8 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 345. Shafarevich also commented from two different perspectives on

the thought, which easily comes to mind, that during the years of Stalin’s greatest strength, there

was another horrible dictator terrorising Europe with his lunatic ideas, and that whatever else,

Stalin at least contributed to his defeat in the Second World War. Here, in Two Roads to One
Precipice, he says that although Hitler’s Germany and Stalin’s Soviet Union portrayed themselves

as each others’ diametrical opposites, were feverishly competing with one another and clashed so

that almost the whole world was burning, they actually provided a raison d’être and a precondition
for success to each other: Hitler leaned on the argument that “something like what had happened in

the Soviet Union” was threatening the Germans and that he was the only one capable of preventing

this from happening, while on the other side of the border the ruthless Soviet campaign against

“the wreckers” got its justification in Hitler’s ascent to power in Germany (ibid., 363). In 1991

Shafarevich as if continued this thought and said that the people of the Soviet Union fought the

invading Germans and defended their country in spite of Stalin much more than because of him
(Shafarevich 1994 [1991]e).
9 In March 1953 Stalin was suspecting the Kremlin doctors of having tried to poison him as a part

of an international conspiracy and had 37 doctors arrested, after which they were subjected to

torture and killed. Since most of these doctors were Jewish, it led to further arrests of Soviet Jewish

notables and to plans of a similar systematic repression of Jews to which many Soviet nationalities

had been subjugated during the previous decades.
10 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 343–344. When consulting Deutscher’s book, it is not hard to find

support for Shafarevich’s characterisations. Deutscher is strikingly ready to forgive Stalin for any

cruelty when it was expedient for the building of a brand new industrial, urban and enlightened

society, seeing this essentially as inevitable and thus basically acceptable. However, to his mind

the doctors’ affair, an assault on the most enlightened and urban core of the newly built Soviet

society was an unnecessary, counter-productive and an outrageously barbarian deed. Here are

some excerpts of his words: “The nation over which Stalin took power might, apart from small
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With the obvious intention to make his Soviet readers in the Westernising

intelligentsia seriously consider the nature of the Western system now being served

to them instead of the socialist system, Shafarevich sketched its profound problems.

One of these was the rather inconsistent, even selective and utilitarian relation

towards the concept of human rights in progressive Western societies: Human

rights were certainly kept in highest regard but at the same time injustice of an

enormous scale and horrendous crimes towards entire peoples elsewhere could be

met with staggering indifference. Shafarevich also remarked that while the

inhabitants of the United States make up only 5.6 per cent of the world’s population,

their share of the total usage of the earth’s natural resources is 40 per cent and their

share of the total of gas emissions is 70 per cent. Although the American way of life

is thus an acute danger to all the present and future inhabitants of the world, this

problem is virtually never approached from the perspective of the concept of the

human rights.11

An underlying predicament of an even more thoroughgoing nature in Western

civilisation and in the Western view of the world is that machines play a tremen-

dous role in them – and that the problems they and their pervasiveness cause are

accumulating constantly. This is the way in which Western society, based on liberal

democracy and a market economy, on the one hand, and socialist society, based on

totalitarianism and a command economy, on the other, are profoundly kindred to

one another and in crude contradiction with societies of other kinds. They are both

prone to conceive of human society as a grand, rationally functioning machine.12

The application of this metaphor of the machine, or computer, was the most literal

and the most consistent in the Soviet Union of the 1920s and 1930s. Gorkii, for one,

dreamt about the production of grain in laboratories without the need to rely on

groups of educated people and advanced workers, rightly be called a nation of savages. This is not

meant to cast any reflection on the Russian national character – Russia’s ‘backward, Asiatic’

condition has been her tragedy, not her fault. Stalin undertook, to quote a famous saying, to drive

barbarianism out of Russia by barbarous means. Because of the nature of the means he employed,

much of the barbarism thrown out of Russian life has crept back into it. The nation has, neverthe-

less, advanced far in most fields of its existence. Its material apparatus of production, which about

1930 was still inferior to that of any medium-sized European nation, has so greatly and so rapidly

expanded that Russia is now the first industrial power in Europe and second in the world. Within

little more than one decade the number of her cities and towns doubled; and her urban population

grew by thirty millions.” (Deutscher 1967, 568.) Then, speaking about the early 1950s and the

doctors’ affair, Deutscher writes: “[Stalin’s] mind seemed fixed in the twenties and the thirties. His

image of his own people was still that of the primitive pre-industrial and largely illiterate society

over which he had established his rule. [. . .] Stalin’s whimsical despotism had drawn its strength

from the sloth and torpor of the old peasantry [. . .] but it was in utter discord with the huge urban

and industrial society that had come into being. [. . .] And the cult of the Leader which had offered
to the masses of benighted muzhiks the ‘father figure’, a substitute for God and Tsar, insulted the

intelligence of a nation that was diligently modernizing itself [. . .] The scandal of the ‘doctors’

plot’ finally exposed a moral gangrene. [. . .] Stalin now struck at the very roots of the idea by

which the revolution, the party, and the state had lived[.]” (Ibid., 624–627.)
11 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 344–345.
12 Ibid., 346–360.
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filthy, unpredictable peasants. This kind of thinking penetrated all spheres of Soviet

life. Quite tellingly the Soviets even started to refer to their system as “the

command system”, as if it indeed were a huge computer. The forced collectivisation

of agriculture was the turning point in the introduction of the new, machine-like

society. Essentially it was the violent destruction of the old “cosmos-centred”

civilisation and a process of replacing it with a new techno-scientific civilisation.13

This is how Shafarevich characterises this techno-scientific civilisation: man’s

role is to a growing extent to be a user and producer of technology. A growing

number of functions of his life are performed with the help of machines or

mechanisms, or in ways in which a uniform standard is the most important feature,

as if in imitation of machines and their efficiency. People are all the less in dealings

with things living and all the more with machines and abstract categories. Due to

this it is increasingly hard for them to find meaning, sense and joy in what they do.

The media influences people’s way of thinking, as if teaching them ready standards

to follow. All over the world people dress in identical ways and follow the same

trends. Man loses his ability to control his own life. The sense of a genuine meaning

of a human person disappears, even if with a quick glance it would seem that it is

exactly the other way around.14

Shafarevich again asserts that the Western road of “progress” certainly differs

from the socialist system in a very notable way. Whereas “the road of the command

system is connected with violence on a tremendous scale”, the Western system does

not resort to violence against its own citizens. Nevertheless, it is based on the idea

of consumption and relies in many ways on the usage of such means of manipula-

tion as advertising.15

He admits readily that in certain concrete spheres of life Western civilisation has

had colossal accomplishments. Child mortality has fallen dramatically, almost

vanishing altogether, and life expectancy has greatly grown.16 There is no doubt,

either, that liberalism has done much for the establishment of humane norms of

society and for guaranteeing the rights of the individual. And it was the proponents

of liberalism who contributed the most to curbing witch hunts and criminalising the

use of torture, he stresses.17

Shafarevich further assures that he is not rebelling against technology, science

and urban life as such – there are no other realistic means to feed the population to

begin with. Nor does he have “any desire to get down on four feet and run away into

the woods like Voltaire had said about Rousseau.” However, it seems indisputable

13 Ibid., 346–353, see also 1994 [1993], 426.
14 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 354–360. In this discussion, Shafarevich refers to Lewis Mumford,

among others.
15 Ibid., 361.
16 Ibid., 358.
17 Ibid., 365.
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that despite its inarguable achievements, the path of development of the Western

civilisation during the past 150 years has been utopian.18

The whole situation brings to mind fables about a man making an agreement with a wizard.

The wizard unfailingly fulfils the agreement, but because some seemingly self-evident

conditions were not noted down, the result is contrary to what the man strived for. [. . .]
It seems that humanity is now experiencing some sort of a rupture in history, having to

find some new form for its existence. This rupture is comparable in its scale to the transition

from hunting to agriculture and animal husbandry at the beginning of the Neolithic period.

Then [. . .] the annihilation of many species – wild horses and mammoths – as a result of

advances in hunting techniques had created a situation analogous to the present ecological

crisis. And the way out of the crisis (by way of transition to agriculture) was deeply non-

trivial and very far from linear.19

Shafarevich reckoned that many questions of this sort were again becoming

topical when the country was before choices which could be decisive for the future:

“We see how much strength goes into overcoming the inertia of the command

system. If we make an error in our choice and if the country starts a race on the new

road – how could we find the strength to halt it again?” But, Shafarevich again

stresses that there is one thing his analysis “consciously does not make or pretend to

make: a precise designation of the optimal road of development, the plan for the

future.” He adds that not only does he not have such suggestions. He also has

serious doubt about them in principle. In science and technology we are quite used to such

a way of solving assignments that there is first an idea, then a detailed plan, then a model or

an experiment and finally the application to life. Factories and atomic bombs are certainly

being made in this, purely rational manner but nobody has ever created a new plant or an

animal in this way. [. . .] History knows purely rational creation as well, but this is the way

of making utopias, and, in the words of Berdiaev, utopias have the difficulty that in our

times they are realised too easily. Organic changes of society seem to occur in other ways –

in ways which rather resemble the growth of an organism or biological evolution. Such

changes are not invented. They grow out of life, and here the role of humans’ rational

activity is above all in recognising them, in assessing their meaning and providing

conditions for them to become rooted.

Another – much more modest – conclusion of the preceding analysis can perhaps be

made nevertheless. It is the call to refuse to accept the view of history as a linear process.20

In today’s situation this view is expressed in the form of the claim that we can choose only

between two roads, one leading backwards – this denotes a return to the command system –

and the other one leading forward – this denotes maximal adoption of the Western model,

repetition of the Western road. This is not a choice, to begin with. The West is ill with

another form of the disease from which we want to be healed. Both these roads lead to the

same social and ecological catastrophe. They even help one another in this. Of course, this

end result is not predestined. There is hope in both of these variants to find some sort of

a way out – without such hope it would even be impossible to live. However, it may well be

so that the West’s way out is not a way out for us. In addition to the utopian-technological

course which is now the most striking, there are tremendously vital forces embedded in

18 Ibid., 358. As he had hinted in Russophobia and would elaborate later, the basis for this

development had been established even earlier, some 400 years ago.
19 Ibid., 360, for similar considerations see also Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 388.
20 This formulation can be taken into account for future reference.
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Western civilisation. Magnificent art, created since the Renaissance, as well as profound

and beautiful science attest to this. [. . .] Our history has produced other forces which are in
many ways different, and our road should lean primarily on them.21

It seems important to quote Shafarevich even further. He continued:

An attempt to repeat others’ creation (and history is a creative process) usually does not

bring about an exact copy but a product of second class. [. . .] In order to get an unadulter-

ated copy of the Western way of life (even with its all failures and hazards) one would need

to start from the Middle Ages of the West and to move according to its consequent path. If,

however, we copy just some results of this development, we are much more likely to

acquire something closer to Latin America than to the US or Western Europe. This means

colossal debts to the developed countries (and ours is not small already as it is), the

devastation of nature, glaring inequality of possession, terrorism and totalitarianism. [. . .]
TheWestern experience should naturally be made use of, but with great caution, and not

like a model which it is obligatory to attain. It is important to mobilise the experience of

alternative forms of life, of early capitalism, ‘the ThirdWorld’ and even primitive societies.

Currently interest towards these variants of the historical development is growing in the

West – expressly in the form of seeking structures which could be used for overcoming

the contemporary crisis. There is broad literature exploring the system of values in societies

of ‘the Third World’ and primitive societies, concerning, for instance, the relative value

of free time and material wealth, the principles of the relation toward nature, tradition,

upbringing, and the cultural and religious life of these societies. For us, the closest and the

most comprehensible is the peasant civilisation where our forefathers lived their lives not so

long ago. It would not make any sense whatsoever to attempt to go back to it – in history

return is impossible, to begin with.22 But it can become for us the most valuable model of

such a way of life which has come about organically and of which we can learn much. The

most important thing that we can learn from is the cosmos-centred logic of life; life capable

of sustaining a social, economic and ecological balance.23

Bacon’s famous notion of taming nature should now be replaced with that of

taming technology, Shafarevich concluded. It would inevitably mean a change in

the character of the whole of life, “a change which humanity has not yet known”.24

Limitless Increase of Elements of Only One Type

In 1993 Shafarevich’s Russia and the Universal Catastrophe25 appeared in the first
issue of the monthly Nash sovremennik. By that time he had voiced on several

21 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 367–368.
22 Shafarevich was to reiterate this particular point, like many others expressed in these excerpts,

in other texts, most notably in Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 440.
23 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 368–369.
24 Ibid., 370.
25 Shafarevich 1994 [1993]. At least a Serbian translation exists (Rusija i svetska katastrofa, in
a 1998 book by the same name by Svetigora, which also includes a large number of Shafarevich’s

other texts).
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occasions his grave reservations about various aspects of what he conceived of as

the utopian, mechanistic nature of contemporary techno-scientific civilisation.26

This long and thorough text was his first systematic treatise on the subject.

Shafarevich had been writing it in the course of 1992 – the year when Russian

society was subjected to the “shock therapy” of economic reforms. This text can

thus be regarded as his principal reaction to the acute political, moral, social and

economical chaos. Then, in October 1993 – when violence broke out in Moscow –

he gave an honorary talk to the Mathematical Society of Japan, Mathematical
Thinking and Nature,27 which elaborated some ideas of Russia and the Universal
Catastrophe. He was still to expand and systematise these particular ideas much

later in On the History of the Scientific View of the World,28 another very intriguing
text addressed to his scientist colleagues.

Shafarevich again recounts that the strongest indication of the utopian character

of contemporary civilisation are its many pathological symptoms, enormous eco-

logical problems being the most obvious of them. Having previously characterised

this civilisation as a system imitating an enormous computer or rationally function-

ing machine, he now specified that it is steered by a conception of “progress” which

is ultimately irrational. This conception is not an idea of striving for holism in life,

balance and harmony. Instead, it is the idea of a maximally efficient unlimited

numerical growth of units of one type. He clarifies that these units must be “of one

type” – i.e., interchangeable among themselves – so that they can be treated as

addends and counted up.29 He illustrates this with an example:

Let’s say we have an apple, a little flower, a dog, a house, a soldier, a girl, and the moon. We

can count them up and say that they are 7 – but 7 of what? The only possible answer is 7

objects. The difference between a dog and the moon, an apple and a soldier disappears: they

have all lost their individuality and been turned into ‘objects’ deprived of characteristics.

The number kills individuality.

This sort of mechanical thinking inescapably leads to treating everything other

than the numerical “essence” of things as secondary and meaningless.30 Another

consequence of this mode of thinking is that since it only recognises things which

can be exactly measured, all human experiences and feelings tend to be pushed

somewhere into the periphery of relevance.

It is likewise habitual to think that all that does not function according to the

rules of mechanics is untrustworthy and unimportant. One example of this is the

word “human factor”. It connotes something that is annoyingly unreliable and

unpredictable, a potential hazard to the smooth functioning of the machine,

26 In particular, two earlier lectures, Shafarevich 1989b and 1993 [1990], have seemingly served as

its templates. See also 1991 [1989]a, 239–242; 1994 [1989]b, 238.
27 Shafarevich 2003 [1993].
28 Shafarevich 2003 [2001].
29 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 378–379; 2003 [2001], 15.
30 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 52.
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something to be preferably eliminated.31 In general, Shafarevich remarks, on the

basis of the modes of thought and behaviour of contemporary man it would almost

seem logical to draw the conclusion that for people of this civilisation contact with

living things and nature is a dangerous state to be avoided by all means and at any

price.32

A system based on such principles as numerical growth or technical perfection

is inevitably in contradiction with the demands of morality, he continues. He

illustrates this with a notion by Lorenz that when modern man encounters some-

thing living, he is prone to evaluate it from the perspective of efficiency and to soon

kill it because living things are not as efficient as machines and mechanisms.

Lorenz had also noted that the category of morals makes sense only in dealings

with living creatures.33 Only living things can be killed, machines cannot, they can

only be broken or abandoned. Neither can machines be injured or hurt, nor would it

make sense to worry about their feelings. Indeed, applying morals to machines

would be entirely nonsensical, and, because modern man is dealing more and more

with artificial objects, this fact inevitably moulds his way of treating his environ-

ment.34 He becomes accustomed not to take morals into consideration, judging

matters from the point of view of efficiency.

Techno-scientific civilisation produces a type of man closer in spirit to machines

than living beings; one feeling less and less kinship with nature, animals or even

other human beings. For example, in connection with one of the first incidents in

America of teenagers shooting a large number of their classmates and teachers,

it appeared that they had been playing computer games which simulate shooting.

