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Abstract. The research reported in this paper examines the spiritual heritage of the 
Russian émigrés of the first half of the 20th century. The Russian émigrés is a 
unique phenomenon in the history of Russia. The October Socialist Revolution 
1917, shock of creative intelligentsia at the events taking place in the country, rejec-
tion of the Soviet government and exile – all that became a trigger mechanism for 
formation of a huge Russian culture layer abroad. While the Soviet government 
made attempts “to erase” a significant part of the cultural and historic memory of 
the Russian people, eradicate from the Russian soul the belief in God and was rapid-
ly building a new state with a new ideology, the Russian emigrants became a kind of 
protector for the great Russian culture and traditions of the Russian people. Largely 
owing to the Russian émigrés and their huge love for the Motherland the thread 
connecting the Russia’s past and future was not broken. 
Keywords: spiritual heritage, emigration, culture, Russian culture abroad, Orthodox 
tradition 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Today in the epoch of globalization when national and cultural 
boundaries become blurred, history gets rewritten and historic facts 
become a tool of political manipulation and are given new 
interpretations; many countries face an acute problem of cultural heritage 
preservation. During the process of society renewal and development of 
new cultural forms, traditions are often deliberately ignored leading to a 
loss of personal and collective identity. Great importance is attached to a 
question of the proper balance between tradition and innovation, when 
innovation bringing something new into the culture does not attempt to 
eradicate the most sacred things – language, religion, fundamental 
traditions of living and thinking of a nation. 

A problem of cultural heritage preservation is highly topical for the 
contemporary Russia as well. 2012 was announced the Year of the 
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Russian History, and 2014 was marked as the Year of Culture by the 
Presidential Decree. A strategy of spiritual renovation declared today by 
the Russian government is viable only provided the continuity of the 
best cultural traditions and preservation and revival of the historical and 
cultural heritage. The notion cultural heritage is organically tied up with 
other categories of the theory of culture such as: cultural values, 
traditions, innovation, etc. E. A. Baller defines cultural heritage as 
follows: 
 
A combination of ties, relations and outputs of material and spiritual production of 
past historic epochs, and in a narrow sense – a combination of cultural objects 
inherited by the humankind from previous epochs, adopted, developed and used in 
a critical manner in accordance with the objective criteria of social progress. (E. A. 
Baller, 1987: 56) 
 

Great significance is given to the cultural heritage and its 
comprehension within the context of globalization processes in 
international documents, for example, in Mexico City Declaration on 
Cultural Policies (1982), and Article 7 of the UNESCO Universal 
Declaration on Cultural Diversity declares cultural heritage as a source of 
creativity (2001). 

Cultural heritage includes everything that have withstood the test of 
time and is passed on to the next generations as something valuable and 
honored. The inheritance process assumes evaluation and creative use of 
cultural objects created by the previous generations. In our opinion the 
problem of cultural heritage preservation is inextricably entwined with 
the problem of cultural identity which is also of high relevance for the 
modern Russian society. 

 
“PHILOSOPHIC STEAMBOAT” AS A SYMBOL OF OUTGOING 

EPOCH: BETRAYED BY THEIR MOTHERLAND 
 

Beginning of the 20th century in Russia was marked by a chain of tragic 
historic events – participation in the World War I, severely hurting the 
country, revolutions, fratricidal civil war. All these events had shaken 
Russia in the first two decades. It was around this time that the spiritual 
movement named “Russian Religious Philosophical Renaissance,” the 
foundations for which were laid down by the works of the prominent 
Russian philosopher Vladimir Soloviev, reached its zenith. The breaking 
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point for the cultural and historical development of Russia was after the 
October Revolution 1917 when Lenin and the Bolsheviks took over. 

The Socialist Revolution 1917 put the Russian creative intelligentsia in a 
state of shock. Even before the Revolution there were many presentiments 
and prophecies in the Russian philosophy – by Dostoevsky in “The De-
mons” (where writer demonstrates that an intelligent person with a deep 
soul but without the God, sooner or later becomes a demon), by Vladimir 
Soloviev in his works. And how sharp is the end of Dostoevsky’s “Crime 
and Punishment” describing one of the Raskolnikov’s dreams: 
 
