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FROM UNDER THE RUBBLE
In 1974, at more or less the same time as his expulsion from the USSR and the publication of the Letter to the Soviet Leaders and the first volume of The Gulag Archipelago, Solzhenitsyn also published a collection of essays by various writers given the title in the English translation From under the rubble
. The book was co-edited with the well-known mathematician, Igor Shafarevich.

In the 1980s, Shafarevich published in samizdat an essay on 'Russophobia'
 - an assault on various writers whom he regarded as hostile to the Russian national tradition and to the prospect that, from under the Soviet rubble, Russia might emerge as a nation in its own right. In the course of his argument he draws a distinction between the people as a whole (Russians) and the 'small people' - perhaps it would be better to say 'small community' - meaning an intellectual élite with interests that are contrary to the interests of the people as a whole but who because of their small number and cohesiveness as a group are able to exercise a disproportionate influence on the course of events. He bases his argument on the thesis of the French historian Augustin Cochin whose account of the French Revolution stressed the influence of groups such as the political clubs and masonic lodges which Cochin calls the 'thinking societies' (sociétés de pensées - the term 'think tank' comes to mind). As Shafarevich's essay proceeds it becomes increasingly clear that the Russophobe intellectual élite is, for the most part, Jewish.

I want to discuss Shafarevich's argument - and the names he evokes - in some detail but first, I think, a little background is necessary on the subject of 'the Russian tradition'.

Solzhenitsyn, like Shafarevich, has three essays in From under the rubble. The first - 'As breathing and consciousness return' is based on a letter he wrote to Andrei Sakharov, the nuclear scientist, father of the Russian H-bomb, responding to his 1968 treatise "Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence, and Intellectual Freedom". Solzhenitsyn. making it clear that Sakharov's own thinking had evolved since then, is critical of the fact that Sakharov's treatise, important and radical as it was, is still locked in a Soviet and Leninist mindset. Solzhenitsyn, going beyond what he himself could have published openly in 1968, is arguing for the development of a distinctively Russian - as opposed to Soviet - politics. In a second essay, on 'Repentance and self-limitation in the life of nations' he argues that this will only be possible when Russians recognise the creation of the Soviet Union and their own imperialist ambitions as having been sinful. The third essay, translated under the title 'The Smatterers', was a critique of the Soviet intelligentsia - at least it would have been if Solzhenitsyn thought there was anything left in the Soviet Union worthy of the name: 

'So, having failed to reach a precise definition of the intelligentsia, it would appear that we no longer need one. What is understood by the word in Russia today is the whole of the educated stratum, every person who has been to school above the seventh grade.

'In Dal's dictionary, the word obrazorat' as opposed to the word proveschat' is defined as meaning "to give merely an outward polish."

'Although the polish we have acquired is rather third rate, it will be entirely in the spirit of the Russian language and will probably convey the right sense if we refer to this "polished" or "schooled" stratum, all those who nowadays falsely or rashly style themselves "the intelligentsia", as the obrazovanscchina - the semi-educated estate - the "smatterers"' (p.242)
 

VEKHI - AN ALTERNATIVE TO MARXISM

Solzhenitsyn's essay begins by evoking the days when there was such a thing as an intelligentsia in Russia - not just an educated stratum or even the sum total of those engaged in intellectual activity, but a distinct caste with its own moral character - quite analogous to Augustin Cochin's 'small people' - and the critique that was made of it in 1909 in a collection of essays published under the title Vekhi (Landmarks).
 