This had made them habituated to the idea of mechanical, maximally efficient

annihilation without feeling pity, compassion, sadness or horror.35

31 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 384–385.
32 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 375–376.
33 Ibid., 385; 2003 [2001], 38; 1989b; 1993 [1990], 7–8.
34 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 35.
35 Shafarevich 2001c, 97; 1994 [1993], 377–378; 1994 [1989]c, 357–358. Later Shafarevich

commented on the plan to introduce a novel, unified entrance exam for Russian universities. He

explained with utter incredulity and disapproval that it would largely consist of the kind of

assignments in which the pupil has to select one of four ready answers and indicate this by ticking

the right box, i.e., multiple choice tests. According to the logic of the initiators of this reform, he

said, the new system was supposed to thwart corruption and render the results more reliable, all the

more so as the test papers would be graded by a machine. Another argument of the reform’s

initiators was that the new system would lessen the pupils’ stress. Shafarevich found both of these

arguments rather ridiculous. If the future life of a pupil was to depend on only one single exam, this

did nothing to lessen his stress. But it would just lead to a situation where a significant number of

lessons in the last classes in school would be spent training the pupils to select the right answers in

these kinds of tests. The worst part was that such a system only gives value to the result, not to

things like the process of solving a problem (if the issue is about a mathematical problem) or the

knowledge on the basis of which the pupil makes his conclusion (in subjects like history or

biology). This system does not allow questions which require analysis or description. It makes the

pupils used to thinking that any question has only one right answer (instead of possibly many, or
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Shafarevich notes further that it is characteristic of this civilisation to conceive

of life and time quite exclusively in linear terms. Cyclical processes so typical of

living organisms are perceived as vicious circles. The past is axiomatically taken to

be more primitive and backward than the present. However, an exclusively linear

conception of time is very recent in human history, and it would be deceptive

to assume it to be uncontested. Everyone interested in nature knows the vitality of

cycles in organising natural life, he specifies. Just one example is the process of

dead organisms absorbing bacteria and providing soil for plants that nourish

animals and humans. However, “when contemporary man invades nature, he breaks

its cycles”, with catastrophic consequences to the balance of life.

Shafarevich’s example of the cycle in which a dead organism becomes soil,

which then sustains and produces new life, is certainly not arbitrary any more than it

is trivial. One of the most horrible problems of the breaking of the cycles of nature

is that techno-scientific civilisation produces many kinds of leftovers and remains

which do not disappear but keep haunting us in very complex ways.36 Of course,

Shafarevich said, technology and science solve many of the problems they create

but, at the same time, they tend to produce new and even more complex and

profound problems. In general, the accumulation of problems is characteristic of

techno-scientific civilisation.37 An example is how

the concentration of people in cities poses the inevitable question of supplying them with

food. This problem is eliminated by introducing even more machines into agriculture. The

machines then destroy the soil. Therefore even more chemical fertilisers and pesticides are

applied [which] poison the soil, water, foodstuffs and humans.38

The means of production, scientific research and publications, populations,

cities, and the capacity to annihilate all grow in geometric progression, exponen-

tially. The pace of life and its changes is constantly increasing as well. It is all the

more difficult for man to adapt to them all.39

A central problem with the linear ideal of growth is that it does not accept any

principles of limits. After all, the fundamental characteristic of all living things is an

ability to comprehend one’s natural limits and forms. Only gases and crystals

expand without external limits, Shafarevich points out. But when living cells lose

their ability to limit themselves, we are dealing with cancer.40

One of the many dilemmas connected with techno-scientific civilisation’s fun-

damental disagreement with the fact of limits is that contemporary man is often

none) and that all answers can be squeezed into a very compact form. The system teaches “an

entirely new type of thinking (if it can be called thinking to begin with).” This is a way of

“reducing a thinking person onto the level of a primitive automaton”. (Shafarevich 2004m.)
36 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 379, 386–387, cit. 387; 2003 [2001], 39; 1993 [1990], 4–5.
37 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 375, 385.
38 Ibid., 386. Citation from Shafarevich 1989b.
39 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 378.
40 Ibid.
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at a loss when it comes to the idea of death. He is prone to conceive of death as

a factor which is terrifying and somehow irrational.41 As these words already hint,

Shafarevich further maintains that the system’s inability to limit itself also leads to

a blind alley of spiritual desolation. One of the symptoms of spiritual crisis is that

Western civilisation is seemingly no longer capable of reaching its former heights

in culture – whether in music, the visual arts, architecture or even literature. This is

also true of the field of mathematics. Its innovations tend to be applications of old

discoveries and be essentially technical in nature.42

Again, like in Two Roads to One Precipice, Shafarevich attracts attention to the

trend of the rapidly growing uniformity of spiritual and material culture and ways of

life within contemporary techno-scientific civilisation. If, say, a hypothetical

archaeologist would one day study the remnants of our civilisation, he would

discover its astonishing uniformity all over the world and the rapidity with which

it had spread, he highlights, continuing that this civilisation is prone to destroy all of

humanity’s “emergency exits” – i.e., other civilisations and other ways to compre-

hend life.43

Whereas socialism typically uses raw violence and threats to make the subjects

obedient cogs in its machine, capitalism uses more subtle means, most importantly

advertising and the concept of fashion to the same end, moulding people into

“consumers” who secure the swift functioning of the system based on “unlimited

progress”. Since the press, too, strives towards a constant expansion of circulation,

it is tempted to appeal only to the most instinctive and thus most primitive layers

of psychology.44 Under such circumstances it is not strange that young people

in particular easily lose the sense of meaning in their lives. This can be seen

in such things as the high rate of drug abuse or waves of irrational and violent

youth protests which seem to have become a more or less regular phenomenon

in Western societies. Another irrational reaction to the deep contradictions of

Western civilisation is growing terrorism.45 Speaking later, Shafarevich said

that it has become common to portray terrorism as a phenomenon coming from

outside, from the Islamic world, even if there is plenty of it within Western society

as well.46

41 Ibid., 400; “Urok Iugoslavii. . .”.
42 Shafarevich 2004k, 249; 2003b.
43 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 372–377, 387–388; 1989b; 2010a, 116.
44 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 358–359, 377. Elsewhere, while expressing his contentment for the

fact that the Soviet era with its mind-numbing propaganda was over, Shafarevich said that it would

be fallacious to assume that the Western media was somehow ideal instead. In it “nothing is fully

suppressed, but pluralism observes the logic of the famous recipe of hazelhen pâté with horse flesh

added: one hazelhen, one horse.” (1994 [1990]a, 272–273.)
45 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 387; 2005e, 46.
46 Shafarevich 2005e, 46.
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When considering contemporary civilisation with its ostensibly rational way

of functioning which, however, is threatening to take people hostage in ways which

are irrational, Shafarevich points to an observation made by his geologist friend.

Many species have died of extinction because of the excessive development of

a particular attribute that was originally very useful for their survival. For

example, some ancient lizards grew enormous armour which protected them splen-

didly from any enemies but made them hopelessly slow and clumsy hunters. For

homo sapiens such a fatal feature can be its intellect – the ability to calculate and

rationalise – when not balanced by morality and spiritual pursuits, Shafarevich

encapsulates.47

Konrad Lorenz, whose ideas Shafarevich’s often cites, has written about the

same phenomenon from a slightly different perspective. He takes the example of

the argus pheasant male. Its magnificent secondary wing feathers, indispensable

for making an impression on the female – and thus managing to father a next

generation of argus pheasants – have gradually developed so prominent that the

male bird has almost lost its capacity to fly. Lorenz explains that this feature of

intra-species selection has been somewhat restrained by selection of contrary kind,

i.e., the fact that beasts living on the ground have tended to eat up the individuals

unable to flee by flying. Humans, Lorenz continues, have ended up in the most

terrifying situation: they are beset with an intra-species selection – insane

idealisation of efficiency and blind pursuit of material growth – which is an

imminent threat to their survival, and the survival of all other creatures on earth.

However, since humans have learnt to control all their external enemies and other

external forces potentially threatening them, there are no ways in which any

external regulation mechanisms could work and have a healing effect on the

cultural development of humanity.48

These thoughts about evolution and natural selection also have another implica-

tion which is very closely connected with Shafarevich’s observation about man’s

tendency to destroy all “emergency exists” of humanity due to the obsession of

universal uniformity: the whole logic of natural selection, and thus evolution – and

thus survival – seems to be in contradiction with the demand that all individuals be

virtually identical. In living nature, as Shafarevich pinpoints, every single individ-

ual is slightly different from all the other ones, starting from the leaves of a tree.49

This fact has a significant function: for a species the precondition for its ability to

adapt seems to be that its members are different from one another. Only when this is

the case can nature – understood as both intra- and inter-species selection – “take

part” in its protection and preservation.

47 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 56.
48 Lorenz 1974 [1973], 34–41 [i.e., Chapter IV].
49 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 384.
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How Techno-Scientific Civilisation Has Taken Shape

Applying the Logic of Mechanics to Human Communities and
Nature

Shafarevich proceeds to outline the ways in which techno-scientific civilisation has

taken shape. Essentially he characterised this process as a series of revolutions in

various spheres of life. Each has strived for a profound breakage with the past, with

its spiritual and moral traditions. Each has also brought a thoroughgoing change to

the earlier holistic comprehension of life and the cosmos.

A very important source for likening human communities to machines was the

Copernican Revolution of the 16th and 17th century. Referring to E. A. Burtt’s

classic The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Physical Science, Shafarevich
explains that the scientific breakthroughs of the Copernican Revolution were made

when relying on hypotheses which are essentially not provable in reality. This is

because they assume a world of “pure” or “ideal” phenomena such as “unrestricted

rectilinear movement”, or “an object which is not acted upon by external forces”,

which never in fact exist in real life. This approach, which operates with

simplifications, or “lies” – but “lies” only so small that they do not significantly

affect quantities and proportions – has certainly been spectacularly fruitful in

producing new scientific discoveries. The problem is, however, that ultimately

science of this sort is deceptive because it is not capable of analysing things not

distinctive to a mechanism. It deals according to the laws of pure rationalism,

indeed entirely subordinating to rationalism things like human emotions,

experiences and morality. It produces more and more modes of thought which

encourage man to comprehend society as a machine and to treat this view as

axiomatic.50

This idealisation of machines was openly expressed by the greatest authorities of

the scientific revolution. At the turn of the 17th century Kepler stated that it was his

aim to “prove that the heavenly machine should not be compared with a Divine

organism but with a clockwork”. Galilei declared that man was capable of exposing

the triangles and straight lines of nature. He apparently implied with this that even if

nature has a propensity to “conceal” its exact mathematical formulas (assumingly

with the help of phenomena like friction, air resistance or gravity which “disturb”

the measuring of the “pure” phenomena), they were there for man to detect,

allowing him to conquer nature. In the same vein he declared that “The task is to

measure everything that can be measured and to make measurable everything that

cannot.” Not long after, Descartes made comparisons between animals and

50 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 20–21.
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machines, and a century later de la Mettrie published his meditations about man as a

machine.51

The mechanical conception did not break through until the time of Newton,

however. Newton designed “the system of the world”, which rested on the convic-

tion that it was possible to construct a comprehensive image of nature on the basis

of a limited number of laws, from which all else could be deduced with the help of

certain mathematical procedures.52

However, there were those who expressed concern for such a mechanical model.

One of them was Newton himself. Shafarevich assessed that Newton’s religious

conceptions seem to have been somewhat muddled, but that according to his private

notes it is evident that he considered his mechanical system to be problematic from

the point of view of his religious emotions. Later in life there was also a shift in his

scientific thinking. In astrology he denounced the mechanistic principle altogether,

writing in Principia Mathematica that “Our most beautiful system of the sun,

planets, and comets could only proceed from the counsel and dominion of an

intelligent and powerful Being.” Here Newton referred to the solar system, where

none of the planets either hits the sun or drifts off into space. In Opticks, again,
Newton came to the conclusion that if we accept only the principle of mechanics, it

means that we have a world without motion. There has to be a principle that causes

motion and sustains it. Newton reasoned that the principle of mechanics applies

only to non-living nature, and even there with considerable restrictions.53

Even if Newton was a very versatile thinker, it was his “mechanical system of

the world” which was hailed with the greatest enthusiasm, Shafarevich continued.

Voltaire made Newton a weapon in the battle against the church, and the culmina-

tion of the cult of Newton was reached when Saint-Simon proposed that he should

be worshipped in temples. He also wanted society to be governed by “Newtonian

councils” assembled of the best mathematicians and physicists.54

In general, it was typical of this era of scientific revolution to take a very self-

assured stance towards the past and to dismiss it as an epoch of prejudices.

Shafarevich mentions, for one, that in the 17th century, when the spiritual

foundations of the techno-scientific civilisation were being laid, all things ancient

were forcefully reproached, including ancient scholarship and art. The writings of

the leading philosophers of the time were full of attacks against Aristotle, and

Descartes boasted how he had forgotten the Greek he had learnt in school.55 It was

then not particularly surprising that some of the most fanatic later proponents of the

51 Ibid., 22, 35, 52; 2003 [1993], 47; 2001c, 50; 1993 [1990], 5–6. Shafarevich has likewise noted

(in 1994 [1993], 395) that Hobbes’s Leviathan, even if formally depicting society as a beast, i.e.,

an organism, was essentially an image of society as a grand machine.
52 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 47; 2003 [2001], 33.
53 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 48–50; 2004k, 250–251.
54 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 50–51; 2003 [2001], 34; 2000 [1997]a, 325, 327.
55 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 379.
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scientific revolution were among the ideologues of the French Revolution.56 To

continue Shafarevich’s ideas a little, it can be noted that it was the French Revolu-

tion which introduced metrification, the grandiose venture of the unification of

measurement, which has later been accepted as normative all over the world.57

The relation of this brand new Western world to other cultures was similarly

self-assured. This was best illustrated in the geographical explorations which had

begun some centuries earlier. As Shafarevich formulates it, it was rather astonish-

ing that little Portugal could conceive of itself as having “discovered” India, much

larger than itself and with a culture much older.58 It was of course also typical to

exploit the newly discovered lands pitilessly, importing from them slaves and raw

materials.59 In general, the idea of subjugating nature in order to reach a concrete

scientific result had much in common with the logic of explorations. Both Galilei

and Bacon, whose ideological texts had an enormous influence on Newton

and many other scientists, wrote that a scientific experiment is violence upon

nature forcing it to reveal its secrets.60 Behind all these things, Shafarevich again

summarises, was not an ideology of striving to live harmoniously with one’s

environment but of becoming its master and of exploiting it. But, he says, the

most profound truths are not revealed with torture.61

Even though the techno-scientific civilisation keeps mathematics, the purest of

the natural sciences, the “language of triangles and straight lines”, in high esteem,

its conception of mathematics is very one-sided, Shafarevich maintains. He

specifies that for professional mathematicians, rational reasoning is just one side

of their work. He admits that especially nowadays it is easy to get a feeling that

all mathematics can be handled by a grand computer. This is because mathematics

has the ability to transform profound problems into standardised logical schemes,

of which many can now be easily calculated by a computer. However, most

mathematicians regard their work as distinct from the work of computer. Often it

is intuition and a strong sense of beauty and harmony which guide them to their best

accomplishments and most durable solutions. In their conversations one can con-

stantly hear such phrases as “a graceful proof” or “a beautiful article”. Shafarevich

summarises that each mathematician knows that aesthetic emotion does not only

give pleasure but is also a working method in no way less important than logical

reasoning.62

56 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 34.
57 Robinson 2007, 30–31.
58 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 5; 2008c.
59 Shafarevich 2005e, 20.
60 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 37, see also 2009b, 6; 2005e, 23.
61 Shafarevich 2008c; 2009b, 6 where he also refers to Goethe’s words “Nature, pulled to the

gallows of experiment, will never reveal its secrets.”
62 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 53–56, for a strong emphasis on the significance of beauty, see also

2008c.
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In the 20th century the truth of this notion has even been proved mathematically –

by the incompleteness theorem of Kurt G€odel, Shafarevich further said. Already

before G€odel’s proof the great mathematician Poincaré had emphasised intuition

and the aesthetic element in mathematical reasoning as decisive in relation to

technical calculation.63 To Shafarevich’s mind the way Poincaré had described

this process has great resemblance to Lorenz’s ideas about the logic of evolution

which includes not only natural selection but abrupt mutations and instant moments

of “revelation”. Thus, he concludes, aesthetic criteria are apparently very essential

in man’s creative work as well as in the way in which nature creates and functions.

Shafarevich also points out that nature creates not only beautiful plants and animals

but such solutions for the adaptation of species with which even the most perfect

scientific theories cannot compete.64

These ideas about some sort of a balance (or creative tension or interconnection)

between rationality, one of the major components of techno-scientific civilisation,

and such a mighty antidote to it as the dimension of beauty, bring to mind

Shafarevich’s honorary talk upon being awarded the Heineman Prize in 1973.

As was recounted in Ch. 6, in it he had pointed out that in the 6th century BC the

mystical school of Pythagoras had formulated some fundamental mathematical

laws when it had strived to revere the harmony of the cosmos and to be in

communion with it.

As if in a continuation of this observation, Shafarevich later put forward another

intriguing thought: in ancient Greece many such notions as heliocentrism, which

would later be celebrated as breakthroughs of the techno-scientific civilisation of

Western Europe, were acknowledged. Natural scientific discoveries were made at

a very intensive pace but the era of these discoveries came to an abrupt end some-

time in the 3rd century BC. It was, as the German specialist of ancient literature

Wolfgang Schadewaldt had once stated, as if the Greeks had come across a glass

wall. Shafarevich acknowledges that this stop in scientific discovery coincided with

the conquest and subjugation of Greek lands by the Romans. However, he has

another interpretation concerning its most profound cause. He suggests the ancient

Greeks to have sensed or experienced that going further on this road of scientific

discoveries would be somehow tragic and dangerous: it would lead to the opening

up of a gap too broad between the truths provided by science, which presupposes

“merciless” standardisation of the Procrustean bed, and the truths of intuitive

experience, which rather allows each thing and phenomenon somewhat different,

individual rules, conditions and proportions. In other words, going further on that

road would denote breaking something harmonious or intruding into a sphere that

man is no longer capable of dealing with.65

63 Shafarevich 2003 [1993], 53.
64 Ibid, 54–56.
65 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 25–32.
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Shafarevich elaborates and clarifies this intriguing idea when he suggests that

portents of the era of scientific discoveries can be seen in Greek mythological

literature already a century or two before it. And the startling thing is that this

literature clearly articulates a notion that the new bold era will not bring happiness

to man. Shafarevich illustrates this with some quotes and commentaries of Hesiod’s

poem Theogonia (8th or 7th century BC). It depicts the war of the Titans, the gods

whom Heaven (Ouranos) and Earth (Gaia) had given birth to, with the new gods,

the descendants of the god Kronos, who introduce laws which organise the world.