But never had men considered themselves so intellectual and so completely in pos-
session of the truth as these sufferers, never had they considered their decisions, 
their scientific conclusions, their moral convictions so infallible. Whole villages, 
whole towns and peoples went mad from the infection. All were excited and did not 
understand one another. Each thought that he alone had the truth and was wretched 
looking at the others, beat himself on the breast, wept, and wrung his hands. They 
did not know how to judge and could not agree what to consider evil and what 
good; they did not know whom to blame, whom to justify. Men killed each other in 
a sort of senseless spite. (Dostoevsky, 1989: 515) 
  

Everything written by the Russian philosophers after the revolution 
was like a statement of all troubles and miseries which they expected 
from the Bolsheviks. The Russian philosopher Vasily Rozanov believed 
that the revolutionary events in the country resulted from the downfall 
of fundamental pillars of human existence – family, ethic, national. 
Evgeny Trubetskoy did not accept the Soviet government and explained 
the tragic events of the October Revolution 1917 and the civil war by the 
awakening of “animal instincts” in Russia. In 1918 a collection of works 
of Russian thinkers (Sergey Askoldov, Nikolay Berdyaev, Sergey Bulga-
kov, Vyacheslav Ivanov, Pavel Novgorodtsev, etc.) “From the Depths” 
was released where they reflect on the reasons of revolution in Russia. 
Most of the blame they lay on the Russian intelligentsia who called for 
the destruction of this world with a view to build a new world, was striv-
ing for the “earthly paradise,” but did not realize that the harmonious life 
of society should be based on the absolute values: the God, the kindness, 
the beauty, the truth, the love. Vladimir Varshavsky, an author of the 
book about the Russian émigrés “The lost Generation,” wrote in this re-
gard the following: 
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The intelligentsia of course didn’t want all the horrors of the Bolshevism, and it was 
admitted, but they still shall be hold responsible for those: by their preaching of ma-
terialism and atheism they killed the religious belief, which was a stronghold for the 
moral convictions of the people. (Varshavskii, 2010: 20–21) 
 

Free-thinking intellectual elite of Russia did not accept the Soviet gov-
ernment and openly criticized it using all available means – scientific pa-
pers, academic rostrums, periodicals, public events. In May 1922 Vladi-
mir Lenin writes a letter to Felix Dzerzhinsky devoted to “deportation of 
writers and professors helping the counterrevolution” and warns him: 
“preparations shall be very thorough. Without preparation we will mess 
things up. I do ask you to discuss the necessary preparation arrange-
ments” (Lenin, 1975: 265–266). In this letter he lays all the Politbureau 
members under an obligation to spend 2-3 hours a week looking through 
the books and all non-communist publications to collect detailed infor-
mation on literature activities of professors and writers: 
 
All of these are manifest counterrevolutionaries, accomplices of the Entente, the 
organization of its servants and spies and corrupters of the studying youth. We need 
to establish the matter such that we search for and catch all of these “military spies” 
constantly and systematically and deport them abroad. (Lenin, 1975: 265–266) 
 

The reinforced fight against dissent started in the country. By autumn 
1922 the Soviet government made a decision to take off the job and exile 
from the country the prominent figures of science, medicine and litera-
ture. “The philosophic steamboat” is a collective name for two German 
passenger vessels Oberbürgermeister Haken (September 29–30) and 
Preussen (16-17 November). Such outstanding Russian thinkers as Niko-
lay Berdyaev, Nikolay Lossky, Sergiy Bulgakov, Ivan Ilyin, Lev Karsavin, 
Sergey Trubetskoy and many others were forced to leave the country. 
The country they devotedly loved and for the prosperity of which were 
fighting just in a blink abandoned its sons. A sort of cultural revolution 
took place in Russia and “The philosophic steamboat” became its sym-
bol. 

As was noted by the historian Peter Kovalevsky, in total during a peri-
od between 1920 and 1925 more than one million people who were the 
elite of the Russian intelligentsia left Russia. 
 
Russian dispersal exceeded any previous one both in scale and cultural significance, 
as it became the center and the driving force for the phenomenon usually called 
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“Russia abroad”, though it should rather be called “Foreign Russia”. (Kovalevsky, 
2006: 17)  
 

After a significant part of the Russian intelligentsia was expelled from 
the country the indivisible chain “territory-heritage-identity-memory” 
crucial for existence and prosperity of the nation underwent dramatic 
changes. The territory remained, but was carved up with the boundaries 
of a new state – USSR. The problem of building a new identity – the So-
viet one – arose. Certain “fragments” of cultural and historic memory 
were erased and interpreted in such a way that they could fit well into an 
idea of historical impendence of the tsar regime fall and Marxism-
Leninism victory in Russia. But as to the cultural heritage a thread of 
succession within Russia was broken. It was a tragic and unnatural 
breakage, separation into two different concurrent lines of development: 
Soviet culture, the spread and development of which was limited by the 
boundaries of the Soviet state, and culture of Russia abroad, forcibly 
torn away from the mother’s bosom, but preserving and enriching many 
traditions of the great Russian culture.      