Vekhi was an important event in the development of a distinctively Russian intellectual tradition. It reflected what was perhaps the major alternative line to the variety of Marxism that triumphed with the Bolshevik revolution. It could be seen as the coming together of two tendencies - a group of Marxists known as the 'legal Marxists', and the philosophical idealists of the 'Moscow Psychological Society', founded in 1885 (dissolved in 1922), deeply influenced by one of their members, Vladimir Soloviev, friend of Dostoyevsky and possibly a model for Ivan Karamazov. Soloviev died in 1900. The 1909 collection was preceded by a collection of essays by some of the same writers published in 1903 under the title Problems of Idealism. In his introduction to a modern translation of Problems of Idealism
 Randall Poole, an American academic, says of the Moscow Psychological Society:

'For leading philosophers in the society, neo-idealism offered compelling intellectual support not only for the autonomy of philosophy but also for rule of law liberalism and constitutional reform.' (p.1)

The Psychological Society philosophers argued 'that the positivist criterion of reality was far from exhaustive, and that what it did not exhaust constituted the special domain of philosophy. This domain was human consciousness itself, to the extent that it could be shown to be irreducible to empirical experience ... Neo-Idealism thus took shape as a type of philosophy of consciousness.' (p.4)

The connection between law and idealism (which can be very crudely defined as the understanding that material reality can only be known as a phenomenon of consciousness) derived from a Kantian view of ethics: 'the claim that the irreducibility of ethical ideals to empirical reality gave the individual a certain autonomy relative to the natural and social environment.' (p.14)

We can see that, although the term 'liberalism' is being used, the philosophical underpinnings of this liberalism were very different from the positivist and utilitarian - or even ethical Protestant - underpinnings of liberalism in the United Kingdom.

The 'legal Marxist' contributors to Vekhi had been Marxists who published in the legal press and argued for the merits of capitalism as a stage that had necessarily to be passed before the transition to Socialism. As such they were already in opposition to one of the main strands of the Russian revolutionary tradition - the narodniks (populists), who saw the rural population and particularly the institution of the rural commune, as a model for the Russian future. One of the best known contributors to Vekhi, Nicolas Berdyaev, describes the attraction of Marxism as he encountered it as a student in 1894, in his autobiography, Dream and Reality
:

'I have asked myself more than once what impelled me to become a Marxist, albeit an unorthodox, critical and free-thinking one; and why I should still have a "soft spot" for Marxism. It is easier to answer this question in negative terms: I could not associate myself with the socialist Populists, or the Social-Revolutionaries as they later came to be known, because their outlook was infirm of purpose and their belief in social revolution by some internal process in the existing peasant commune was a piece of unimpressive idyllism. When they emerged in the shape of the "People's Will" party, which adopted more revolutionary methods (they were responsible for the assassination of Alexander II), they did not in the least change their basic mentality, with its implied submissiveness to the "power of the soil" and its disguised Rousseauism. Marxism, on the other hand, denoted a complete re-orientation and marked a profound crisis of the Russian intelligentsia. The Marxist movement of the late 'nineties was born of a new vision: it brought with it not only emancipation from the routine of populism, but also a purpose and new conception of man. What attracted me most of all was its characteristic appreciation of the moving forces below the surface of history, its consciousness of the historic hour, its broad historical perspectives and its universalism. The old Russian socialism seemed provincial and narrow-minded in comparison. The fact that Marxism took root among the Russian intelligentsia was evidence of a further Europeanisation of Russia and of her readiness to share to the end the destiny of Europe. I myself felt very anti-nationalistic and was never tempted to assert Russia against the West.' (pp.117-8)

By 1909, however, the Vekhi group had turned from Social Democracy to 'Constitutional Democracy'. To quote the account by Leonard Schapiro
:

'The main influence in this development came from Petr Berngardovich Struve [...] the most prominent of the renegades from Marxism, if only by reason of the fact that it was he who in 1898 had drawn up the manifesto of the Social Democratic Party. He parted company with Marxism in 1901 and in 1902 founded a paper in Stuttgart, Osvobozhdeniye (Liberation) which became the leading influence in the formation of the party of National Liberation (Kadets) in 1905. Struve became a member of the Kadet party, and sat as a deputy in the short-lived Second Duma in 1907. After the dissolution of the Duma he retired from politics to academic work and to work on Russkaya Mysl' (Russian Thought) [...] Already by 1907 a vast gulf separated Struve from the party which he had done so much to create [...] After the revolution of 1905 he believed that the time had come for liberalism to break with the revolutionary tradition from which the party had in large measure drawn its inspiration. This the Kadets were unable or unwilling to do. In his memoirs of the First and Second Dumas, V.A.Maklakov traces the victory of Bolshevism to this factor above all ...' (p.57).