These new gods, led by Zeus, can, because of Zeus’ lightning bolt, overpower the

old ones.

Shafarevich’s other example is Prometheus Bound of Aeschylus, dating from the

5th century BC. It is a tragedy about the Titan Prometheus, whom the infuriated

Zeus has chained to a rock. Shafarevich quotes the words, which Aeschylus gave to

the choir – the truth-teller of ancient Greek tragedies – to recite

Having given a new law to the world
Zeus is lawlessly ruling
What was great, disappeared into meaninglessness [. . .]
Zeus is furious, Zeus is ruling the world
after having established tyranny and the law
Zeus is ruling with an iron spear
both the demons [deities] of old and those respected now.

Shafarevich continues that “According to Aeschylus and the tradition [on which

Aeschylus bases] Zeus’ rule does not bring what is good and beneficial to people.”

To illustrate this, Shafarevich gives another quote, this time from Prometheus.

Prometheus laments that straight after Zeus had sat on the Titans’ old throne, he

had busily begun defining the spheres of authority of various deities but had

forgotten all about humanity, leaving it alone in its hardships: “He planned to tear

the human race up by its roots so that he would raise a new one. Nobody else

stepped up to protect these unhappy ones. Only I stayed alive, and saved the dead!”

Shafarevich explains further that Prometheus had given the people the gift of

culture and handicrafts. This had been the reason for Zeus’ wrath to begin with.

And, he continues,

there is more to it than this. Prometheus knows the secret of Zeus’ future: his kingdom
is not for ever. And when it comes to the question, But who will deprive him of the sceptre of
his reign?, Prometheus knows the answer: He himself, having conceived of what is
senseless.66

66 Ibid., 26–28. My translations follow Shafarevich’s Russian translation (of a 1937 Moscow

edition). It is possible that they are thus already somewhat far removed from the Greek originals

in exact meanings, and surely very far from them in beauty and elegance. However, in this way it is

easiest to illustrate the points Shafarevich makes because he has obviously chosen the most fitting

excerpts from his own edition for their demonstration.
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The Imperative of Efficiency

As was pointed out at the beginning of this chapter, Shafarevich considers that

contemporary techno-scientific civilisation has taken shape as a result of more or

less simultaneous profound breakages with the past in various spheres of life which

have mutually influenced one another. One such breakage, or revolution, was the

emergence of developed capitalism.

Shafarevich stresses that this ideological construction based on the idea of con-

stant progress is much younger and much narrower than capitalism itself. Indeed,

Werner Sombart had termed it Hochkapitalismus, developed capitalism. It had taken

shape during the 18th and 19th century. Sombart had characterised its essence as

“de-concretisation” of the world, explaining that when the abstract principle of

money becomes the measure of all things, this denotes destruction of the categories

of “concrete” and “diverse”. For him, usury, which is basically nothing but sheer

technique, was the symbol of this new form of capitalism. It was neither a physical

nor spiritual activity in itself and had no meaning or value other than its result.67

Weber had spoken about the same thing when he had pointed to the novelty of

the notion of economy’s autonomy. In earlier times the prevailing idea had been of

society as a holistic spiritual organism, with economic activity being just one of its

aspects. Now, however, morality had become subordinated to the criteria of effi-

ciency and the economy, and life had begun to be regulated by the principles of

mechanics, i.e., the science of dead matter.68

In Two Roads to One Precipice Shafarevich had illustrated the profound change
in the ways of thinking with Weber’s famous example: a landlord had been paying

his men 1 mark per each mowed acre. Thus they mowed 2.5 acres per day and

earned 2.5 marks. Hoping to make them do more, the landlord then raised the rate of

one acre to 1.25 marks. The result was that the men mowed just 2 acres daily.69 To

the man of the new era such behaviour was just sheer stupidity.

67 As Shafarevich noted later, in our days the abstract and speculative nature of the economy is

stronger than ever, especially so after the US abandoned the gold standard in 1971. Nowadays even

the normal, “respectable” economy increasingly resembles the “pyramids”, the fraudulent

enterprises of quick profit, common in East European countries after communism. Each time

they left a large number of gullible citizens deprived of their savings when the “bank” suddenly

closed down after the brief phase when all savings were rewarded with fantastically high profit.

(Shafarevich 2001c, 100–103.)
68 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 382, 391. The essence of this seems to be well illustrated by an

example in Andrew Robinson’s The Story of Measurement – not least because it highlights the

logical consequences of the breakthrough of the exact logic of the natural sciences earlier

emphasised by Shafarevich to this sphere of economics and social life: “the conception of

objective units defined by a conventionally agreed universal standard that we now take for granted,

may not have suited [the] earlier pre-industrial societies. In Europe, for example, even as late as the

end of the 18th century, it was common practice among bakers during periods of poor harvest and

food shortages to keep the price of a loaf the same, but reduce its size.” (Robinson 2007, 12.)
69 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 354.
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Material wealth began to be perceived as an expression of a well-carried-out

duty. It was connected with the idea “time is money” – the idea of saving and

counting time like money. For the first time, enterprising people began to hurry,

regarding it as a virtue. Church feastdays began to be seen as a manifestation of

laziness. Greed was given the new name of economy and avarice that of entre-

preneurship, Shafarevich summarised.

All this was new because earlier social structures like the guilds regulated the

usage of time-saving machines. They had been perceived as “unchristian”. Adver-

tising and making a quick profit by selling products of low quality cheaply had been

prohibited by the community, even if it had not been common to regulate them by

legislation. The same logic had dominated in other spheres of life.70

Later both economic and social philosophy were elevated into “sciences”. And,

Shafarevich says, “In Capital Marx actually has formulas like M – C – M.”71 He

adds that these are, however, formulas entirely different from those of mathematics

in which it is possible to apply new numbers and get a meaningful result according

to the general logic of mathematical thinking.72 To put Shafarevich’s delicate

expressions more bluntly: the new formulas were some sort of pseudo-formulas

of a pseudo-science. This had been the point highlighted by him already in his

exchange with Roi Medvedev in the seventies [see Ch. 6].

The Role of Religion

Finally, Shafarevich attempts to understand the spiritual sources of the techno-

scientific revolution (in the 17th century) and the capitalist revolution following it

(in the 18th and 19th centuries). In their classic studies both Max Weber and R. H.

Tawney had seen Protestantism (which emerged in the 16th century) to be important

in shaping modern capitalism and thus, in preparing the ground for contemporary

technological civilisation. Shafarevich certainly finds many of their ideas very

compelling. At the same time he stresses that it would be fallacious to conclude

from them that the Reformation and the ideology of the techno-scientific civili-

sation were “in such a simple interrelation as a cause and its direct effect”.

As he puts it, such straightforward relations “hardly come up in history, to begin

with”. However, the Reformation was a profound break with the previous

conceptions of man’s relation with God and the world, and it seems to have

introduced notions which gave preconditions to the new worldview.73

70 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 381–383.
71 This refers to Money – Commodity – Money. Marx operated with other such formulas as well,

such as M – M, which denoted pure speculation.
72 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 34–35.
73 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 392–395.
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As Shafarevich explains, relying on Weber, Luther had stressed that the only

thing that mattered was man’s faith in Christ. In this way other aspects of religion

(such as man’s desire to do what is right or true or his desire to learn to know

God by way of marvelling at the beauty of creation) were pushed somewhere to the

periphery of importance or even rendered irrelevant. In this way man lost a sense of

the world as the place of God’s constant encounter with his creation and as such, as

something sacred. Due to its exclusive emphasis on pure faith and “birth from

above”, the Reformation also deprived man of the former sense of a mysterious

connection with all former generations. Finally, Luther “purified” the divine

services and churches of their beauty. Beauty began to be regarded as something

needless, even despicable, or something that denoted and embodied prejudice or

made man dependent on material things. In these ways, the Reformation’s attempt

to establish religious life on a healthier basis by way of putting all the emphasis

on the spirit contributed, somewhat paradoxically, to the demystification and

de-sacralisation of the world. It basically introduced an idea about the world as

something alien to man in the spiritual sense. This was one of the preconditions for

the contemporary techno-scientific civilisation, Shafarevich summarised.74

Another, even more radical stream of similar ideas was Calvinism. In it, predes-

tination played a significant role. Calvin’s teaching influenced the Huguenots in

France and the Puritans in the Netherlands and England who all emphasised the

necessity of being “born again” and spoke about their own group as the “chosen

ones”. Then again, since, due to the almightiness of God, they could never be sure

that they were among those God had chosen, they placed extraordinary emphasis on

the pursuit of earthly success both militarily and economically, inclined to see this

as a token of God’s favour.75

At this point it may be noted that even if Shafarevich had largely relied on

Werner Sombart’s analysis about the nature of developed capitalism, he quite

evidently did not consider Sombart’s thorough discussion concerning the influence

of Judaism on capitalism’s development credible because he did not even mention

it. Instead, as was seen, Shafarevich emphasised the influence of the Christian

stream of Protestantism. His analysis is not exhausted with the discussion of

Protestantism, however. He continues to weigh Christianity’s relation to nature in

a more general sense.

To Shafarevich’s mind the Christian Church is responsible for techno-scientific

civilisation and the subsequent ecological crisis “just as parents are responsible for

the deeds of their children”.76 As he notes, one of the most famous rebuttals of

Christianity as the initiator of the ecological crisis was Lynn White’s Machina ex
Deo in 1968.77 White had blamed Christianity for having suppressed animistic

74 Ibid., 391–396.
75 Ibid., 393–396.
76 Shafarevich 1993 [1990], 9–10.
77 The book is an expanded version of his article (White 1967) which made him world famous.
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worldviews which taught that nature has a spirit and is kindred to man. While

referring only to man as the image and likeness of God, Christianity had deprived

the cosmos of God’s protection and given man an excuse to exploit nature as a mere

source of his needs. With its logic of salvation, Christianity had also introduced

a linear conception of history, thus preparing the ground for the conception of

progress. Shafarevich noted that the Russian existential philosopher Vasilii

Rozanov had articulated essentially the same complaints at the turn of the 20th

century. In his rather extreme and partly very odd texts he had ruminated on

Christianity’s ideas about “man as a stranger in this world” and about “the world

lying in wickedness”, condemning Christianity for its terrible nihilism.78

Religion is a powerful force, and it is not a coincidence that some of the most

horrible phenomena of human history – religious wars, persecution of heretics,

inquisition and witch hunts – are connected with it, Shafarevich considered. He

again brought up the metaphor discussed in connection with Russophobia about

religion being like fire which warms up the house but can burn it down as well.79

Speaking in one of his lectures, he continued,

as I see it, some sort of a rose-coloured, thoughtless attitude towards religion cannot be

justified, as if it were giving some sort of an absolute salvation from all problems. [. . .]
Religion always gives man a new dimension of freedom without compelling him to act in

this new freedom in any specific way. Berdiaev often said that Christianity is a religion of

freedom. It seems to me that this is a typical element of a certain Christian arrogance, pride.

Of course, even the most primitive religion is based on a principle of free will.80

Shafarevich also confessed it to be his deep conviction that no civilisation

manages to survive for long without religion. Without it people lose the sense of

meaning of life. It provides unifying myths, symbols and morals. It is some sort of

a bondage (religio) between this world and another world. Then again, when

speaking about these things, Shafarevich noted that because of this fact, religion

is not approachable with logic and rationalism, or exhaustively explained with the

objective categories of this world.81

All religions, Christianity included, offer many ways to interpret, or “read”,

them. The way chosen byWestern Christianity seems to have soon led it onto a road

which diverged from Christianity itself. Of course, this claim should again not to be

understood very categorically, he hastened to add: an often-mentioned example of

78 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 396–397; 1993 [1990], 9–12. In one of his interviews Shafarevich had

spoken about similar conceptions that put man and nature in opposition to each other, this time in

Plato’s idealism. Shafarevich said that if such understanding prevails, like Plato’s, that this world

of ours is but a reflection of truth, the world is deprived of its unique, divine essence. As a

consequence it becomes easier not to feel pity for it and to subjugate it to technical experimenting.

(Shafarevich 1994 [1991]g, 503.)
79 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 398–401; 1993 [1990], 13–16.
80 Shafarevich 1993 [1990], 15.
81 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 398–401; 1994 [1991]c; 1993 [1990], 13–16.
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the “ecological” Christianity of the West was St. Francis of Assisi.82 Shafarevich

also pointed to E. F. Schumacher’s Small is Beautiful (1973) as another one of

Christianity’s alternative “ways of reading” in the West. Schumacher, an economist

by profession, had maintained that the way out of the ecological crisis is possible

only with the teachings of the Sermon of the Mount, but only if these teachings are

understood to apply to man’s relation to the whole of the world.83

The Eastern Orthodox way to “read” or interpret Christianity has many things in

common with these ideas, Shafarevich maintains. In general, Orthodox tradition

and ceremonies emphasise the holism of the cosmos and sanctification of nature

much more than their Western counterparts. The Orthodox teaching gives particular

weight to the act of creation as an act of love. Its conception of nature as an icon of

God’s love and beauty renders absurd the idea that man distinguishes himself

from the rest of the world and sees it only as material for his own creativity. The

many legends about Orthodox saints having become friends with wild animals is

one of the reflections of these ideas. “Ecological” aspects of Orthodoxy had been

emphasised at the beginning of the 20th century by such Russian religious

philosophers as Sergii Bulgakov and Pavel Florenskii.84 As Shafarevich noted,

Lynn White’s writings likewise hinted that societies in the sphere of Eastern

Christianity were less inclined to exploit nature.85

Shafarevich also thoroughly discussed the phenomenon of Russian “dual faith”

(dvoeverie) – the integration of Orthodox Christianity and age-old folk traditions

having their basis in pagan conceptions. One example of this was the symbolical

identification of “Mother Earth” and Mother of God in the Russian spiritual

tradition. To some extent “dual faith” existed in the Russian countryside up to

the revolution. Shafarevich maintained, referring to the studies of Aleksandr

Panchenko, that even if it has been habitual to look down on “dual faith” as an

inferior and backward form of religion, it was a very complex, profound and

holistic worldview. It also included much ecological wisdom. In general, age-

old myths and pre-Christian traditions encompass wisdom that could be called

universal – much of this wisdom was connected with the agrarian way of life and

its cyclical rhythm. The conceptions about the cycle of sacrifice, death, and the birth

of new life belong to this system of myths, he continued.

Shafarevich elucidated that when Orthodox Christianity came to Russia, it did

not categorically condemn, curse or even in many very profound senses contradict

the old pagan traditions. It adopted many aspects of them, giving them Christian

interpretations or “translating them into Christian language”. In this way Christian-

ity “blessed” or “sanctified” these pagan traditions or, according to an even deeper

understanding, “became flesh” in them. Shafarevich gives many intriguing

82 Shafarevich 1993 [1990], 32–33; 1994 [1993], 397, 401.
83 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 427–428; 1993 [1990], 23–24; 1989b.
84 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 430–435.
85 Ibid., 396.
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examples illustrating the common wisdom of these two traditions and the way in

which they complemented one another.86

One of these examples is maslianitsa (or maslenitsa), the pagan feast of leaving

the winter behind and turning towards the sun, which later merged with the

Christian Shrovetide. As Shafarevich explains, following Natalia Ponyrko,

according to an old maslianitsa tradition in the Russian countryside newly married

couples slid down a hill on a sledge kissing each other. This was an image and

a symbolic reminder of man’s tendency to easily “slide” into lowliness and evil and,

as such, a reminder for the young pure-hearted couples to take heed of this danger

and to keep cherishing their loved one and their marriage. Whereas this ritual had

deep pre-Christian roots, the profound truth embedded in it had another expression

in the liturgical life of the Church: a major theme in the divine services of the Great

Lent following straight after Shrovetide was the Fall of Adam and Eve – the image

of the prototypical human error to violate the beauty of God’s original creation out

of carelessness and egoism; the human tendency to transform something divine and

paradise-like into bitterness, grief and suffering.87

The Incompatibility of Mythical Wisdom and the Linear
Conception of Time

Shafarevich’s example about the profound wisdom embedded in the way in which

old pagan traditions and Christian conceptions of the Fall of Man were intertwined

in pre-revolutionary Russia lead to some more observations which are very closely

connected with his reflections discussed earlier in this chapter. This is because Lynn

White had pointed an accusing finger at the Christian conception of man’s power

over the world, dominium terrae, as expressed in Genesis 1:28: God blessed [man
and woman] and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth
and subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every
living creature that moves on the ground.”88 Timo Veijola, whose studies were

extensively cited in Ch. 8, has elaborated on this in an interesting way.89 Because

86 Ibid., 408–419; 1993 [1990], 16–22.
87 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 417.
88White 1967. He had also claimed that the Christian understanding of the Creation and the Fall

was somehow essential in moulding the thinking of such people as Descartes or Galilei. In this

connection he noted with some sarcasm that “Indeed, if Galilei had not been so expert an amateur

theologian he would have got into far less trouble: the professionals resented his intrusion.” (White

1968, 88–89.)
89My sources here and throughout this section when referring to Veijola are Veijola 1989 and

1997. Again, due to his death and the fact that these two occasions, when he presented these ideas

in the most comprehensive way, were lecture courses, I am unable to make a distinction between

his own ideas and the ideas of earlier scholars. However, in his commentary on Genesis he used at

least the classic commentaries by Claus Westermann and the meticulous studies of Odil Hannes
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his observations have considerable relevance in illustrating and complementing

Shafarevich’s basic points, I discuss them now at some length.