Russian emigration undertook a mission of protector for the Ortho-
dox religion, for the Russian language and for the Russian literature, 
supported freethinking in philosophy, introduced the best traditions of 
university education of former Russia among the emigrants. At that time 
the USSR government was imposing strict control over science and cul-
ture in the form of philosophy and humanities limitation to the frames 
of the Marxism-Leninism ideology, elimination of dissidents and separa-
tion of the Church from the state. 

The ultimate separation of the Church from the state in Russia took 
place not in October 1917 (the time of Patriarchate restoration), but fol-
lowing the decrees of the new government on the freedom of conscience 
and the Church separation from the state in January 1918. In accordance 
with the Decree on the freedom of conscience, the church and religious 
societies the Church was separated from the state, the school was sepa-
rated from the Church, a ban was introduced for religious doctrines 
teaching in any state, public or private educational institutions, the 
church and religious societies were deprived of the right to own proper-
ty, and all property of the church and religious societies was pronounced 
the property of the people (Minuvshee: 1993, 241-242). A cry of despair 
was the response “Appeal of Council to the Orthodox people concern-
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ing the decree of the people’s commissars on the freedom of con-
science”: 
 
Unite, the Orthodox people, around your churches and pastors, unite all of you – 
men and women, old and young, get in the unions to protect the sacred shrines. 
These shrines are your wealth. (…) Take courage, Holy Russia, go to your Calvary. 
You have the holy cross, the weapon unconquerable. (Minuvshee: 1993: 244, 255) 
 

Mass persecutions and repressions against all currents of the Russian 
Orthodox Church were rapidly scaling up from the late 1920s. Process 
of churches liquidation began throughout the country, many churches 
were destroyed, rights of the clergy were further encroached upon and in 
1932 mass arrests of the clergymen started. Date 18th of February 1932 
was tragic for Leningrad, when in one day about 500 people were arrest-
ed, including the monks, the parish clergy, the laymen having relation to 
the Orthodox communities and monasteries (Minuvshee, 1993: 251). 

In contrary to that, it becomes quite important for the emigrants to 
preserve the Orthodoxy as the basis of the Russian culture and the reli-
giousness as the main trait of the Russian character:  
 
The Russian religious and philosophic revival of the beginning of the century con-
tinued in emigration, probably gaining even higher capacity to engage new souls. 
The exhausted devastated exiles that saw the destruction of everything dear to them 
needed to find a prop in something greater than death. They turned to the Orthodoxy 
as an eternal and inviolable shrine of the lost motherland. (Varshavsky, 2010: 20) 
 

As a prominent thinker and representative of the Russian émigrés 
Georgy Fedotov noted that Marxism can never become spiritual food 
for the Russians, the only link with the spiritual heritage of Russia is the 
church, it “continuously recreates the unity of the past and the present, 
and in this sense it is the only bearer of the spiritual succession” (Fedotov, 
1991c: 227). 

Great was the “dispersal” of the Russians abroad – Prague, Bratislava, 
Munich, Paris, New York… Job search, moving from one country to 
another, publishing activities and hard intellectual work – not only to 
earn for a living but also for prosperity of Russia – future Russia. 

The Russian culture preservation and enriching became possible not 
only due to the hard work and true love for Russia, but also through the 
support of the European states and social organizations. Publishing ac-
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tivities were set up in many European and American cities. Higher edu-
cational institutions were established for the Russian students. In the 
context of national “dispersal” another major feature showing belonging 
to the former Russia and the means for emigrants’ unification besides 
the Orthodoxy was the Russian language, and the printed word – period-
icals (newspapers, magazines), books – was very efficient and probably 
was the only way for preservation and transfer of the cultural heritage. 

In 1921 the government of Czechoslovakia established a committee 
which was relieving famine in Russia and helping the Russian emigrants 
arriving in the country. Establishment of this committee basically laid the 
foundations of the so called Russian assistance campaign. With the sup-
port of the government the Russian School of Law, Russian Pedagogical 
Institute named after John Amos Comenius, Russian Institute of Agri-
cultural Cooperation, Russian People’s University were functioning in 
Prague. Pavel Novgorodtsev, Nikolay Lossky and other prominent Rus-
sian thinkers were lecturing in the Charles University. The Russian Insti-
tute in Prague started publishing its collected works.  