He quotes another of the contributors to Vekhi, Semion Frank, saying of Struve that he had 'brought a new note into the typical outlook of the intelligentsia of his day':

'"This note" Frank continues, "I can only describe as government consciousness. Oppositional and particularly radical public opinion felt itself oppressed by the government and completely estranged from it. State power was 'they', a strange and inaccessible compound of court and bureaucracy, pictured as a group of corrupt and mentally limited rulers over real 'national and public' Russia. To 'them' were opposed 'we', 'society', the 'people', and above all the 'caste' of the intelligentsia, concerned for the welfare of the people and devoted to its service, but by reason of its lack of rights capable only of criticising the government power, of arousing oppositional feelings, and secretly preparing a revolt. Petr Berngardovich had within him, and displayed from the very first, the embryo of something quite different [...] He always discussed politics, so to say, not from 'below' but from 'above', not as a member of an enslaved society, but conscious of the fact that he was a potential participator in positive state construction.' (p.58)

We may recognise something of this 'government consciousness' in Solzhenitsyn's Letter to the Soviet Leaders in which, while hardly concealing the contempt he feels for them, he nonetheless gives the leaders his opinion without questioning their right to govern. He determinedly rejects a policy of revolutionary overthrow; and the thesis that the Cadets' inability to break with their revolutionary tradition played a large part in the final success of Bolshevism is a recurring theme of the Red Wheel.

PHILOSOPHICAL ORTHODOXY
By 1909 most of the contributors to Vekhi had also become Christian but they had arrived at this via a combination of German-philosophy-inspired idealism and the powerful quasi-political influence of Soloviev. At least three of the contributors - Berdyaev, Sergei Bulgakov and Frank - joined the Orthodox Church - Bulgakov became a priest. But their orthodoxy wasn't always very orthodox. In his autobiography Berdyaev says, summarising what is probably the central theme of his very large output:

"In opposition to [the influential romantic era German theologian, Friedrich] Schleiermacher and many others it must be stated that religion is not a "sense of dependence" but, on the contrary, a sense of independence. If God does not exist, man is a being wholly dependent on nature or society, on the world, or the state. If God exists, man is a spiritually independent being; and his relation to God is to be defined as freedom.' (pp.179-80)

Berdyaev's essay in Vekhi is a general appeal to the intelligentsia to respect philosophical truth above their, in his view false, idealisation of 'the people': 'the division of philosophy into proletarian and bourgeois, into left and right, and the assertion of two kinds of truth, one useful and one harmful, all these are signs of intellectual, moral and general cultural decadence.' (p.11)

Bulgakov in his essay 'Heroism and Asceticism: Reflections on the religious nature of the Russian intelligentsia' evokes the heroic desire of the young Russian intelligentsia to endure prison and exile to save the world but argues that it is destructive: 'revolution is a negative concept. It possesses no independent content and is characterised solely by the negation of what it destroys. Therefore the impulse of revolution is hatred and destruction. Yet, one of the foremost Russian intelligenty, Bakunin, formulated the idea that the spirit of destruction is also a creative spirit, and this belief is the main nerve of heroism psychology. It simplifies the constructive tasks of history for, given such an understanding, it requires first and foremost, strong muscles and nerves, strong temperament and daring ...' (p.40).