Troubled very much by the same question as Shafarevich, White and others –

i.e., the dilemma of the Christian roots of the ecological crisis – Veijola attempted

to reconstruct the theological logic of the major ideologues of the scientific revolu-

tion. Thereby he stressed emphatically that the original intentions of the Old

Testament had nothing to do with this curious reasoning which he roughly sketched

as follows, basing on the theological writings of Bacon and Descartes: “God created

man into His own image and likeness and gave him a place to live in Paradise. God

gave him power over all creation, asking him only not to eat from the Tree of

Knowledge of Good and Evil because that would mean that he would lose his

innocence. Man ate from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil. His eyes were

opened and he knew all as God knows. Because of this, God sent him out of

Paradise. After this he had to work hard for his bread and she had to give birth in

pain. However, with the help of the knowledge of good and evil man is called to

eliminate pain and trouble, restore the original idea of creation and become the

master of all creation truly worthy of God.”

With the view of the earlier discussion of Shafarevich’s ideas, it is intriguing that

Veijola claims that this sort of a caricaturistic interpretation of the stories of the

Creation and the Fall can emerge only when an exclusively linear conception of

time is adopted. Only then can these stories – which are based on age-old myths

having existed long before the biblical scribes compiled the text we now know as

Genesis – be deprived of their profound mythical wisdom. Only then can they be

comprehended as something other than images of the pervasive, timeless realities of

all human life: man’s experience about himself and the whole creation as an

astonishing miracle and as something divinely willed; man’s tendency to “slide”

into evil and thus to lose the sense of blessing and joy in his life; the mysterious

essence of blessing which grows in humility; man’s responsibility to cherish all

creation, acting in relation to it like a wise master and umpire, using the gifts of

nature for his own benefit with wisdom, but not like a conqueror or despot; man’s

experience that he is, after all, not “the ultimate crown of creation” in no need to

recognise any external limitations for his actions but that his life depends on powers

greater than himself, and so forth.

Indeed, only in the framework of an exclusively linear conception of time can

these tales be read as historical accounts with a chronological logic in their chains

of events; only then can they be approached in “objective” terms and only then can

they (and their verity) be assessed according to their “biological”, “geographical”,

“physical” or other “scientific” “facts”.90

Steck. When discussing the history of the misunderstanding of Genesis, Veijola referred to the

earlier studies by Carl Amery, G€unter Altner, Udo Krolzik, Gerhard Liedke and Heike Baranzke &
Hedwig Lamberty-Zielinski.
90 The mythical nature of the fundamental stories of Genesis is proved perhaps most compellingly

with the fact that the story of creation is actually not one story but two stories with their

How Techno-Scientific Civilisation Has Taken Shape 453



Speaking about this, Veijola stresses that the German concept Urgeschichten,
used to refer to the first chapters of Genesis, should not be understood to denote “the

stories about the beginning”, but “the fundamental stories”. This is, in other words,

exactly the way in which they were understood in the Russian religious tradition as

Shafarevich explained it.

If, however, the reader reads these stories from the perspective of a linear

understanding of time while taking them for divine revelations of truth, he almost

inescapably resorts to some arbitrary attempt to subjugate “divine, biblical revela-

tion” to the perspective of rationality and objectivity. This not only means the loss

of the stories’ moral and transcendental wisdom but also tends to lead to somewhat

theocratic pretensions.91

The interpretation of Genesis, which Veijola suggests pushed the leading West-

ern scientists, theologians and philosophers to adopt the role of masters taming

nature, was approximately as far from the original mythical intentions of these

stories as possible. This is because it comprehended “sin” in ways which no longer

had virtually anything to do with man’s personal spiritual experience about his

transgression against something mysteriously beautiful, high and true. Instead,

it understood sin in objective, rationalist terms, as an obstacle to be removed in

a very concrete manner and which, as such, had essentially no metaphysical or

moral dimension.

When trying to figure out the reasons why such a peculiar way of reading the

Bible could emerge namely in the Christian West, Veijola further comments on the

conception of sin in Western Christianity. He says that Western Christianity has

tended to understand sin in rather deterministic terms, as the “original, hereditary

sin” which is almost like some sort of a concrete curse or a material obstacle, like

iron fetters. Eastern Christianity, in contrast, emphasises man’s calling and poten-

tial to discover in himself the original intention of creation, the image of divine

beauty, which has never been lost even if it has become tainted and damaged [see

Ch. 8, and its discussion of the “slave soul of Russia”]. The Western understanding

of sin, Veijola continues, is so crushing that it is almost in contradiction with

humans’ basic experience, thus tempting man to transcend its reality by way of

“breaking free”, by force or some magic trick.

chronologies of events and their “biological” and “physical facts” being completely different and

internally contradictory: in the first (Gen. 1:1–2:4a), God creates the man (and the woman) after all

the plants and animals. In the second (Gen. 2:4b–22), God creates the man first, and only then the

plants, the animals and finally, the woman. If the readers of the Bible do take this seriously and still

want to insist that the intention of “the” creation story of the Old Testament is to transmit the

historical, biological and physical truth, they have in any case to accept some such explanation that

the second story must just be some symbolical metaphor of the first one (or vice versa). Both of

these stories are based on ancient mythical traditions. As was the case with Greek mythology, there

was first a very old vast oral mythical tradition and then it was gradually written down, given form

and assembled by scribes, priests and poets who further “recycled” it.
91 One example of this is how the mediaeval Catholic Church condemned the idea of heliocentrism

and repressed those who dared to support it. Another example is how today’s creationists teach

their children that there were dinosaurs in Noah’s ark (Baldwin 2007).
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These ideas would certainly seem to fit in with Shafarevich’s observations about

the curious prevalence of the conception of revolution – the idea of breaking free of

all bonds of tradition once and for all – in Western thought. At the same time these

ideas further illustrate the point about the limitations of an exclusively linear

understanding of time. This is because this kind of comprehension of sin is based

on the application of excessive objectivism and rationalism to the realm of the

mythical and cyclical logic of time which in its essence is always based on the

conception of constant renewal.

Another idea raised by Shafarevich is likewise in concordance with Veijola’s

basic point about the fatal consequences of losing the original mythical

explanations of the Bible’s fundamental stories and of replacing them with ratio-

nalistic explanations. Referring to the notion of Adolf E. Jensen, the great German

researcher of myths, Shafarevich highlighted that when the myth’s original mythi-

cal explanation is lost, it tends to be almost inevitably substituted by magical and

utilitarian explanations.92

To elucidate the idea emphatically stressed by Shafarevich about the profound

wisdom and relevance of myths and ancient religious comprehension of the world,

I still return briefly to the commentary of Genesis, for it is an example familiar

to the Western reader.

As biblical scholars point out, the fundamental stories of Genesis – the stories in

the Old Testament based on ancient myths about the most pervasive nature of life –

comprise altogether Genesis’s eleven first chapters. This means that the “classic”

story of the Fall of Adam and Eve is just one of several93 stories of the Fall, and not

the one, unique story about it. It is the story of how the “basic unit” of humanity,

man and woman, carelessly “slide” to sin by rejecting the logic of humility and lose

thus a comprehension of their own place in the creation and the sense of its blessing.

The second story is about two brothers, Cain, a farmer, and Abel, a shepherd.

Being an aetiological mythical explanation of the rivalry between nomads and

farmers of which the farmers emerged victorious, it is an image of the rivalry of

different peoples and cultures and the aspects of subjugation, enmity and envy so

easily appertaining to it. At the same time it is a story about how hatred is a great

tragedy for man, depriving him of peace and consolation.

The third story is about the righteous Noah, the only one taking heed of God’s

will in a world where its disregard had become all the more common. When the

flood is inescapably looming as a consequence of humanity’s carelessness towards

the divine summons, Noah hears God’s warnings and follows His instructions. He

builds an ark, gathering there not only his own kin but two of each species of

animals as well. This story, too, is a mythical image of the price man has to pay for

breaking the basic order of nature. As such, as a story about the pervasive logic of

92 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 410. In general, Shafarevich gives great value to Jensen’s studies and

cites them repeatedly when discussing myths (see, for instance, 404).
93 The following list of four cases is not exhaustive, but it should be sufficient to illustrate this basic

point.
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life, it would certainly also seem to give a modern man more to think about than if it

were simply taken for an outdated attempt of an ancient historian to explain the pre-

history of mankind. This is of course especially true in the present conditions of

global warming. After all, it has come about as a consequence of man’s actions and

it jeopardises not only the life of millions of people but threatens many species with

extinction as well.94

The fourth story is finally about the Tower of Babel. It is a myth about men’s

venture to construct a tower reaching to the heavens as a monument of their own

glory. When God sees it and grasps that this will not end well, He mixes their

languages so that they would not manage to do this again so easily. While the story

is a mythical explanation of why people born as members of the same kin speak

different languages, it is, at the same time, another image with profound timeless

relevance. At present, man has not only learnt to build “towers reaching the

heavens” but is, as Shafarevich noted, also standardising and homogenising com-

munication and ways of thinking very rapidly.

This excursus to the “fundamental stories” of the Old Testament had its stimu-

lation in Shafarevich’s reflections about Lynn White’s thoughts, the value and

meaning of myths, the contradiction of mythical and linear conceptions of time,

and lastly, in Shafarevich’s notion about the past 400 years of Western civilisation

as an era of revolutions. As such, this excursus hopefully further illustrated and

explained many of these ideas of Shafarevich.

As a conclusion to this discussion I return to Shafarevich’s intriguing idea about

the myths of ancient Greece providing answers as to why the ancient Greeks chose

not to go further along the road of scientific discoveries and why the era of these

discoveries came to an end so abruptly.

As was seen, Shafarevich suggested the ancient Greek myths to be images of

how the cosmos-centred worldview was challenged by a new worldview of scien-

tific logic. He specified that they attest to the ancient Greeks’ experience that the

new worldview somehow ignores man’s basic needs and does not give him happi-

ness. In this connection the profound contradiction of mythical time and linear time,

which Shafarevich constantly stresses, comes across in the texts he selected in

a most explicit way: the god who had given birth to Zeus, the despotic ruler of the

new era, was called Kronos. Kronos, meaning time, is at the root of the concept of

“chronology”. It denotes, in other words, linear, historical time. This emphasis is

highlighted by the fact that unlike later Indo-European languages, which conceive

of time more or less exclusively as chronological, the ancient Greeks had two words

for “time”, of which kronos was just one. The other, kairos, denoted “timeless

time”, mythical, cyclical time.

The contradiction between the worldview based on the logic of the power of

Zeus’ lightning bolt (and Kronos) and the cosmos-centred mythical worldview (of

94 Then again, “a story about the pervasive logic of life” should not be read to mean “a prophecy

about the last days”. It would essentially be just another way of trivialising this story by way of

forcing it into the framework of a linear understanding of time.
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Gaia and Ouranos) also comes across in another etymological point Shafarevich has

made: the Greek word kosmos denotes beauty (with “cosmetics” being one of its

derivatives).95 In this connection it is also quite intriguing that the only god who

managed to stand against the world of Kronos and Zeus’ lightning bolt was

Prometheus, who gave people culture and handicrafts – the realm of creation and

beauty which would protect and console them and give them the strength to resist

Zeus’ tyranny.96 As was seen in the discussion about Shafarevich’s ideas about

mathematics, this mythical image about beauty and culture as the “secret weapon”

of humanity is essentially very illustrative of his own convictions as well.

Contemplations on Russia

Upon concluding Russia and the Universal Catastrophe, Shafarevich ponders

whether it would be realistic for Russia to retain its own individual character and

resist if only the most destructive traits of techno-scientific civilisation. There

certainly have been many discouraging examples of civilisations being virtually

entirely annihilated by Western civilisation aggressively propagating progress and

enlightenment, he says. Among them were the civilisations of the American Indians

and Australian aboriginals. Shafarevich considers that the most problematic and

terrifying feature of Western civilisation’s idea of progress is the inclination to

regard civilisations less powerful than itself as “under-developed” and “backward”,

and to “enlighten” them, by force.

Russia’s fate has been somewhat different from that of Africa, America,

Australia or Asia which the West has attempted and in many ways managed to

subjugate throughout history, he continues. Over the centuries Russia adopted

elements of Western technological civilisation and, partly because of this, acquired

such power that it managed to resist Western attempts to subjugate it.97

This process of adopting elements ofWestern civilisation was certainly painful for

Russia, tearing the Europeanised upper classes and the ordinary folk apart from one

another and sowing the seed of nihilism among the intelligentsia. On the other side,

however, Russian culture has also managed to integrate the three “major streams of

humanity” – the ancient cosmos-centred agrarian lifestyle and its religious categories,

Christianity (in its Orthodox form), and Western post-Renaissance culture –

Shafarevich says, elaborating a point made by Gelian Prokhorov. As Prokhorov

had noted, the “universalism” of the masterpieces of Dostoevskii, Tolstoi, Pushkin

and Gogol was perhaps the best example of such a synthesis.98

95 Shafarevich 2003 [2001], 21.
96 For other ways to express this same basic point, see Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 414, 437–442;

2000 [1994]b, 28; 2000 [1997]a, 329.
97 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 419–421.
98 Ibid., 421–422; 1989b.
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Relying on Nikolai Danilevskii, Shafarevich assesses that in the 18th and 19th

century the West earnestly began to treat and conceive of Russia as an organism

which was foreign to it, but which it was not able to make a source of its material

needs, either. Later it became typical to perceive of Russia as “an obstacle on the

way of progress”.99 One of the many people to see Russia in this light was Marx.

Shafarevich points out that only in the framework of this idea does it make sense

that the Western financial world was not particularly negatively disposed to those

plotting revolution in Russia but prone to support them, instead.100

As was seen when discussing Two Roads to One Precipice, Shafarevich views

that the Russian Revolution clearly reflected and expressed the idea about the

necessity to bring Russia to the sphere of techno-scientific civilisation. The first

thing in which the revolutionary regime engaged itself in was the systematic

devastation of the most important institutions of Russian society: the agrarian

lifestyle and the church. In his later writings Shafarevich has also frequently

pointed out to another matter he had stressed in that text: it was naturally not

possible or even desirable to preserve the old peasant world, as if nothing should

ever change. The tragedy was, however, that the revolution destroyed many viable

initiatives and institutions striving for a harmonious co-existence of urban and

agrarian lifestyles. Most important of these were the agrarian co-operatives,

which employed even more than half of the country’s whole population. The

guiding line of their functioning had not been the idea of maximal, but instead

optimal, production.101

During the first decades of the Soviet state the feverish quest for progress was

seen in all spheres of life. Shafarevich has recounted that during the thirties, when

he was a child, there were placards “absolutely everywhere” with the letters DiP,

standing for Dognat i peregnat – even ordinary daily products bore them. This

Soviet slogan, characteristically abbreviated for the sake of an efficient and profes-

sional impression, could be translated as “To catch up and to take the lead!” even if

in the original it certainly sounds much more solemn and “scientific”. Shafarevich

further remarked that in his childhood he had been greatly puzzled by the contra-

diction that at the same time as the bourgeois West was cursed and scorned with

greatest passion as horribly backward, the pervading mode of thought seemed quite

evidently to be that it was, in fact, ahead of the Soviet Union. After all, he

explained, “to catch somebody in a race” means that you acknowledge them to be

leading.102

The era of revolution and “the building of communism” could be characterised

as “the phase of destruction”. Perestroika, which was at least as much a completion

of the revolution as it was its negation, denoted the ultimate penetration of the

99 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 422–426.
100 Ibid., 425–426.
101 Shafarevich 2000 [1999]b, 53–124; 2001c, 58–64; 2003b; 2005e, 28–30, 60–61.
102 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]c, 365; 2001c, 73; 2005e, 35; 2009b, 8–9; 2004n.
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Western mode of life into Russia.103 Its first step was the exposure of poverty and

the next one was the destruction of the existing structures of society. As Shafarevich

recounted with sadness,

when lavish ‘presentations’ with caviar and champagne or cars with a price of several

millions are brashly advertised before the eyes of the hungry and poor, the triviality of age-

old ethical norms becomes embedded in people’s consciousness. Next to the jubilant

‘brokers’, ‘managers’ and ‘leaders’ [‘brokeri’, ‘menedzheri’ i ‘lideri’] – the warriors of

the new life and morals – talk about some sort of justice seems pitiful and outdated.104

In texts written at the end of the 1990s and in the 2000s Shafarevich has

nevertheless continued to stress that it would be fallacious to think that Russia

could or should simply “reject” the West and all things Western even if this was

what more and more of his embittered compatriots were suggesting.105 He has

pointed out repeatedly that it must not be forgotten that among all the things that

Western civilisation has created during the past four centuries is astonishingly

beautiful music, visual arts and literature.106 In fact, the attraction of this beauty

had surely even been one of the major reasons for the Russian gentry to have

accepted the reforms of Peter I so easily to begin with, Shafarevich assumed. They

had doubtlessly likewise been drawn by the new grand philosophical constructions,

like those of Spinoza or Leibniz, and the new beautiful science, which they

probably did not even understand very clearly, he continued.107 Then again, the

other side of these considerations was the fact he had likewise brought up in Two
Roads to One Precipice: the West was clearly no longer capable of any substantial

cultural accomplishment. And, as Spengler had noted, in history the ebbing away

of cultural activity and its replacement by technology has been a regular symptom

of a civilisation’s severe crisis. Spengler had seen the prevalence of the idea of

a universal empire as another standard foretoken of a civilisation’s downfall,

Shafarevich added.108

To his mind the most fitting historical analogy to present Western civilisation

was the Roman Empire. As St. Augustine had said, Rome had been obsessed with

libido dominanti, translatable as passion for power and domination. In a similar

way, Shafarevich considered, the most important spiritual basis for the contempo-

rary West was the sense of its own power and might. This makes it extremely hard

for it to find the strength to renew itself, which consequently makes it very

vulnerable, however paradoxical this may be. Indeed, Shafarevich suggested, the

terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 had a certain parallel in the invasion of Rome

103 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 426–427; 2000 [1994]b, 16; 2003k, 7. He has also written very

thoroughly on Soviet history in 1917–1937, most importantly in 2000 [1999]b, see also 2000

[1994]b; 2000e; 2001c; 2003b; 2005e.
104 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 426–427.
105 Shafarevich 2000 [1999]b, 33–35.
106 See, for example, Shafarevich 2003k, 8; 2001c, 95; 2009d.
107 Shafarevich 2005a, 26.
108 Shafarevich 2001c, 95; 2003b.
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by Alaric, the King of Visigoths in the early 5th century, when he destroyed its idols

and symbols of power.109

In another text published in 1991 Shafarevich articulated the essence of these

ideas in a somewhat different language, thus reiterating once more the basic point

of Russia and the Universal Catastrophe and many other of his texts written after it:

At one time it was common here to tell jokes about the foolish Chukchis. As the matter of

fact, the Chukchis are an outstandingly brave and passionate people who have created

wonderful profound myths. After having hunted a whale the Chukchis, who are hunters,

used to ask forgiveness for their transgression with many complicated rites. This experience

and spirit of theirs would be much more important for us now than the experience of the

technological West. It is common to say that it is about the time for us to return to the family

of civilised societies. But, on the other hand, for ‘the civilised societies’ it is even more

necessary to return to the state of humaneness in which the Chukchis still recently lived.110

In another contemporaneous interview Shafarevich as if continued this thought:

I believe irrationally that there is a way out, because I believe in the enormous power of

memory, that each nation, and the whole of humanity, all of homo sapiens and even all

living organisms retain in them the memory of their most distant past. And if we just don’t

throw away that memory but are able to mobilise all that wisdom embedded in us

somewhere, it can be a power, the scale of which we don’t suspect at all.111

Feedback. Is This Reasonable?