In France St. Sergius Orthodox Theological Institute became a spiritual 
center of the Russian émigrés (founded in 1925). The professors and lec-
turers of the Institute included outstanding representatives of the Russian 
thought: Vasily Zenkovsky, archpriest Sergiy Bulgakov, archpriest Georgy 
Phlorovsky, Georgy Fedotov and others. In Paris Nikolay Berdyaev 
founded journal Put’ (Path) (1925-1940) – “an organ of the Russian reli-
gious thought,” another quite a large-scale periodical was a literary jour-
nal Sovremennye Zapiski (Contemporary Papers) (1920-1940). 

In Germany a journal Grani (Facets) was issued, in USA – The Notes of 
the Russian Academic Group in USA, Novy Zhurnal (New Journal), which 
were publishing the best selection of everything created during the Rus-
sian “dispersal”. Novy Zhurnal still exists. In Belgrad from 1931 till 1940 
the Notes of the Russian Scientific Institute in Belgrad were issued. 

In emigration the close attention was given also to the preservation of 
the great Russian literature traditions. Alfred Bem, a famous philologist 
and critic, after revolution was sent to Prague where he lived the second 
half of his life. There he was leading an active scientific life, set up a So-
ciety named after F.M. Dostoevsky, headed a union of young poets 
“Skit”.  

He paid the most attention to the works of Dostoevsky and even es-
tablished a separate science – dostoevskology (term by Bem). The depth 
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and magnitude of Dostoevsky are such that he really turned out to be a 
writer-thinker who created, as Vyach. Ivanov wrote, the Russian depth 
and a representative using the words of Tomas Mann’s character “of that 
holy literature” having “healing, sanctifying effect,” “literature as the 
path to light, understanding, forgiveness and love.”  

Another example of traditions preservation in the field of education is 
the celebration of 200th anniversary of the Moscow University in 1955 in 
USA. The former editor of the Moscow University Mikhail Novikov lists 
the core traditions of the Russian university life “on which as on three 
pillars our academic life was rested and sometimes was seething”: the 
major and fundamental tradition – the advanced scientific level; the se-
cond tradition – freedom of will and fight for it; the third tradition – 
“public service, i.e. close connection with wide circles of society and ac-
tivities aimed at its education” (Novikov, 1956: 22). 

Nikolay Timashev outlined interesting facts: by 1927 besides universi-
ties there were also other educational facilities. Higher courses for wom-
en were established in Moscow in 1872, then in 1878 in St. Petersburg 
and later in other university cities. Many of them were rightfully consid-
ered the women’s universities. N. Timashev writes:  
 
It shall be remembered that at that time women almost worldwide did not have ac-
cess to higher education, that’s why Russia can be considered one of pioneers in 
granting intellectual equality to women. Just before the revolution there were 12 uni-
versities and 84 other higher educational institutions in Russia. (Timashev, 1956: 61)  
 

The keynote of the collected works was the following idea: “freedom 
of science and objective search for truth are incompatible with a system 
of extreme state despotism” (Novikov, 1956: 13–14). 

Quite interesting in our opinion is the preface to the first issue of the 
journal Put’ from the editor to the reader: 
 
The Russian emigration, faced with a prolonged dwelling outside its native-land, is 
threatened by disintegration, by de-nationalisation, the loss of its connections with 
Russia, with the Russian land and the Russian people. Therein each can be trans-
formed into a split-off atom, concerned exclusively with the maintanance of his own 
life. Only by an exertive spiritual life, only by fidelity to the idea of Russia can the 
Russian dispersal preserve itself, as a single Russian people, organically connected 
with the Russian people, so as to preserve in Soviet Russia the fidelity to the same 
idea. The schism-like split between the émigrés and Russia, resulting under Bolshe-
vism, has to be overcome. On this depends the future of the Russian people. The 
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processes, transpiring in the emigration, of themselves have no significance, they 
have significance only in an organic connection with those processes, which tran-
spire in Russia itself. And the split ought first of all to be overcome spiritually, reli-
giously. (Dukhovnie zadachi russkoi emigratsii, 1925: 4–5) 
 

Russia became the pain in heart and soul of the Russian emigration; all 
the thoughts were turned to it. The uniqueness of the historic path of 
Russia, reasons and consequences of revolution, unique features of the 
Russian culture, Russian idea, character of the Russian people – all those 
are the key topics for meditations of the Russian philosophers. 
 