He contrasts this with Christian asceticism: 'If tumult and the search for great deeds are characteristic of heroism, just the opposite is the case here, where an even course, "measure", restraint, unrelenting self discipline, patience, and endurance, in fact just those qualities our intelligentsia lacks, are the norm. The traits of true asceticism are faithful execution of one's duty and the bearing of one's own cross in self-renunciation (i.e. not only in the outward sense but in the more inward sense as well) and relinquishing all that remains to providence.' (p.50)

It is above all the intelligentsia's hostility to religion that is responsible for 'the deepest chasm between the intelligentsia and the people':

'The world-view and spiritual make-up of the people is determined by the Christian faith. However great the distance here between the ideal and reality, however dark and unenlightened our nation, its ideal is Christ and His teaching, and its norm is Christian asceticism. What, if not asceticism, has been the entire history of our people: first oppressed by the Tartars then by the Muscovite and Petersburgian state systems with its centuries-long historical yoke as the sentinel of Western civilisation against both savage peoples and the sands of Asia, in this cruel climate with its eternal famines, frost and sufferings. If our people could endure all this and preserve its psychic strength, if it could come out of all this alive, albeit somewhat crippled, it is only because it had a source of spiritual strength in its faith and in the ideals of Christian asceticism, which comprised the basis for its national health and viability.' (pp.56-7)

The religious theme is developed in Struve's essay 'The Intelligentsia and Revolution': 

'After Christianity, which teaches not only submission to but also love for God, the fundamental inalienable element of any religion must and cannot help but be the belief in the redemptive power and decisive significance of individual creation, or rather, individual action that can be realised in accord with the will of God ...

'The basic philosopheme of socialism, its ideological axis as a world-view, is the principle that ultimately good and evil in a person depend on external circumstances. Not by accident is the founder of socialism a follower of the French Enlightenists [sic] and Bentham, Robert Owen, whose theory on the formation of human character repudiates the idea of individual responsibility ...

'The fundamental philosopheme of any religion predicated on love and reverence and not on fear is "the Kingdom of God lies within you." For a religious world outlook, therefore, nothing is more dear and important than a person's individual self-perfection, which socialism disregards on principle.

'In its purely economic teaching, socialism does not contradict any religion, but neither does it qualify as a religion itself. A religious person cannot believe in socialism ("I believe, oh Lord, and I confess") any more than he can believe in railroads, the telegraph, or proportional representation.' (p.141)

VEKHI IN THE 1960s

Some of the contributors to Vekhi, including Berdyaev, Bulgakov and Frank, contributed to a further collection published in 1918, under the title De Profundis or, in Russian, Iz glubiny. As Max Hayward points out in his introduction to Solzhenitsyn's collection, its Russian title, Iz pod glyb, is a 'phonetic echo' of the earlier book (p.vii).

But how would Solzhenitsyn have come to know Vekhi? He would certainly have known of it. It had been roundly abused by both Lenin and Plekhanov and as such constituted part of the demonology of Soviet philosophy. The notes to Plekhanov's Selected Philosophical Works inform us:

'Vekhi - a collection of articles by prominent Cadet publicists, representatives of the Counter-Revolutionary liberal bourgeoisie - S.N.Bulgakov, N.A. Berdyaev, P.B.Struve and others - was published in Moscow in the Spring of 1909. The contributors to Vekhi tried to discredit the democratic revolutionary tradition of the liberation movement in Russia and also the views and activities of V.G.Belinsky, N.A.Dobrolyubov and N.G. Chernyshevsky [nineteenth century writers associated with 'Nihilism' understood as a generally materialist and utilitarian world view - PB]. They derided the revolution of 1905-7 and thanked the tsarist government for using its "bayonets and prisons" to save the bourgeoisie from the "wrath of the people."'