The texts by Shafarevich discussed in this chapter have attracted only modest

attention in scholarly studies as well as in publitsistika. This is somewhat paradoxi-

cal because at the same time the broadest circles of the Russian and Western

reading public have been alerted to their author’s particular dangerousness. It is

illustrative that among the few instances when these texts have been taken notice of

were some very negative Russophobia reviews, apparently written with the inten-

tion to authenticate that not only Russophobia but Shafarevich’s other writings as

well have left much to desire morally and intellectually.112

For one, Dora Shturman wrote about Two Roads to One Precipice in her review
of Russophobia that “here I will not dwell on the question as to how correct

Shafarevich’s model of universal history is to my mind. To me it appears as

schematic [. . .] and contrived.” She objects to Shafarevich’s assertion that

109 Shafarevich 2005e, 53–63, 71; 2008c.
110 Shafarevich 1991g.
111 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 244–245.
112 A notable exception of this rather appalling line was Natan Eidelman’s thorough article,

Eidelman 1990, written in a respectful, correct and serious tone. He contested Shafarevich’s

views in Two Roads to One Precipice concerning the Western “fellow travellers” but gave credit

to it as “a quite notable and principled attempt to assess the Western views on Soviet Russia” and

did not mix Russophobia into its discussion.
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contemporary socialist and capitalist systems rely on a conception of material

progress which has fatal ecological consequences with the rather lame counter-

argument that “after all, the West acknowledges more sharply the ecological and

technological threat approaching it [than the communist East] and is already taking

considerable steps to overcome it”. She likewise remarks that pre-modern societies

already had had “dead-end-like ecological problems” which “Shafarevich seems to

be poorly aware of”. In this connection Shturman ignores Shafarevich’s musings on

them cited above. However, before starting to castigate Russophobia she admits –

obviously implying that the reader should not be mistaken to think this assessment

to concern Russophobia – that “Nevertheless, [Two Roads to One Precipice] gives
an expression to many justified concerns, interesting ideas and observations. With

this text it is possible to polemicise entirely constructively.”113

Whereas Shturman’s words showed that she had, in spite of everything, correctly

understood one of Shafarevich’s primary intentions to be to draw attention to

the distressing ecological consequences of the progress ideology,114 Valentin

Liubarskii, another emigrant, managed to read Shafarevich’s text in a way which

ignores virtually all elementary guidelines of the history of ideas method.

Liubarskii stated:

[Shafarevich] writes that ‘both roads’ – totalitarianism and democracy – lead to ‘one

precipice’, and he speaks about the necessity to find some sort of a third way for Russia.

This is either dangerous dilettantism or conscious treachery. History knows no third way

whatsoever, only various phases of either one of these roads. [. . .] The ‘third way’, of which
Shafarevich is dreaming about, leads, independent of the original intentions, to totalitarian-

ism even if it would have another name tag.115

The biggest problem in this reading of Shafarevich’s words is that it ignores

the most serious question posed in Two Roads to One Precipice (as well as

in Russophobia). This question is whether dictating predefined solutions (the

way Liubarskii does) actually has anything to do with democracy, pluralism or

respect for human rights; whether categorical unwillingness to discuss, negotiate

or to make concessions really resembles the behaviour of intellectually and

morally enlightened beings or rather the way of functioning of pre-programmed

automatons.

113 Shturman 1989, 145. Another reviewer of Russophobia, Grigorii Pomerants, wrote about Two
Roads to One Precipice in a very similar manner, highlighting that Shafarevich had said really

nothing new to an enlightened reader like himself. Pomerants concluded that “[Shafarevich’s]

conception is unique only in the sense that in it a concerned person’s awareness of a real crisis

becomes intertwined with certain false ideas[.]” (Pomerants 1990b, 266.)
114 The same should also be said of the historian of physics Gennadii Gorelik who wrote about Two
Roads to One Precipice (or more exactly, on Shafarevich’s few remarks about Albert Einstein’s

views on communism in it). However, his review revealed that it, too, was written with the primary

intention of refuting the views of Shafarevich, whose understanding of history Gorelik claimed to

involve an idea about Jews and other minorities as the ‘enemies of the (big) people’ (Gorelik 1990,

80).
115 Liubarskii 1990, 137.
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Two Roads to One Precipice is also the object of interest of the eminent Walter

Laquer. He writes,

With the critique of Western Sovietology by Igor Shafarevich, a noted mathematician and

ideologist of the Russian right, we pass from the realm of legitimate controversy to the

absurd. According to Shafarevich, the Western intelligentsia refrained from ever finding

fault with the Soviet regime and Stalinism until about 1953. [. . .] Fantasies of this kind are

largely rooted in Russian isolation and consequent ignorance. [. . .] While the West had its

Webbs, Feuchtwangers, and Romain Rollands, there was substantial literature written by

people with real knowledge and understanding, written at the time when Solzhenitsyn and

Shafarevich were still ardent believers in the system under which they had grown up.116

This final snide remark, which has in Shafarevich’s case in particular no justifi-

cation, is quite illustrative of Laqueur’s manner of discussing the subject

“Shafarevich”. It is this same spirit in which he formulates Shafarevich’s argument

of Two Roads to One Precipice in the categorical form that the “Western intelli-

gentsia refrained from ever finding fault with the Soviet regime and Stalinism until

about 1953” – whereas Shafarevich had spoken about some progress-oriented

Western intellectuals, the very same “fellow travellers” of whom Laqueur himself

writes earlier in his study. As Shafarevich had observed in Russophobia with some

sarcasm, some claims are so absurd that they cannot have been made with any other

intention than to make them easily refutable. And so, Laqueur refutes Shafarevich’s

“claim”, ridiculing it as absurd fantasising, even though it does not have to do

with Shafarevich’s actual claims. Such a mode of “discussion” is not much more

than a means to evade discussion.

Finally, in the other “camp” in defence of Shafarevich, Evgenii Vagin, the editor

of Veche and the primus motor for Russophobia’s first official publication,

comments on some further reviews of Two Roads to One Precipice in one of his

pseudonymous articles. Novoe russkoe slovo, the samizdat newspaper of New York

émigrés, had published as many as four reviews of it, he writes.117 The greatly

irritated and frustrated Vagin says that instead of speaking about the substance of

Shafarevich’s article, these critics “literally force” the Jewish theme into it, even if

it does not have even any traces of it. With utter incredulity Vagin specifies that one

critic “discovers [the Jewish theme in Shafarevich’s] ‘subtext (!)[’]” and that

116 Laqueur 1994b, 105, see also 19 where he claims Shafarevich to have maintained that “When

Russia became more nationalistic and militarily too powerful, [the Western ‘fellow travellers’] had

turned against it. [. . .] And they had acted in unison, according to a preconceived master plan.”
117 The first three were by Zilma Maianc (22 Dec. 1989), I. Kosinskii (3–4 Feb. 1989) and Efim

Manevich (9 April 1990). The fourth was Liubin 1990a and 1990b. In this very long and rather

fantastic text Liubin laments “the terrible amount of time” it has taken him “to prove that 1)

Shafarevich’s article with all its ideas and his pretended concern for ‘his native land and all human

kind’ is not worth a penny, and 2) Shafarevich is seemingly a wretched person and this can be

drawn not only from just somewhere but indirectly from the article Two Roads. . .”.
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“another assures that even if ‘it is not expressed as clearly as in the other

publications, it is being hinted at (?) who the main carriers of Russophobia are’”.118

At the same time, Vagin laments, “one essential aspect of [Russophobia] was
entirely ignored in the big polemics surrounding this work”.119 With this he refers

to its criticism of globalisation and a mechanistic understanding of the world which

certainly was as central for Russophobia as it was for Two Roads to One Precipice.
Vagin further specifies that the anti-globalist orientation was “an immeasurably

more important and topical aspect of Shafarevich’s [Russophobia]” than is its

discussion about “the role and participation of Jews in the revolutions of 1917” –

a subject nowadays discussed in even such liberal journals as Ogonek much more

comprehensively and expressively than Shafarevich discussed it in Russophobia.120

Vagin notes that Shafarevich’s analysis in Two Roads to One Precipice has

considerable similarity with Francis Fukuyama’s article The End of History? They

even both appeared at the same time, in the summer of 1989. Vagin finds it ironic

that while Fukuyama’s article aroused great rapture, those themes in Shafarevich’s

text which greatly resembled Fukuyama’s were so entirely ignored. The only

difference in the approaches of these two articles, Vagin notes dryly, is that whereas

Fukuyama’s article is permeated with contentment and enthusiasm when he writes

about the universal ‘triumph’ of the West and the Western idea with its increasingly

homogenising nature, Shafarevich pays attention to the loss of cultural diversity and

points out with grief that it is being replaced by an unsustainable mode of life.121

Only very few scholarly observers have taken notice of Russia and the Univer-
sal Catastrophe in the West, among them Wayne Allensworth122 and Andrei

Znamenskii [Znamenski].123 Their discussions are neither very thorough nor very

accurate in every respect.124 What is exceptional, however, is that the intention of

118 Simanskii 1991, 65. The first reference is to Liubin 1990a. The quote’s inserts in parentheses

are Vagin’s, the inserts in square brackets are mine.
119 Simanskii 1991, 45, for a similar claim, see also 61.
120 Ibid., 61.
121 Ibid., 64–68.
122 Allensworth 1998, 263–266, 274–275.
123 Znamenski 1996.
124 Znamenskii’s discussion is somewhat odd especially whenever he relies on bigger authorities,

repeating their stances and formulations. For instance: “[Shafarevich’s] message does not contain

any clearly defined program, which is quite understandable since nationalist ideals often restrict

their projects to the total rejection of ‘otherness’. Incidentally, Walter Laqueur indicates that

Shafarevich’s program, like all Russian right ideology, holds a strong element of paranoia. It is a

constant surprise for outside observers how essential for these people are the messages about

various ‘secret plots’ and conspiracies, supposedly initiated by certain ‘alien forces’. [. . .] How-
ever, if we digest [Shafarevich’s] essays and books, we will find something that might vaguely be

described as his project for Russia. A prominent student of Russian nationalism, Robert [sic]

Dunlop, even calls him a ‘conservative nationalist spokesman’ who can come up with reasonable

ideas. To be simple, Shafarevich is looking for an alternative based on his own version of Russian

messianism.” (Ibid., 43.)
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these two scholars who have actually taken notice of this text – and not only the

Jewish theme in Russophobia125 or Shafarevich’s appearances at the events of the
“red-browns” in the early nineties – is clearly not to scorn or denigrate this Russian

thinker with such a notorious reputation: both have seriously tried to understand

what he has said.

Lastly I discuss the appraisal of Russia and the Universal Catastrophe by John

B. Dunlop in his article The ‘Sad Case’ of Igor Shafarevich.126 Much more than

Znamenskii or Allensworth, Dunlop is “a big name”, a widely known eminent

scholar whose expertise in the Russian history of ideas has been well established in

his works frequently referred to in this study.

As the quote in the introductory section of Ch. 1 attested, Dunlop describes

Shafarevich’s life for the last twenty to thirty years as the “decline and apparent

moral collapse of a gifted mathematician and human and religious rights

activist”.127 He rationalises this with three things. First is Russophobia, which he

characterises by saying that “the chief emotion discernible in it is an incandescent

hatred of the ‘small nation’ and of the Jews who supposedly dominate and mani-

pulate it.” In his discussion Dunlop primarily relies on Krakhmalnikova’s

Russophobia review, discussed in Ch. 8, calling it “an excellent essay” and quoting
it at some length.128 The second is that sometime around 1981 (the year evidently

refers to Russophobia’s completion) Shafarevich “set out, apparently irreversibly,

125 In his footnotes Allensworth also comments on Russophobia: “What is important here is what

Shafarevich does not assert: ‘The Jews’ are not collectively responsible for Russia’s travails, there
is no ancient ‘Jewish-Masonic’ conspiracy, and Stalin’s alleged Russian nationalism, as well as the

‘two parties thesis,’ are not part of Shafarevich’s discourse.” (Ibid., n284.) And: “The evidence

leads this analyst to ascribe such assertions [as those made by Shafarevich in Russophobia] to what
in the West is now called ‘insensitivity,’ that is, the failure to observe the accepted norm of

‘political correctness’ even when those norms stifle free discussion, rather than anti-Semitism.”

(Ibid., n285.)
126 Dunlop 1994. In this relatively short article Dunlop uses a broad range of sources and reference

materials. It contains some minor inaccuracies, however: it names Shafarevich and Sakharov as

the two initiators the Moscow Human Rights Committee and says that Shafarevich contributed to

The Rubblewith two articles (instead of three), saying nothing about Either Isolation or Merger? –
Shafarevich’s text about the nationalities issues. Yet, at one time Dunlop wrote a thorough review

of The Rubble (Dunlop 1976a) and later discussed Either Isolation or Merger? (i.e., Separation or
Reconciliation?) at length (in Dunlop 1983). Of course, this omission was hardly intentional. But

because this utterly reconciliatory piece by Shafarevich fit so badly into the picture of

‘Shafarevich, the extremist and xenophobic Russian nationalist’, which Dunlop wanted to convey,

it is telling that it escaped his memory. Incidentally, Horvath, another scholar having written at

length about Shafarevich, has said that it was “[i]ronical” that in The Rubble it was “Shafarevich
who made the best case against ethnic recriminations” (Horvath 2005, 166).
127 Dunlop 1994, 30.
128 Ibid., 24–28. Dunlop does admit, though, that “many of these quotations [in Shafarevich’s text

from the authors he criticises for their Russophobic stance], it should be said, are extreme and often

defamatory of Russia and Russians.” He laments that it is not possible to discuss this matter in

more detail in this relatively brief article (ibid., 25).
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upon an extremist path”.129 Finally, the third is what Dunlop presents to his readers

as Shafarevich’s unacceptable understanding of Orthodox Christianity. As was seen

in previous chapters, the first two rationalisations are nonsensical. I concentrate

now on the last one, since it concerns the texts presented in this chapter.

The following quote covers all that Dunlop says about Shafarevich’s Christianity

(apart from some quotes from Krakhmalnikova saying that Russophobia is anti-

Semitic, nationalistic and thus closer to paganism than Christianity). This excerpt

also makes up Dunlop’s treatment of Russia and the Universal Catastrophe.

What, if anything, is the relationship of Shafarevich the professed Christian to the vehement

antisemitism which is contained in his essay [i.e., Russophobia]? In my opinion,

Shafarevich may best be seen as an original type of Orthodox Christian heretic. The most

complete exposition of his views on Russian Orthodoxy is contained in his essay ‘Russia

and the world catastrophe’ [i.e., Russia and the Universal Catastrophe], published in the

Russian nationalist journal Nash sovremennik in early 1993. From this essay, as well as

from other of his writings, it emerges that Shafarevich’s conception of Orthodoxy is

naturalistic, narrowly nationalistic, and neo-pagan in character.