SELF-COMPREHENSION OF RUSSIA IN PHILOSOPHY  
OF THE RUSSIAN EMIGRES 

 
Nikolay Berdyaev in his work “The Russian Idea” highlights that there is 
no organic unity in the Russian history and culture, he distinguishes five 
periods in the Russian history each providing a different picture: the 
Russia of Kiev; Russia in the days of the Tartar yoke; the Russia of Mos-
cow; the Russia of Peter the Great; and Soviet Russia, and adds “and it is 
quite possible that there will be yet another new Russia” (Berdyaev, 
1990: 45). 

And to that new Russia, Russia of future the eyes of the thinkers were 
turned. Ivan Ilyin writes in this regard:  
 
We, Russian people abroad, shall constantly think about Russia, since we are its liv-
ing part. We breath with it, share its fate, its grief and its joys, we are destined to 
build its future in our hearts and through our deeds. That is why we shall look for-
ward and into the distance to see the contours of future Russia. (Ilyin, 2008b: 449) 
 

It shall be highlighted that the theme of Russia was one of the recur-
ring themes in the Russian philosophy of 19th century and early 20th cen-
tury, and reflections on the Russian idea, the Russian culture and the 
Russian character became the keynote in the works of many Russian phi-
losophers. For the first time the theme of Russia and its relation to Eu-
rope became a subject of philosophical reflection of Peter Chaadaev who 
was the first to develop a way for self-comprehension of Russia, fitting it 
in the cultural and historic paradigm “East-West,” but expressly stating 
in the first “Philosophical letter” that Russia is neither East nor West. 
That was a starting point for the philosophical dispute over Russia, its 
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unique features and reason for existence in the global cultural historical 
space. 

For Slavophils A.S. Khomyakov and I.V.Kireevsky Russia is a unique 
country with its own way and the guarantee of its survivability is the Or-
thodoxy. The westerners (N.V. Stankevich, V.G. Belinsky, T.N. 
Granovsky, A.I. Gertsen, P.V. Annenkov) thought highly of Peter the 
Great’s reforms and believed that Russia in its historic development shall 
follow the way of the western civilization. 

Vladimir Solovyev stood for the unity of Russia and Europe and for-
mulated an idea of the Universal Church and reunion of three branches 
of the Christianity. The content of “the Russian idea” by Vl. Solovyev 
matches the Christian transformation of life when it is based on the 
principles of truth, kindness and beauty: “it’s here, close – this genuine 
Russian idea authenticated by the religious character of people” (Solovyev, 
1992: 192). The Solovyev’s interpretation of “the Russian idea” was con-
tinued by the representatives of the Russian cultural Renaissance of the 
early 20th century. 

Alienated by their motherland philosophers continue to write about 
Russia, their reflections are filled with patriotism, love for their home-
land and the Russian people. N.A. Berdyaev, I.A. Ilyin, G.P. Fedotov, 
F.A. Stepun, S.L. Frunk and other representatives of the Russian emigra-
tion are confident that sooner or later communism in Russia will fall, and 
the country will again face a fateful choice as already happened many 
times in the Russian history. They create several scenarios for future de-
velopment of Russia both optimistic and pessimistic, which sound as a 
warning. 

A lot was written about the fate of Russia and the uniqueness of the 
Russian historical path by Berdyaev. He notes the polarity and anonimic-
ity of the Russian soul, reveals the contradictions in historical and cultural 
development of Russia. These contradictions were conditioned by sever-
al factors that played a fatal role in the fate of Russia: cultural and histor-
ical (Russia is a crossing point for two streams of the world history, it is 
neither West not East, but a kind of East-West); cosmic (no unity be-
tween the masculine and feminine instincts in the Russian character and 
dominance of the feminine instinct); spiritual (dual faith – paganism and 
Christianity ascetic in monastic way); geographical (huge area of the Rus-
sian state and the power of vastness over the Russian soul). 
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The Russian people are defined by Berdyaev as religious by their 
kind and the soul structure. Despite all disturbances “Russia as the 
God’s thought remained great, it has the undefeatable ontological 
core” (Berdyaev, 1998: 269). That ontological core is freedom.  

Berdyaev yearns for genuine freedom – freedom of spirit. That is what 
Russia lacks. Tsar regime, censorship, bloody chaos of revolutions, world 
and civil wars, no social freedom, no freedom of speech in the country 
under any reign - all these facts instigate philosopher to look for reasons 
explaining that phenomenon. What is that: doom, historical tragedy or 
unwillingness of the Russian people to attain freedoms? Berdyaev finds 
the following explanation: 
 
To gain oneself relative societal freedom is difficult for Russians not only because, 
that in the Russian nature is passivity and oppression, but also because, that the 
Russian spirit thirsts for God's absolute freedom. (Berdyaev, 1998: 294) 
 

Philosopher finds in Russian national character a will to freedom of 
spirit expressed in pilgrimage, spiritual elders, mystical and prophetic 
sects. But pilgrimage can take place not only in real life but also in mind. 
And such pilgrims are Gogol and Dostoevsky, L. Tolstoy and Vl. Solo-
vyev and all the revolutionary intelligentsia.  

Indeed the exceptional religiousness of people’s life and people’s way 
of thinking points to an intuitive desire of the Russian people for free-
dom, as the faith liberates: 
 
… religion is not a sense of dependence, but rather a sense of independence of a 
human. Human is a creature completely dependent on environment and society, 
world and state, if there is no God. If there is God, human is a spiritually independ-
ent creature. And relation to God is defined not as human dependence but as his 
freedom. God is my freedom, my virtue of a spiritual creature. (Berdyaev, 1991: 159) 
 

Religious faith is always salvation and liberation. Berdyaev believes 
that Russia shall disclose Europe a secret of freedom. As where is free-
dom – “there is the Holy Spirit and the Grace” (Berdyaev, 1990: 214). 

Berdyaev asserts that the Russian idea is the eschatological idea of the 
Kingdom of Heaven, and “the Russian people, in accordance with their 
metaphysical nature and vocation in the world are a people of the End” 
(Berdyaev, 1990: 214). Russia shall convey a message to the rest of the 
world that the history is a path to a different existence and the task of 
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history can only be resolved beyond it. Mission of Russia is global and 
concerns all the mankind. 

Berdyaev returns to the problem of freedom in one of his late papers 
“The Power of the Historic Past and the Future,” where he again points 
out that there has always been the problem with freedom in Russia. 
There was no freedom, there is no freedom, and it’s not known whether 
there will be any freedom. Speaking about the future of his motherland, 
a philosopher who all his life viewed freedom as the highest value, is 
even ready to reconcile himself with the necessity to establish dictator-
ship – political and especially economic – in a country for some time, 
“but what can never be justified is the spiritual and intellectual dictator-
ship, dictatorship over thought and faith, which is totalitarian outrage” 
(Berdyaev, 1996: 266). 

Berdyaev cannot see the revival of Russia outside the Christianity, 
which he perceives as connected with the system of personalistic social-
ism “uniting the principle of personality as the supreme value with the 
principle of a brotherly community of men” (Berdyaev, 1990a: 152). 
Great contribution to the comprehension of the essence of politics, legal 
awareness and unique features of the Russian state was made by Ivan 
Ilyin. In one of the papers of the selection “Our Tasks” he warns of the 
fatal consequences of totalitarism for the human soul which perceives as 
norm “pretence and lies, loss of dignity and land patriotism, thinking 
with others thoughts, flattering servility, eternal fair” (Ilyin, 2008c: 48). 

The philosopher genuinely believes that totalitarian regime in Russia 
will fall sooner or later, and it would take "time, honest and courageous 
self consciousness, cleansing penance, new habit to independence and 
autonomy, and, most importantly, the new system of national spiritual 
education” (Ilyin, 2008c: 48).  

Ilyin stands up for the integrity and indivisibility of Russia, and con-
nects the future of the Russian statehood with restoration of the monar-
chy, believing that the monarchical system best suits the character of the 
Russian people, the Russian soul and the Russian way of life. Ilyin speaks 
of a new historical type of monarchy – autocratic, when “an autocratic 
monarch is the highest legal authority of the state: his supremacy is es-
tablished by law and is the legal supremacy” (Ilyin, 2008a: 235). The phi-
losopher draws a model of the rule-of-law state, in which strong auto-
cratic government coexists with individual freedom.  
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Many Ilyin’s works are devoted to the problems of legal conscious-
ness. Very true in our opinion is an idea of the Russian thinker that when 
a new form of state is introduced the level of people’s legal conscious-
ness shall be taken into account along with a number of other important 
peculiarities of the state: its area, climate, environment, multinational 
composition of the country.   
 