In his Nash sovremennik essay, Shafarevich embraced the ‘sophiological’ theories of

Sergey Bulgakov and Pavel Florensky and expressed strong sympathy for the ideas of the

writer Vasily Rozanov, as well as admiration for Avvakum and other leaders of the

seventeenth-century Raskol (Schism). If, however, one takes the thought of Professor

(and Archpriest) Georgy Florovsky – considered by many to be the leading Orthodox

theologian of the twentieth century – as the benchmark for Russian Orthodox teaching, then

it becomes clear just how far Shafarevich has wondered [sic] astray. For Florovsky, Vasily

Rozanov, whom Shafarevich admired, succumbed directly to a ‘religio-naturalistic temp-

tation’ and was ‘a man of religious passion but not thought. . .’ As for the early Old

Believers, they represented ‘frenzy’ and ‘a break with catholicity’ and became mired in

‘apocalyptic’ phobias. The thought of Florensky and Bulgakov, according to Florovsky,

witnessed ‘a fateful poisoning of romanticism’ and constituted little more than religious

‘dregs’.130

I will now examine Dunlop’s appraisal rather thoroughly, for reasons to be

discussed later.

His assessment of Russia and the Universal Catastrophe as “the most complete

exposition of [Shafarevich’s] views on Russian Orthodoxy” may certainly be

accepted. Of course, should one wish to question Shafarevich’s dogmatic purity

as Dunlop does, Shafarevich’s lengthy report Legislation of Religion in the Soviet
Union [Ch. 3] could be mentioned. It reveals well Shafarevich’s profound under-

standing of the dogmatic and ecclesiastic foundations of Orthodox Christianity.

However, since Dunlop’s intention is to authenticate Shafarevich’s “decline and

apparent moral collapse” after the dissident days, it is defendable to concentrate

only on texts from Shafarevich’s alleged “extremist years”, the 1990s.

129 Ibid., 28. He establishes this by mentioning that Shafarevich was “a co-founder of the ‘red-

brown’ (i.e., neo-Communist and neo-fascist) National Salvation Front”, and had some other

similar alliances.
130 Dunlop 1994, 27–28.
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Then again, it should certainly be kept in mind that Shafarevich has never made

pretensions to present his views concerning Orthodox Christianity in any even

remotely comprehensive way, let alone to play the role of a theological authority

or an exemplary Christian. In Soviet times, when being a Christian was a liability,

he never hid his Christian conviction. He mentioned it even in 1988, in his first

article during the era of glasnost in Moskovskie novosti, when open confession of

Christianity was barely within the limits of acceptability for Soviet censors and

when the fact of his Christian conviction had a certain function in his argument

about the essence of socialism. But already in 1990, on the occasion of giving

a lecture entitled Christianity and Ecological Crisis at a Christian charity event,

Shafarevich replied to the question “Do you profess some religion?” by saying:

“Well, you know, it seems to me that an assertion that I profess religion is always

self-praise in some ways. But since you ask me, I profess Christianity. Even if it

seems to me that this is in a certain sense a very self-assured declaration.”131

In a similar way, in 1977 Shafarevich had snapped at an interviewer urging him

to tell a British TV audience about his own difficulties as a religious believer in the

Soviet Union: “Excuse me, I wouldn’t like to speak about myself personally.”132

When attempting to establish “Shafarevich’s conception of Orthodoxy [a]s natu-

ralistic, narrowly nationalistic, and neo-pagan”, Dunlop suggests the writings of

father Georgii [Georges] Florovskii to be “the benchmark for Russian Orthodox

teaching”. This is certainly reasonable. Florovskii is generally acknowledged to be

a prominent, most trustworthy authority in issues of Orthodox theology and Church

history. However, Dunlop’s account does not reveal that Sergii Bulgakov and Pavel

Florenskii also belong to the greatest minds of (Russian) Orthodox Christian

thought of the 20th century, even if their dogmatic authority does not quite reach

the heights of Florovskii.

While stressing that Florovskii was a professor and archpriest, Dunlop neither

sees it important to mention that Bulgakov and Florenskii were likewise ordained

priests of the Orthodox Church and that Bulgakov, archpriest like Florovskii, was

like him also a professor at the esteemed Theological Institute of St. Sergius in

Paris, and its dean.133 Should citing these two philosophers and theologians in

a positive tone be a sign of serious aberration from Orthodox Christianity, the

majority of contemporary Orthodox clerics together with a whole flock of more

learned laics would be in danger of being branded heretic. Dunlop must be well

aware of this. He has attested to his expertise in Russian Orthodox theology in

a number of works in a persuasive way.

131 Shafarevich 1993 [1990], 27–28.
132 Shafarevich 1994 [1977/1978], 50. Cf. Krakhmalnikova’s sour comment “Shafarevich osten-

tatiously declares he is a Christian”, Krakhmalnikova 1990, 167 [English: 12].
133 Even if this of course is irrelevant to Dunlop’s argument, Father Pavel Florenskii was likewise

a professor – of history of philosophy, and during the Soviet rule, before he perished in the prison

camps, of geology.
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Dunlop is also selective in his quotation of Florovskii’s words about Bulgakov

and Florenskii, uttered when Florovskii discussed their sophiological134 views.

When Bulgakov’s sophiological conceptions – indeed, he was professor of dog-

matic theology – were put under question by some fellow theologians, Florovskii

was very disturbed about the way Bulgakov was ostracised. He repeatedly put forth

the following stance: “I disagree with Bulgakov’s teaching, and I also think there

may be in it some ambiguity, I would not say heresy, but something misleading.

I do not attack it, but I teach the other side.”135

In general, Florovskii discusses in his Ways of Russian Theology – to which

Dunlop refers – the thought of both Bulgakov and Florenskii in great detail, and it is

inaccurate and unfair, to all three of them, to distil from this only the most negative

words. In addition, since Florovskii wrote this monumental study in the unyielding

genre of a dogmatic textbook, it makes sense to take it as a measure of dogmatic

criticism only if the target of that criticism has pretensions for great dogmatic

authority and is indeed speaking with the explicit intention of conveying the

Orthodox dogma. As was noted, this is not the case with Shafarevich. Florovskii

discussed Bulgakov’s views in such great detail and seriousness only because of

Bulgakov’s supreme authority as a professor of dogmatic theology and he discusses

Florenskii’s ideas only because of Florenskii’s priestly rank and reputation as one

of the most interesting Orthodox theologians of that time. Yet, as Florovskii’s

decisive refusal to accuse Bulgakov of heresy confirms, he shared the view of

Father Aleksandr Men, who later noted when discussing Bulgakov’s sophiology

that “Theological opinions are always accepted in the Church and have always been

accepted if they do not pretend to be the absolute truth.”136

Lastly and most importantly, Shafarevich certainly did not “embrace”

Bulgakov’s and Florenskii’s sophiological ideas, as Dunlop claims. He referred to

Bulgakov and Florenskii only as to mention some Orthodox thinkers whose ideas

would seem to include the emphasis that it is vital for man to protect his

134 Sophiology refers to conceptions about Divine Wisdom, Sophia, which has a certain role in the

Orthodox theological tradition. This is best illustrated by the fact that some of the most important

Orthodox cathedrals of Byzantium and Russia are dedicated to it. However, since it is generally

not considered very proper in Orthodox theology to attempt to penetrate into the territory of God’s

sovereignty, and since this subject, if anything, would seem to belong there, it has very rarely been

a subject of theological discussions.
135 Cited in Blane 1993, 66. Blane recounts the whole story of the sophiological dispute and

documents a wealth of Florovskii’s other (positive) assessments about Bulgakov (ibid., 60–68).

See also Klimoff 2005 and the rest of the materials in the same issue of St Vladimir’s Theological
Quarterly.
136Men 1995, 531. He continued: “A gigantic mind doubtlessly raises many controversial issues!

He was unsheltered! Unsheltered like any great man. . . Only a fool is fully sheltered, he who

speaks truths of a primer like two times two is four – how could one be unsheltered then? But he

who raises questions is of course unsheltered! And such was Bulgakov.” See also the rest of Men’s

discussion, in particular, ibid., 536–537.
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environment and respect nature. It would be absurd to claim that he did something

suspicious here.

Dunlop is also unreasonably strict – and, I would even be tempted to say,

outrageously petty and unjust – when using Shafarevich’s “admiration” for the

Russian existential philosopher Vasilii Rozanov to demonstrate “just how far

Shafarevich has wandered astray” from Orthodox Christianity. To begin with,

Shafarevich in no way swallowed all of Rozanov’s thinking as such, nor could he

reasonably speaking be said to have made heretical conclusions about Rozanov’s

thinking: he gave value to Rozanov’s principled dissatisfaction with such a kind of

Christianity which lacks compassion for temporary creation while arguing that only

the spirit is eternal (and, consequently, that the suffering of the temporary world can

be safely overlooked as irrelevant for salvation). As far as I understand, this

warning is entirely in accordance with the summons of the Orthodox Church and

as such is in no way heretical.

Moreover, Shafarevich has himself readily admitted that some of Rozanov’s

trains of thought are strange:

My attitude towards Rozanov goes like this: of course he is contradictory, and he could just

be chased away with the argument that this person is a blunderer who speaks first one thing,

then another, and eventually returns to the first views, but I am after all authorised by no-

one, and it would be totally uninteresting to me to take the role of a judge who judges

Rozanov, [deciding] whether he is contradictory or not. The whole matter is that in his

works one can encounter some thoughts which strike the soul.

He had specified: “The arguments of Rozanov and [Lynn] White [concerning

Christianity’s dual potential when it comes to ecology] deserve the careful rumina-

tion of each person to whom Christianity is close.”137 On another occasion he had

further said that

It seems to me that among our philosophers of the 20th century [Rozanov] is the most non-

trivial. [. . .] He contradicted himself many times, many of his works are regarded as

defamatory – some by Christians, some by Judaists. But in the cases which should have

reasonably shocked me, I however did not experience it like that. In Vasilii Rozanov’s

works the process and the methodology of thinking and separate intermediate ideas are

much more important than the result itself.138

Dunlop’s final piece of evidence of Shafarevich’s deviation from the true faith is

his “admiration for Avvakum and other leaders of the seventeenth-century Raskol

137 Shafarevich 1993 [1990], 12–13.
138 Shafarevich 1994 [1989]b, 233. This general attitude also comes across well in Russia and the
Universal Catastrophe (Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 397–398, cited above in this chapter). Inciden-

tally, another remark by Shafarevich – this time about Florenskii – demonstrates well how naive it

is to assume that his one positive comment about somebody would mean that he agrees with

everything else this person has ever said or done. When, interviewing Shafarevich, I suggested that

he must feel kinship with Florenskii since they were both natural scientists, he objected by saying

that Florenskii’s mathematical dissertation was to his mind intolerable reading and that he could

not comprehend how such a mess was ever accepted as an academic thesis (Shafarevich 2002a).
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(Schism)”. Dunlop is not incorrect in attributing such sympathy to Shafarevich but

this argument is very tendentious as well, for several reasons.

Shafarevich does not speak much about Avvakum or the Old Believers in any of

his texts, to begin with. In addition to some occasional neutral mentionings in other

texts, he only touches upon the subject at some length in his talk on Solzhenitsyn, in

a positive tone. As the discussion of this text in Ch. 7 revealed, Shafarevich had

considered it tragic that in the 17th and 18th centuries Russian society had experi-

enced a forceful rupture, as a consequence of which the upper classes began to treat

the culture and mores of the “old world” with contempt. The Old Believers led

by Archpriest Avvakum had been this “old world’s” first representatives sub-

jected to ostracism and persecution. Yet, thanks to them much old folk culture

including precious church art was preserved to our day. Shafarevich had compared

Solzhenitsyn’s lone battle with the Soviet colossus with Avvakum’s, saying that

they had the same manner of using biting sarcasm as their best weapon and

merciless self-irony as their most secure shield.

As for a more general estimation of the Old Believers, most contemporary

theologians as well as church historians agree that both the Old Believers, led by

Archpriest Avvakum, and the reformers, led by Patriarch Nikon, rendered them-

selves guilty of some theological obstinacy. They maintain that both parties

contributed to the schism by discarding something of the truth of their opponent.

The appraisal of one of the foremost authorities on Orthodoxy of our times, Bishop

Kallistos (Ware) of Diokleia who teaches Orthodox theology at Oxford, is typical.

He sees much truth both in the strivings of Avvakum and in the strivings of Nikon.

However, he is quite clearly more sympathetic to Avvakum because his determina-

tion to hold on to the old ritual – sharing the same doctrinewith Nikon – was treated
with physical persecution, which of course was wildly un-Christian.139

The authoritative words of Father Georgii Florovskii can certainly also be cited:

Nikon had an almost morbid proneness to redo and retransform everything into Greek just

like Peter later had a passion to redress everything into German and Dutch.140

The major poignancy of Nikon’s ‘reforms’ was in sharp and random negation of all the

old-Russian traditions and rituals. They were not only replaced with new ones but on top of

that declared spurious, heretical, almost deceitful.141

Thus the impression about Florovskii’s and other leading authorities’ stance

towards the Old Believers which Dunlop conveys to his readers for the purpose of

freezing Shafarevich out of serious discussion – especially when seen in proportion

to the only instance when Shafarevich can have said to have expressed any

“admiration for Avvakum and other leaders of the seventeenth-century Raskol
(Schism)” – is again very deceptive, or better said, entirely wrong.

139Ware 1991, 119–125.
140 Florovskii 1988, 64.
141 Ibid., 65.
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And yet, none of this even concerned the actual target of Dunlop’s criticism,

Russia and the Universal Catastrophe. In it Shafarevich quickly mentions Old

Believers three times, and none of these instances is particularly apologetic. On

the first occasion he says that even if the Old Believers were persecuted in Russia,

in the context of religious persecutions of human history their persecution was

still relatively light.142 In the second instance he relates, referring to old chronicles,

that the leaders of the Old Believers had a very purist relation towards manifes-

tations of dvoeverie, but that their attempts to fight it ran into unexpected obstacles

when the highest clergy and some of the most prestigious members of society

defended it.143 Finally, Shafarevich’s last mentioning of the Old Believers in Russia
and the Universal Catastrophe puts Dunlop’s brusque judgement into an even more

curious light: writing about the dual potential of Christianity, Shafarevich actually

raises the point with which Dunlop then attempted to prove him wrong (and

heretical), i.e., that “the early Old Believers [. . .] became mired in ‘apocalyptic’

phobias.” This is when Shafarevich notes, with horror, the cases of Old Believers

having committed group suicide. He even makes it clear that this could not be

explained away by claiming, as is sometimes done, that they killed themselves only

because they would have been killed by others, anyway: he says that cases like this

are known to have taken place already before the Schism, among the followers of

the fanatical ascetic Kapiton.144 Incidentally, as if poking fun in advance at

Dunlop’s almost scandalously unsuccessful attempts to criticise him in some even

remotely sensible way, this last instance was in connection with Shafarevich’s

discussion of Rozanov. Shafarevich noted that despite Rozanov’s morbid emphases

and almost nihilistic pessimism not all his thoughts could be just swept away

because he cited his examples from sources which are authentic.145

There is one more relevant issue concerning Dunlop’s attempts to substantiate

Shafarevich as a dubious Christian and his tendentiousness in this endeavour. Being

the author of several works about Solzhenitsyn, Dunlop must have been well aware

that Solzhenitsyn had always defended Old Believers much more forcefully than

Shafarevich (among other works, in Repentance and Self-Limitation, which Dunlop
introduces to the readers of his Shafarevich analysis as the “most intelligent

and forceful reply” to Metanoia, thereby countering it with Shafarevich’s reply,

Russophobia). Incidentally, for this reason it was hardly even a coincidence that

Shafarevich honoured his old friend on his anniversary specifically with reflections

about his spiritual kinship with Avvakum. All the same, while Shafarevich’s

“admiration for Avvakum and other leaders of the seventeenth-century Raskol
(Schism)” is for Dunlop an aggravating piece of evidence against Shafarevich,

142 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 429.
143 Ibid., 414.
144 Shafarevich 1994 [1993], 398.
145 Indeed, these facts are well established in Panchenko’s studies (see, for example, Panchenko

2005, 69–70).
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Dunlop presents Solzhenitsyn to his readers as Shafarevich’s counterpart – wise,

virtuous and moderate.

To conclude this rather elaborate discussion, the argumentation with which

Dunlop attempts to establish the grave and, thanks to his apt assessments elsewhere,

very authoritative scholarly judgement that “Shafarevich may best be seen as an

original type of Orthodox Christian heretic”, whose “conception of Orthodoxy is

naturalistic, narrowly nationalistic, and neo-pagan in character”, it is entirely

nonsensical.

Then, when considering the actual characterisations, with which Dunlop

elaborates his accusations, the claim about Shafarevich’s conception as “naturalis-

tic” may be accepted, but only if it is understood to refer to a conception that it is

wrong to exploit nature as if it were a mere object of man’s activity and that its right

to flourish should be respected. As for the accusation that Shafarevich’s views are

“narrowly nationalistic” and “neo-pagan”, his way of thinking concerning these

concepts is perhaps best encapsulated in his words about the Chukchis cited above:

he acknowledges that religious cultures and ways of life other than the contempo-

rary secular West and Russian Orthodoxy have an equal right to existence, and he

sees the almost inevitable disappearance of these other religious cultures and ways

of life as a great loss to humanity.