That is why each nation is meant for its own special form of state and constitution 
relevant for it and only for it. No nation is the same, and there shall not be the same 
forms and constitutions. Blind borrowing and imitation is ridiculous, dangerous and 
can be fatal. (Ilyin, 2008: 74) 
 
Will Russia exist? Georgy Fedotov also asks himself this question. Most 
his works are devoted to the issues of culture and religion. He renders 
particular importance to the culture of the people. “Existence of peoples 
and states can only be justified by the culture they create. Russian culture 
justified the Russian Empire. Pushkin, Tolstoy, Dostoevsky were the 
crowned heads of the Russian people” (Fedotov, 1991b: 143). As for the 
Soviet Russia, the Marxism is not a spiritual food neither it has created a 
new culture. The only thing that withstood the onslaught of the Bolshe-
viks was the Church. Fedotov notes the increasing role played by the in-
telligentsia in Russia, it must awaken in itself and raise the national con-
sciousness.  

Russian thinker sees Russia as a supernational state, it is a union of 
peoples and therefore should set for the rest of the world a good exam-
ple of peaceful coexistence of different ethnic groups. Russia has a spe-
cial vocation: “Russia is not a nation, but the whole world. If it fails to 
accomplish its vocation, supernational, continental, it will die – as Rus-
sia” (Fedotov, 1991: 182).     

Fedotov foresees the collapse of the Soviet Union and warns of possi-
ble aggravation of inter-ethnic relations, especially between Ukraine and 
Russia, as a dangerous process of origination of new Ukrainian con-
sciousness, almost of a new nation, is going on. The strongest link be-
tween Russia and Ukraine is the Orthodox faith, but Fedotov warns of 
the “fatal” neighbourship of Ukraine with Poland and the influence of 
Catholicism, due to which “Ukraine will be objectively forced to choose 
between Poland and Russia, and it partly depends on us for that choice 
not to be against old common homeland” (Fedotov, 1991a: 248). In ad-
dition to Ukraine the independence would also be sought by Georgia, 
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Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan, Japan would launch an offensive at the Far 
East that would be followed by China’s attack. In this context one of the 
important tasks for the future Russia will be the development of “flexible 
and solid legal norms that would express both the unity and national di-
versity of Russia” (Fedotov, 1991a: 248).  

In his later works (articles of American period) Fedotov comes to a 
conclusion that Russia as an empire is not viable, as “it will lose the Do-
netsk coal, the Baku oil,” and “all old empires will disappear” (Fedotov, 
2004: 252). The end of Russia as an empire will become in Fedotov’s 
phrase its “moral cleansing,” Russia would be able to get back to its in-
ternal problems – “to building free social democracy won in terrible an-
guish” (Fedotov, 2004: 252). 

But the hearts of the Russian philosophers were bleeding not only 
over the future of Russia. Another love of Russians was Europe. Christi-
anity is what is in common and what unites the destinies of Russia and 
Europe, the Russian and the European culture.  

In the writings of many Russian philosophers an idea is traced that the 
meaning of history, the destiny of man and mankind, the specificity of 
the European and the Russian culture cannot be understood outside of 
Christianity. Christianity is universal in its meaning, it gave the world an 
idea of existence of the one humanity with the one historical destiny that 
has its beginning and its end. Berdyaev believes that history is meaning-
ful only if it moves towards the final goal, the Kingdom of God. Follow-
ing Vladimir Solovyev, Berdyaev asserts that history is a Theanthropic 
process. European culture of the 19th and early 20th century survives a 
crisis, Berdyaev states.  

The fate of Faust is the fate of the European culture. One of the main 
reasons for the crisis is that in the western Christianity the faith in man 
and his creative powers has weakened and the destruction of holistic 
theanthropic myth began:   
  
In the social-political movements prevail principles of coercion and authority, with a 
diminishing of the freedom of man -- in Communism, in Fascism, in National So-
cialism there triumphs a new victory of materialism both economic and racial.  Man 
as it were has grown tired of spiritual freedom and is prepared to renounce it in the 
name of power, with which to order his life, both inward and outward. (Berdyaev, 
1994: 487)  
 



Cultura. International Journal of Philosophy of Culture and Axiology 11(2)/2014: 163–180 
 

177 

First the European culture rejected the myth about the God, but there 
still remained a Christian idea of man. That was what Marx (in his doc-
trine a human is replaced by a class) and Nietzsche (who declared su-
perman to be the highest value) encroached upon.   