It would seem apparent that Dunlop wanted to demonstrate that true Orthodox

Christianity must be foreign to people like Shafarevich and that even if

Solzhenitsyn was known as his old trusted friend, he should not be implicated

with Shafarevich. Maybe such an approach seemed defendable, or to put it a bit

meanly, cost-effective, because it rescued both Solzhenitsyn and Russian Ortho-

doxy and sacrificed Shafarevich whose reputation was horrible in any case. The

price Dunlop ultimately had to pay for this venture was very high, however,

because in the process he had to blacken the reputations of Father Sergii Bulgakov

and Father Pavel Florenskii as well as to cast Father Georgii Florovskii in a curious

light by twisting his words. It can also be asked whether this image of unforgiving

and dogmatically petty Orthodox Christianity ultimately contributed to the enter-

prise of saving it from groundless mistrust.

And yet, my intention in subjecting Dunlop’s commentary of Shafarevich’s

Russia and the Universal Catastrophe to such detailed inspection was not to

demonstrate that Dunlop has somehow stood out in being outrageously unjust

among Shafarevich’s many scholarly critics. The intention was beyond Dunlop: in

their tendentious selectivity his arguments are far from untypical among scholars

writing about Shafarevich after the scandals about Russophobia. Since then,

Shafarevich has indeed been mostly treated as if it would be safest, morally desirable

or politically correct to demonstrate that he has fallen to full degradation – however

artificial (not to speak of morally unsatisfactory) the arguments to prove this are.
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Chapter 11

Some Conclusions

The Most Essential in Shafarevich’s Ideas

Upon beginning this study, I suggested that Igor Shafarevich’s image in contempo-

rary scholarship is distorted. I argued that his words and deeds are frequently

interpreted in ways which have little to do with his own intentions. I also claimed

that it is vital to get him right. Since the conversations in which he is involved

concern central issues in the relations between Russia and the West, mishearing,

misinterpreting and mistaking him for something he is not is counterproductive and

symptomatic of misunderstandings much greater than those concerning him only.

Following from this, I set as my goal to find out and report what Shafarevich

actually says and thinks. To substantiate my claim that Shafarevich’s image in

contemporary scholarly studies is badly flawed, it was naturally also important to

report and to assess how his statements and ideas have actually been discussed and

considered.

In this concluding chapter I finally summarise what is the most central in

Shafarevich’s thinking. After this I consider his ideas within the framework of

broader philosophical traditions and worldviews. Lastly I consider the reception of

Shafarevich’s texts and ideas and weigh up the more general miscomprehensions

his reception speaks of.

Human Free Will

The emphasis on humans’ free will and, as related to it, humans’ inherent right to be

(treated as) spiritual beings, has a central place in Shafarevich’s thinking. When he

volunteered to join the Moscow Human Rights Committee in the early seventies

and thus became involved in the core group of human rights activism of the Soviet

Union, he did it because he was outraged by the Soviet practice of putting people

into mental hospitals for their convictions. In fact, his own efforts to stop this and

K. Berglund, The Vexing Case of Igor Shafarevich, a Russian Political Thinker,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-0348-0215-4_11, # Springer Basel AG 2012
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other human rights violations were a natural consequence of his basic conviction as

well, since the emphasis on one’s moral responsibility follows logically from the

emphasis on man’s free will.

Shafarevich certainly acknowledges that man is in many ways tied to forces

much greater than himself. Yet he maintains that even in the most draconian

circumstances people have at least some freedom of choice and a possibility for

creative and moral pursuit. The readier man is to sacrifice external comfort like the

rewards of career and the harder it is to tame him with the fear of punishment,

the freer he is. This is stressed most “programmatically” in Does Russia Have
a Future? even though the idea comes through in one way or another in virtually

every piece Shafarevich has written. He also forcefully conveys the idea that

acceptance of man’s free will, on the one hand, and moral and ascetic pursuit, on

the other, are tightly connected with the experience that life is meaningful. The

more completely man refuses to accept the role of being a part of a large machine,

the more meaning and creation is there in his life and the more it also brings him joy

and satisfaction.

It follows naturally from these emphases that Shafarevich highlights that human

societies are living and that it is absurd and unfortunate – and ultimately, immoral –

to apply to them methods and approaches which are applied to mechanisms and

lifeless things. This idea was central already in his early ruminations about Lorenz’s

ethologic findings, and he has since then frequently underscored it in his texts, in

Russophobia, for one. He also consistently stresses, again following Lorenz, that

the category of morals has meaning only in relation to living creatures.

Socialism

Since Shafarevich lived in a socialist society and witnessed many of its tragedies

attesting to cruel arbitrariness and the flagrant denigration of human value, it was

natural that he pondered the essence of free will in the context of socialism. As

already his reminiscences from childhood show, socialism was for him an impor-

tant stimulus for being intrigued by the question of human free will to begin with.

He claims that since socialism turns its all-inclusive attention to material equal-

ity and the material dimension of life, it conceives of life as not much higher than

mechanistic activity. Its ideal of equality is an ideal of people being interchange-

able, a notion paving the way for its demand for tremendous human sacrifice.

Spurred by these observations Shafarevich speaks about socialism’s death instinct,

referring with this to socialism’s rejection of the unique worth of each man and to

its suspicion of (and insistence to do away with) creative freedom, spiritual pursuit,

human free will, and ultimately, life.

With the coinage “death instinct” Shafarevich implied that socialism’s rejection

of humans’ spiritual essence is a morbid inclination pestering all of humankind or

a logical mistake to which humans in all times have been prone. In order to

authenticate this, he discussed a number of social systems similar to contemporary
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socialist societies which had existed in earlier civilisations. This point of

socialism’s universal essence was also illustrated by him when he, following the

Russian religious philosopher Sergii Bulgakov, likened contemporary socialism

with Christ’s temptation to transform stones into bread, in other words, the desire to

ignore the demand of ethical pursuit and humility when attempting to fight injustice

and bring happiness and well-being to the world.

While Shafarevich sees socialism essentially as a timeless, universal fallacy, he

considers its millenarianist variant to be typical of Europe of the Christian era. Its

characteristic feature is a strictly linear conception of time. The most prominent

representatives of millenarianist socialism in earlier centuries were those Christian

apocalyptic sects which directed all their attention to the afterlife, cursing life on

earth. During the past centuries of secularism the most prominent millenarianists

have been the socialist revolutionaries ready to accept the demand of enormous

human sacrifices for the sake of their own “Kingdom come”. Both are engaged in

the active pursuit of an ideal which is hostile to life.

Shafarevich’s conception of socialism is in profound contradiction with the

claim that it is somehow distinctively inherent to Russia. At the same time, his

conception gainsays other particularistic ideas of this sort – most notably that of

socialism or revolution as specific to Jews. In coherence with this basic stance,

Russophobia explains the historical fact of a successful socialist revolution in

Russia and the fact of Jews’ disproportionally great contribution to it by

highlighting that two social and moral crises – that in traditional Russian society

and that in Russia’s traditional Jewish society – happened to coincide in Russia at

the turn of the 20th century and reinforce each others’ effects, thus crucially

contributing to the revolution’s success. It is significant that Shafarevich rebuffs

the ideas of distinctly Russian and distinctly Jewish socialism together, clearly

implying that it is ultimately untenable to reject one while embracing the other.

Nationalities Issues

Another prominent theme in Shafarevich’s texts and statements throughout the

years concerns nationalities and nationalism. He has consistently emphasised

socialism’s great contribution in instigating intolerant nationalism which follows

from socialism’s tendency to render open and equitable discussion of nationalities

issues impossible and to repress and distort age-old national traditions and healthy

national emotions. He has also noted that it is typical of the logic of socialism to

opportunistically take advantage of nationalist emotions for the purposes of divide

and rule. For these reasons he has frequently warned about the nationalities issues’

potential to cause major strife and instability in Soviet society, especially when

socialism starts to crumble.

While thus acknowledging the dangerous potential of national emotions when

manipulated and distorted, Shafarevich argues that this potential owes to the fact

that it is essentially a natural thing to feel belonging with one’s people and one’s
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nation. Peoples and nations share common historical experiences and spiritual

values, and their members are dependent on one another in a multitude of ways.

Shafarevich considers it vital for the health of a nation that both perceptiveness of

its wrongdoings and faith in its members’ ability to affect its own fates are present

in its life.

While Shafarevich certainly constantly emphasises the vitality of courtesy and

delicacy towards representatives of other nations as the best guarantee of good

mutual relations, he finds that if historical truths are twisted in their name, the price

is too dear – not to speak of the fact that this soon backlashes in the form of

bitterness and unhealthy tensions. And while he considers that Russians in Russia

have a certain additional moral responsibility as the majority nationality, he warns

against “stretching” the demand of responsibility unreasonably.

Shafarevich is likewise firm in assessing that meaningful Russian nationalism or

patriotism can never be based on ethnicity but only on common spiritual traditions,

shared historical fates and cultural heritage. For Shafarevich, the function of

Russian nationalism is to protect and cherish such spiritual and moral territory

which questions the imperative of the universal dominance of the all-pervasive

Western techno-scientific civilisation and protects Russia’s right to moral and

spiritual sovereignty, thus eventually improving Russia’s possibilities to survive

the West’s seemingly inevitable future crisis without being swept away in its tide,

too.

As for Shafarevich’s discussion of the Jewish question, a fundamental emphasis

in it is the requirement to treat Jews on equal terms with other peoples, without the

demand to apply to the Jews any special standards. This is certainly a profoundly

equitable and non-discriminatory approach, based on the conviction that Jews are

the same humans as all others. The major reason for him to raise the Jewish issue in

Russian history was again his conviction that when discussion of historical

tragedies is suppressed and when there are unhealthy taboos, this tends to breed

frustration, friction, artificial antagonisms and irrationality. One such suppressed

issue was the disproportional Jewish contribution to the Russian Revolution. When

raising it, Shafarevich’s intention was to systematically separate myths and irratio-

nal notions from historical facts and to contribute to the normalisation and amelio-

ration of Russo-Jewish relations.

Techno-Scientific Civilisation

Even if one of Shafarevich’s first large social analyses concentrated exclusively on

socialism and in it he primarily compared Soviet society with many earlier

civilisations in history, ultimately by far the most important emphasis for him is

that of the kinship of contemporary socialism and capitalism. This is already

discernible in his Does Russia Have a Future? – the article he wrote simultaneously
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with Socialism. He sees these systems – traditionally perceived as each others’

antipodes – as the two manifestations of contemporary techno-scientific

civilisation. Both model themselves after machines and computers and promote

ways to treat and approach living things as if they were machines.

Shafarevich’s basic claim is that contemporary techno-scientific civilisation is

steered by a conception of “progress” which is not an idea of striving to holism of

life, balance or harmony. Instead, it is an idea of maximally efficient and continuous

numerical growth or, as he puts it, limitless increase of elements of one type. As he

explains, they must be of one type so that they can be treated as addends and their

sum can be expressed exactly in numbers. Because of this overpowering require-

ment to assess everything numerically, a system based on such an ideal of progress

is not capable of giving value to the unique characteristics of individual objects or

persons or to what is enduring, creative, beautiful, spiritually rewarding and

beneficial to the diversity of life. Thus it is also in profound contradiction with

the notions of morality.

Techno-scientific civilisation’s idea of “constant progress” is connected with an

exclusively linear conception of time. Shafarevich stresses that it is very unfortu-

nate that this civilisation is prone to regard cyclical processes so typical of and

essential to all living organisms and all life as vicious circles or to conceive of them

in other negative terms. A central problem in such a linear ideal of growth is its

failure to accept any principles of limits, he maintains. The ability to comprehend

one’s natural limits and forms is a fundamental characteristic of all living

organisms except for cancer. A system’s inability to limit itself leads not only to

a blind alley of ecological crisis but also to spiritual desolation. This is already seen

in the fact that Western civilisation has seemingly become impotent in terms of

cultural creation. In the field of mathematics, too, new innovations tend to be

applications of old discoveries and essentially technical in nature.

Shafarevich likewise speaks about the trend of rapidly growing uniformity of

spiritual and material culture and ways of life in the sphere of contemporary techno-

scientific civilisation, which is spreading all over the world at a great pace. He notes

that our contemporary civilisation is prone to destroy all the “emergency exits” of

humanity – other civilisations and other ways to comprehend life.

Antidotes to Techno-Scientific Civilisation

Shafarevich certainly depicts the current state of the everywhere-penetrating

Western civilisation in rather gloomy colours. Nevertheless, his conception of

history is not deterministic; it is not even pessimistic. This is shown already in

such a fact that while he stresses that contemporary society is becoming increas-

ingly mechanistic, he says at the same time that this is essentially an outcome of
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man’s voluntary activity. He stresses, in other words, that man can also turn away

from such a road leading to a dead end while there is still time.

Likewise, when Shafarevich compares humans’ desire to solve all the problems

of their life by using technology with old fables about a man having his wish come

true but at the price that its coming true becomes his worst nightmare, the primary

point he wants to make is that the assumption that there could be one standard

solution bringing man happiness crudely undervalues the depths of man’s creative

wisdom. Shafarevich’s claim is, in other words, that contemporary Western

civilisation has made man believe that he is much less than he in fact is. Essentially

Shafarevich’s message is not that progress, efficiency, constant growth, science and
technology have taken contemporary man hostage in a fatal way – should that be

understood to mean that “the situation is hopeless”. His idea is much rather that

even though man has ended up giving a virtual mandate in everything concerning

his own life to machines, man – a living creature – is much more viable, creative,

beautiful, sophisticated and adaptive than machines and, as such, much stronger

than them. For Shafarevich, man’s viability has a lot to do with his vulnerability –

which is the other side of man’s capacity to sense a danger and his capacity to be

healed.

While Shafarevich certainly stresses the meaning of ethical responsibility and

moral pursuit, he does not insist that self-restraint or asceticism is the only key to

healthier life in a strictly exclusive way. His emphasis is, rather, that if only man

manages to break out of the straitjacket of the ultimately inhumane demands of the

logic of progress, this cannot but restore meaning in his life and give him the

strength and creativity needed to rediscover the natural measure of things. Thereby

Shafarevich maintains that if only contemporary man realises that the association

and identification of beauty with futile, needless things or with unnecessary luxuries

does not make sense, this will have significant repercussions.

Shafarevich clearly also wants to make the point that man can regain much

creative strength alone from the realisation that it is in many ways a logical mistake

to identify hurry and efficiency with virtue, or cyclical time with aimlessness,

futility and failure. He maintains that unlike the linear conception of time, which

does not recognise any limits, the cyclical conception is very perceptive of limits,

meanings and morals. It is a conception of constant creation and growth but in

a form which acknowledges the necessary limits of things. As such, the cyclical

conception of time makes it easier for man to conceive of his own place in the world

and, at the same time, to grasp the logic in which he is in communion with others

and the whole world in many visible and invisible ways. And whereas linear logic

only accepts the idea of maximal growth, cyclical logic sticks to the idea of

optimality and the right measure of things.

The third interconnected point Shafarevich makes is that of the vital importance

of the rejection of the overpowering dominance of the “mechanistic” logic of

“either–or”, or on/off, because it presupposes a considerable narrowing of the

human intellectual and spiritual capacities, and inevitably brings about coercion,

irrationality and meaninglessness.
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Shafarevich’s Thinking in the Context of Ideological

Traditions

When locating Shafarevich’s thinking in larger ideological traditions, the ideology

of conservatism comes easily to mind. Edmund Burke, a contemporary of the

French Revolution who is traditionally regarded as conservatism’s founding father

and its most typical representative, was very negatively disposed towards all

revolutionary radicalism. Like Shafarevich, he emphasised that revolutions mostly

do not lead out of existing problems but just complicate them, create new ones and

generate violence. He identified radicalism with superficial and partial solutions to

complex problems.

Another affinity in Shafarevich’s thinking with the ideas of conservative thinkers

subscribing to Burke are the metaphors that compare human societies with living

organisms. The purpose of these metaphors is not to imply that human societies

simply live and should live according to the laws of nature; such an approach is far

beyond conservatism which clearly puts the accent on man as a being having moral

responsibility. Rather, their point is that human societies are living and that their life

has a creative, spiritual dimension.1 In other words, their point is that societies are

neither comparable to mechanisms nor should they be treated like them.

It is also typical of conservatism to take it as natural that different traditions and

institutions prevail in different countries and cultures. Its stance is that their

functionality ought to be considered in their own concrete contexts rather than in

the light of abstract ideals. Indeed, conservatism is not an ideology like liberalism

or socialism, with goals regarded as universally valid. Such “relativism” of conser-

vatism concerning distinct cultural and historical traditions also illuminates its

relation towards nationalism or patriotism: “Burkean” conservatism repels such

nationalism which rests on the claim of superiority or universality of one’s own

history and culture but tends to go hand in hand with willingness to respect all

cultures and traditions – including one’s own – as unique and potentially functional.

Finally, conservatism is disposed to the ideas of the Enlightenment with some

reservations, desiring to retain its aspirations of progress balanced with those age-

old principles of life which have supported human societies for centuries. From

a conservative perspective an embodiment of the alarming utopian and deter-

ministic potential of the ideas of the Enlightenment is the terror of the French

Revolution. However, “to have in mind the negative potential of something” does

not equate to “rejecting it completely”.

Shafarevich’s ideas likewise have a strong affinity with the thinking of such

philosophers and historians as Nikolai Danilevskii, Oswald Spengler and Arnold

Toynbee. As is well known, their conceptions of history are based on the idea of

1 See, for instance, Muller 1997, 10; Minogue 1967, 195; Nisbet 1986.

Shafarevich’s Thinking in the Context of Ideological Traditions 479



several world civilisations (or cultures) which all have had their own lifespans –

emergence, apogee and demise. Whatever else, this approach effectively challenges

the idea of only one universal civilisation in constant linear progress which is, if not

overtly, then implicitly, identified with Western, or Euro-American, civilisation.