Vasily Zenkovsky wrote in 1955 in one of his articles that when revo-
lution happened in Russia, initially people of the West saw it as a “local” 
tragic event. And all the forms it then took – horrors of terror, slaughter 
of intellectuals, oppression of workers and peasants appeared to the 
West as pure Russian, even Asian forms of Bolshevism. “But now even 
in the West for many people it has become clear that the Russian experi-
ence covered not the Russian theme, but the Pan-European theme, the theme of 
the entire modern culture” (Zenkovsky, 2008: 499). The intellectuals of the 
West are themselves suffocating in “an atmosphere of spiritual empti-
ness” and suffering the general crisis of our time. But “no one, except 
for the Russian emigration, fully understands what is the basis of modern 
crisis” and, above all, the problem is in “the extreme dechristianization 
of contemporary culture”:  
   
Our time is the terminal point in the development of secularism, i.e. the pathos of ‘autono-
my’ of all spheres of culture that predetermined the course of modern history. Our 
modern age is in a deadlock, and what is left is just to support oneself by different 
utopian plans - since the ideal of freedom, paths of personality, and world liberation 
from social falsehood can be justified only by the annunciation of the Christ, and 
without it they can only excite us but cannot inspire with historical strength. Most 
illustrative and important in this process is swift and rapid development of amoral-
ism, while moral life can be real and meaningful only in connection with Christ and 
his Church. (Zenkovsky, 2008: 450–499) 
 

As we can see Russia abroad arose from a historical turning point and 
a tragic cultural break in the life of Russia. Russian emigration undertook 
a mission of protector for the Russian cultural heritage and ideas of 
Christianity, waiting for a moment when the best minds of the Home-
land would be again called up to serve their Motherland and the broken 
ties of times and generations would be restored. Unfortunately the Rus-
sian thinkers in emigration never saw Russia again. The spiritual heritage 
of the Russian émigrés only recently has started its way back to the 
Motherland. It’s regrettable that the works of the Russian philosophers 
are only known to the experts – philosophers, culturologists, politolo-
gists – and are little known to the public, while some of their ideas are 
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very valuable and imperative for educating an integral and free personali-
ty, for preserving faith and developing a system of values. 

So many predictions of the Russian thinkers regarding the future of 
Russia after the collapse of the USSR and possible problems in econom-
ic, political, cultural and national spheres turned out to be exact and 
came true. If the Russian society had timely called for and reflected on 
this spiritual legacy to the future generations, probably Russia would 
have avoided many mistakes when making these or that fateful decisions. 
But as is generally known history has no subjunctive mood. 

The thinkers of the Russian emigration recognize the national identity 
of Russia, believe that the communism epoch would be outdated sooner 
or later (as it is alien for Russia) and the future of the country cannot be 
conceived without return to its spiritual roots – Christian values. Spiritual 
heritage of the Russian emigration has importance not only for Russia, 
but for the whole Europe. Russian philosophers defend the Christian 
heritage of Russia and Europe as a security for their salvation and renais-
sance. 

As Berdyaev writes the problem of our time is the problem of saving 
the human personality from decay and it is the Christian idea about man 
where a solution for the problems of society and culture should be 
looked for - “only in Christ is the image of man preserved, only within 
the Christian spirit are there created both society and culture, non-
destructive to man” (Berdyaev, 1994: 499).  
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Russian emigration suffered keenly all the problems of the Modernity 
and its thoughts were not only about rescuing of Russia. The questions 
that Russian philosophers put forward and solved were: about depth and 
mysteries of the human soul; about temptations that go from liberation, 
that might be used for good or put to evil ends; about absolute values: 
beauty, love, kindness, truth, liberty of spirit that are eternal and general-
ly valid for everybody and could not be the objects of trading. More were 
the questions about the possibility of belief in God for the sake of hu-
man in the human being; about the understanding of human being as the 
absolute value, as the personality as the spiritual-religious (definition of 
Berdyaev), about the respect to the national traditions as well as to the 
other peoples and nationalities.  
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Perhaps the future destiny of every person and whole nations depend 
on these questions. But the voices of Russian philosophers were not 
heard not only in Russia but in Europe as well in spite of the fact that 
their works were published not only in Russian but also in English, 
French, Czech and Slovak. Maybe it is not still a time for them?    
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