Like Shafarevich, these philosophers have all assessed Western civilisation to be in

serious crisis, even decline.

Analogies and parallels with Shafarevich’s ideas can also be found in the

thinking of a large number of moral and ecological philosophers, scholars,

scientists and globalisation critics. Among these are many to whose texts and

ideas Shafarevich directly refers in his studies, Konrad Lorenz, Lewis Mumford

and E. F. Schumacher to name just three.

Finally, roots of Shafarevich’s ideas can be easily traced to the thinking of

Russian religious philosophers in the late 19th century and the early 20th century.

This philosophical tradition builds essentially on the basic principles of Orthodox

Christian theology. Emphasis of man’s free will, on the one hand, and man’s

responsibility, on the other, as well as their dynamic balance is once again very

central to it.

This tradition likewise emphasises the organic metaphors of society, which

certainly have been very popular in social thought in the sphere of the Catholic

Church throughout the centuries as well. However, while Western social

philosophers, who have drawn from Catholic theology, have tended to concentrate

on rather literal analogies – on defining which exact functions of human body

various social institutions carry out and to which organs (heart, stomach etc.) they

are best comparable; on determining society’s nature as an “organic machine” with

maximal scientific precision – Eastern Orthodox thinkers have taken a different

approach. They have stressed the nature of human communities as living entities

where each member has its unique place, role and relations with other members

which are conceivable of in mystical rather than rational terms. An important

dimension of this logic is the emphasis that, being living creatures, humans and

human communities are understood to be willed and blessed by God, sacred in the

sense that determining their exact functions and value is seen to belong to an

authority higher than the human mind. Another vital dimension of the organic

metaphor of human communities in the sphere of the Orthodox philosophical

tradition is the emphasis that only continuous spiritual effort and renewal of its

members can keep a human community or institution alive.

This difference in the ways in which Western and Eastern philosophy apply

organic metaphors to human communities reflects fundamental differences in

Western and Eastern theology. The Western Church’s pursuit of scholasticism –

making maximally precise rational classifications of things divine – is foreign to

Orthodoxy. While Western theology conceptualises the world through definitions

(cataphatically), ultimately inescapably in terms of dichotomies (i.e., something

either is this-and-this or fails to be this-and-this), Orthodoxy insists instead that

God’s world has too many shades and colours for man ever to be able to reconstruct
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a palette where all of them are put in order, least of all through mere rationality. It

stresses the aspect of God’s constant creation which renders all human determinism

senseless. Indeed, it takes a firmest stand that God must be sovereign to be as He

is and maintains that He will not reveal Himself if man approaches Him like

a conqueror. For this reason Orthodox theology typically defines God by way of

transcending definitions (apophatically). It also puts great emphasis on beauty,

considering it a vital dimension of life. According to Orthodox understanding

beauty is an instrument of truth, an indication of truth and a means to express it.

However, it should necessarily be accompanied by asceticism, the pursuit of not

exceeding one’s natural limits, the measure of what is beautiful.

Many of these emphases are clearly expressed in Shafarevich’s texts. He follows

closely Orthodox theological tradition also when, in his essay about Shostakovich,

he characterises evil as “active rejection of goodness”, impotent in itself and

powerful only because it destroys something powerful. It would seem that this

depiction elucidates well the logic of Shafarevich’s idea about the “death wish” of

socialism, as well, since his point is possibly more easily approachable in the form

that socialism strives for “active rejection of life and creation”.

The notion of evil having no force of its own except for what comes from active

rejection and destruction of what is good has in Orthodox thinking its necessary

reverse in the notion of God who is eternally creative but incapable of coercion or

of acting deterministically. These conceptions also find expression in the distinc-

tion which is so central in Shafarevich’s thought – that between organistic

and mechanistic views of the world. This is because he very clearly defines

“organistic” simply as “not deterministic”, thereby emphasising that whatever

refrains from determinism and resists it is already good and beneficial. It is

indeed a vital emphasis of Orthodox Christianity that man has an enormous

potential for goodness and creation as long as he abstains from acting in a way

which destroys and suppresses it. The emphasis of responsibility follows very

naturally from this.

Lastly, while Shafarevich’s thinking certainly draws from Orthodox Christianity

and is essentially in concordance with its worldview, in his case in particular

identifying it with some sort of narrow sectarianism would not be correct. To him

the basic principles of Orthodox Christianity are essentially universal, and he

discerns the most important in them in all Christianity and all religion. He

emphasises constantly the significance of religious worldview in general, consider-

ing that the most important in it – acknowledgement of man’s spiritual essence and

thus, his kinship and bondage with a Being higher than himself – is common to all

religion. The essay on Shostakovich shows with particular clarity that the most

important for him is neither formal nor confessional religiosity but the persistent

human pursuit to take in earnest “the ultimate questions” of life and death, good and

evil by refusing to take the role of a lifeless, numb and mechanistic thing whatever

the price of pain because already by so doing man proves and reasserts the primacy

and power of life over death.
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Shafarevich’s Reception

Finally I consider Shafarevich’s reception. As was seen, it has been determined to

a great extent by his Russophobia, the long article due to which he was labelled

a dangerous anti-Semite and Russian extremist in the Western and Soviet main-

stream press and scholarly literature.

On some occasions this label of a suspect Jew-hater and nationalist fanatic has

also been attached to Shafarevich in retrospect when discussing his activities in the

1970s after the publication of Russophobia. The artificiality of this effort in

particular is striking because Shafarevich had been widely known as a human rights

champion defending all repressed people(s) in the Soviet Union. In the mathematics

community he was well-known as a counterforce to discriminatory practices.

It is indeed much more common to claim that the previously so virtuous

Shafarevich has somehow morally “degenerated” or taken a sharp turn towards

extreme ideologies when writing Russophobia. However, it was seen in this study

that even if the world around Shafarevich has changed considerably, his views have

not changed in any substantial way since the late 1960s and early 1970s – the days

when he wrote his first non-mathematical texts and joined the Moscow Human

Rights Committee. The ideas broached in the previous section of this chapter have

always been at the centre of his thinking.

It should certainly also be acknowledged that already in the 1970s some people

were prone to depict these ideas as “suspicious”, or tainted with hints of extremism.

Most prominent amongst them were Boris Shragin, Aleksandr Ianov and some

other emigrants of the third wave. This was when Shafarevich and Solzhenitsyn had

together compiled From Under the Rubble and Solzhenitsyn had infuriated a large

part of the literarily active dissident intelligentsia with his bitingly sarcastic words

of their tendency to hide under pseudonyms, emigrate to America with an Israeli

visa and to give condescending advice to those whom they had left behind. When

presenting The Rubble to Western journalists Shafarevich had further hinted that

their interest in emigration was disproportional and referred to Andrei Siniavskii

(without mentioning his name) as a typical representative of opportunistic third-

wave émigré who had nothing much to offer his country as long as his attitude

towards Russia was so arrogant.

Indeed, one important reason why all these things – together with early samizdat

debates and Solzhenitsyn’s later clashes with the literary notables of the third

emigration wave – were discussed in this study in such detail was that they all

make up Russophobia’s, and Russophobia’s reception’s, “pre-history”. As such

they also provide a perspective for assessing the scandal around it. For instance,

when recounting them it was seen that very similar accusations of anti-Semitism

and narrow Russian nationalism as those which Shafarevich later encountered had

been thrown in Solzhenitsyn’s direction already in the 1970s and 1980s – and then,

been proved nonsensical time after time. It was also seen that the people who had

been loudest in accusing Solzhenitsyn of anti-Semitism – and whom Solzhenitsyn

had in turn targeted in his spiky Our Pluralists, most prominently Siniavskii,
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Etkind, Pomerants, Ianov and Khazanov – were exactly the people who then wrote

the first reviews of Russophobia and effectively cemented its reputation as “a tract”

as dangerous as Hitler’s Mein Kampf in the West as well as in the Soviet Union.

This background – and the additional important fact that these earliest and most

prominent critics of Russophobia were themselves the very subject of Russophobia
and were thus anything but “impartial observers”– was ignored to an astonishing

degree by consequent Western reviewers of Russophobia and those who later wrote
about it in scholarly studies.

Of course, the greatest problem in all this was that there was no reasonable

justification whatsoever in Russophobia for the claim about Shafarevich’s anti-

Semitism.

As was noted, this terrible reputation caused by Russophobia has determined

mainstream assessments about Shafarevich during the following years. It has been

extremely common to approach his texts and statements with the intention to scorn

and scandalise them, without actually taking them at all seriously. This reflects such

“political correctness” according to which a person who has once been chased

“beyond the civilised world” ought no longer to be taken in earnest or treated in a

constructive way. As such it is a very deterministic approach. One reason for the

popularity of such an approach is doubtlessly that it is always much easier to be on

“the winners’ side” than to take seriously somebody branded with dubious labels.

But especially because such labelling is not seldom made in the name of defence of

basic human rights and the fight against their infringement, it is, of course, some-

what preposterous.

As was recounted upon beginning this study, it ought to be a writer’s inherent

right that his texts be read taking into account the writer’s own intentions, that these

texts be assessed in their own contexts and that their words be not twisted. When

writing Russophobia it was Shafarevich’s intention to get rid of an unhealthy taboo
which engendered distrust and animosity in Russo-Jewish relations, and in this way,

contribute to normalising these relations. He attempted to present a historically

accurate, morally tenable and equitable analysis as to why Jews participated in the

Russian Revolution disproportionally actively, so that this question would no

longer be a suppressed taboo and, as such, an object of propagandist speculations.

This attempt was met with extreme suspicion. The humane essence in his intention

was lost upon his vociferous Western and Russian liberal readers to a staggering

extent.

One reason why Shafarevich’s “anti-Semitism” was so willingly taken at face

value by Russophobia’s contemporaneous readers was that during some years from

1988 onwards it was quite commonly assumed that a vigorous rise in anti-Semitism

and extreme nationalism in the Soviet Union/Russia would be just a matter of time.

Many observers were highly sensitised to detecting its signs and symptoms in the

texts of Russian thinkers and writers. Shafarevich thus fell into a ready pit, and he

fell into it at least for two interconnected reasons: he was out very early and his
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mathematical prominence and dissident past made him a particularly interesting

case in the eyes of many.2

The anticipation of the coming wave of anti-Semitism was commonly connected

with the notion that anti-Semitism and xenophobic nationalism are an inherent part

of the Russian national character and mode of behaviour “under normal

conditions”, in other words, when not kept on a leash by neutralising ideologies.

It is, however, a different matter whether there was a basis for this notion – and

where this notion originated from. This study has elucidated the role of the Soviet

nationalities policies and, as interconnected with it, the propagandistic Soviet

rendering of pre-revolutionary Russian history in moulding the image of Russians’

inherent proneness to xenophobia, national chauvinism and anti-Semitism.

Then again, the fear that Jews would have become the scapegoats in Russia

when the socialist experiment was over was not entirely absurd if one seriously

considers Slezkin’s account about socialist Russia as the favourite “Promised

Land” of the Jews at the beginning of the 20th century, the building of which they

enthusiastically contributed to, and about Germany as the hell where the “proto-

Mercurian” Jews became the major target of hatred of Apollonian reaction against

modernisation. On a level where things are connected in a very superficial way, it

can become possible to identify Jews with modernisation and, as part of it,

revolution.

Such a superficial interpretation presupposes, however, an extremely simplistic

understanding of modernisation and a hopelessly poor knowledge of history. From

this perspective in particular it is telling that, after the scandals surrounding

Russophobia, Shafarevich’s very complex and profound analysis about techno-

scientific civilisation and its gradual emergence during the past four centuries

was overlooked by scholars almost entirely – at the same time when mentioning

that this prominent mathematician and former dissident is the author of the notori-

ous Russophobia, the bible of contemporary Russian anti-Semitism, has seemed to

be something of a standard means for a scholar of Russian studies to prove and

demonstrate one’s erudition.

2 Arguably the fact that Shafarevich was virtually the only person whom Solzhenitsyn had ever

publicly identified as his real soulmate also played a certain role. There was a considerable number

of offended writers of the third emigration wave who had tried to mortify Solzhenitsyn for some

decades without significant success. For them, “proving” Shafarevich morally suspect was an

excellent opportunity to “prove” that those in the West who had regarded Solzhenitsyn as a moral

authority had always had it somehow wrong.

Against this background it certainly is a little puzzling that Solzhenitsyn never chose to defend

Shafarevich in the Russophobia scandal. However, from the perspective of “a Shafarevich

scholar” it seems evident that Solzhenitsyn nevertheless indirectly did so. This is because he

clearly left many “traces” for future scholars to follow in his works published after the

Russophobia scandal, which lead to debates and sources relevant to re-construing the original

context of Russophobia’s writing. One of these was of course his Two Hundred Years Together,
but his Literary Collection, Invisible Allies and Sketches in Exile are also important.
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It is certainly an irony of history that Shafarevich, whose manifest intention was

to present a comprehensive, tenable and equitable historical analysis which would

render it impossible to brand either Jews or Russians guilty of the Russian Revolu-

tion, became himself a target of the irrational reactions of fear and trauma. And

truly, as was already pointed out, most of those to write the first criticisms of

Russophobia and to liken him to the ideologues of Nazi Germany were those people

whom he had criticised in Russophobia for their irrational manner of connecting

things.

All the same, if seen “below the noisy surface”, it seems very probable that

Shafarevich’s constructive analysis actually considerably contributed to the fact

that anti-Jewish sentiments have been a great deal less popular in post-communist

Russia than so many had feared and expected. While many vociferous

commentators have alleged that in the person of Shafarevich Russian anti-Semites

had got a prominent frontman, there are actually strong hints that he managed to

effectively “neutralise” the message of many of those obsessed with the Jews

among his Russian contemporaries.

As was assessed in Ch. 8, on a more general level the hysterical attitude towards

Russophobia in many quarters reflected a very deterministic and superficial under-

standing of history, an approach which ignores the specific contexts of historical

phenomena. Shafarevich’s critics seemingly believed that because Shafarevich

spoke openly about the Jews’ active participation in the Russian Revolution, he

thereby made some sort of an analysis of the timeless characteristics of all Jews past

and present. Virtually all of those judging him likewise missed the fact that when

raising the biblical conception of the “Chosen People”, Shafarevich attempted to

construe the train of thought of a peculiar group of non-religious historical Jews in

whose thinking a very banal, formal and cruel interpretation of this biblical concept

arguably had played some role at a peculiar moment of history of which violent

rejection of the past was characteristic and when a universal quest for bold new

gods for a bold new man was in progress. His critics also failed to see that

Shafarevich’s primary intention in this discussion was to prove as absurd any

ideas about one entire people as “messianistic”, among them the curiously persis-

tent idea about the Russians’ notorious messianism.

As was said further, these misunderstandings also revealed a hopelessly sche-

matic relation towards religion. This stance largely ignored the fact that religion is

something much more than a ready-made computer program and that man has free

will. It ultimately ignored the conception of responsibility as a natural constituent of

all human life. These facts and aspects have not been lost on Shafarevich himself. In

his writings he consistently rejects and challenges the “mechanistic” and determin-

istic view of religion, man and history.

Russophobia’s criticism of the clichéd ideas about notoriously undemocratic

Russia, on the one hand, and ideas about the need to transplant democracy into

Russia by force, on the other, was likewise understood by many of Russophobia’s
fervent critics in a considerably superficial way. In a similar manner, Shafarevich’s

statements and activities in the early 1990s were largely taken for something they

certainly were not. It is easy to see now how astonishingly similar his statements in
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the real-time context were to things said – in the 2000s – by such prominent

scholars as Reddaway and Glinskii, or McFaul.

From the perspective of the history of ideas method it can be summarised that

during the post-Russophobia period it has been typical of Shafarevich’s critics to

read his texts ignoring his intentions and motives, to read these texts in very strange

ways, finding in them things which they do not have, and to disregard the impera-

tive to assess texts and statements in their specific historical context. It has addi-

tionally been typical of them to attach labels to him before attempting to understand

him.

Many of those Western scholarly studies, where Shafarevich is labelled with

great ease as something of a foremost monster of contemporary Russia, certainly

also betray their authors’ hurry – which nowadays encumbers almost all scholars –

to acquire “results” quickly and efficiently. It can of course be sarcastically

concluded from this that if seen from the perspective of citation indexes – the

most important measures of a person’s academic worth in our time, which keep

a count of all references to one’s writings in academic literature, no matter whether

praising, disparaging, neutral or refutative, and consequently rank academic writers

on the basis of the number of these references – there is no doubt about

Shafarevich’s great worth and value as a political thinker. Russophobia, after all,
has earned him an impressive number of “hits” in scholarly studies. But, as

Shafarevich himself would be first to point out, such a mechanistic approach is

blind to the fact that the finest and the most necessary traits of human beings are

sensitivity to the individual personality and the ability to make complex analyses,

not the ability to calculate. Sensitivity to personal limits is likewise a fundamental

premise in the history of ideas method because without it interpretations tend to be

arbitrary.

Lastly, to conclude this assessment of how Shafarevich has been treated in

scholarship, it should be acknowledged that in my study, as well, the most impor-

tant has been given proportionally little attention: Shafarevich’s writings about

contemporary techno-scientific civilisation should certainly deserve to be discussed

in greater depth than was done when this theme eventually emerged in Ch. 10 “from

under the rubble” of many things of secondary importance. But then, there is much

consolation in the words of the great Russian historian of ideas Dmitrii Likhachev,

“If at the end of a scholarly work there is not to be seen the beginning of a new one,

the research has not come to an end.”3

3 Likhachev 1985, 568.
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