The quotation is a misquotation from a misrepresentation by Lenin
 who is quoting the article 'Creative self cognition' by Mikhail Gershenzon - ironically the only one of the Vekhi writers who accepted the Bolshevik revolution and was allowed to remain in Russia. His account of the intelligentsia - The History of Young Russia (1908) - was republished by the Soviets in 1923. He died in 1925.
 It is of course the intelligentsia, not 'the bourgeoisie' who are expected to 'bless the authority which alone with its bayonets and prisons manages to protect us from the popular fury.' Gershenzon's point is that the people 'do not see in us [the intelligentsia] a human soul; thus they hate us passionately, probably with an unconscious mystical horror.' In a note written in response to newspaper criticisms of this passage he says: 'the sense of this sentence is that through its entire history [which starts with Peter the Great, who created the European minded élite which eventually produced the intelligentsia as an intellectual caste divorced from the wider society - PB] the intelligentsia has been placed in an unheard of, horrible position: the people for whom it has fought hate it, and the authority against which it has fought, turns out to be its defender, whether the intelligentsia likes it or not ...' (p.81).

Given the fate of the intelligentsia under Bolshevism, was that not quite impressively prophetic?

But to return to Solzhenitsyn and Vekhi. Having been all but forgotten outside Soviet demonology, Vekhi was republished in Paris in 1967 by the YMCA Press, under the direction of Nikita Struve, Peter Struve's grandson, who was soon to play an important part in promoting Solzhenitsyn.
 An incident which occurred in the offices of the journal Novy Mir (New World) suggests that Solzhenitsyn had read and appreciated it by September 1969.

NOVY MIR

Under its director, Alexander Tvardovsky, Novy Mir had long been peen pushing at the boundaries of what could be published in the Soviet Union. It was through Tvardovsky's personal enthusiasm and influence that One day in the life of Ivan Denisovich had been published. But Tvardovsky was himself a Marxist-Leninist and a faithful supporter of the Soviet government. Indeed he was, until the mid-sixties, a deputy to the Supreme Soviet and even a member of the Central Committee which was supposedly charged with administering the country while the Supreme Soviet was not in session (the real government however was the Politburo, supposedly responsible to the Central Committee). Solzhenitsyn's The Oak and the calf
 is largely an account of his intense, conflicted relationship with Tvardovsky. It was Tvardovsky's honesty and love of good writing that had enabled Solzhenitsyn's fame, which was his best, possibly only, weapon and defence. But his relations with Tvardovsky required him to - if not exactly define himself as a Leninist, at least conceal the depths of his anti-Leninism.

As an illustration of this relationship there is the case of his play The Feast of the Victors.
 This was one of his earliest writings, dated 1951 in the work camp at Ekibastouz, committed to memory (it was written in verse, though there is no hint of this in the French version I have read) and written down later. In it, he takes a favourable view of the Vlassovite army, made up of POWs and deserters from the Red Army, which fought alongside the Germans in the Second World War. In an earlier article in this series I quoted Dmitri Panin complaining that the first volume of The Gulag Archipelago hadn't been sufficiently sympathetic to the Vlassovites, and I quoted a quite vigorous defence of them that appears in the third volume, prefaced with the remark that it is only after passing through the horror of the first two volumes that the reader would be in a position to understand it.

In September 1965, a copy of The Feast of the Victors was confiscated by the KGB, together with The First Circle. For Solzhenitsyn this was a disaster ' 'the greatest misfortune in all my 47 years ... harder for me to bear' than the arrest in 1945 (Oak and the calf, p.103) The seizure of The First Circle  was bad enough but the seizure of The Feast of the Victors, together with his verses written in the camp, was 'a still worse disaster ... This was the real thing, and all that had come before a mere foretaste of disaster! Bridges were breaking and crumbling beneath my feet - prematurely and ingloriously.'  (p.106)

Michael Scammell, in his biography of Solzhenitsyn
 underplays the radicalism of The Feast: 'In an era of genuine anti-Stalinism it might almost have passed the censorship, except for the sympathetic passages on the Vlassovites, the very mention of whom triggered an automatic and genuine loathing in Soviet readers at that time.' (p.328).

But that of course is the point. For a Soviet readership it was the equivalent of such modern Western taboos as holocaust-denying or indeed expressing admiration for Stalin. We might think in this context of the case of David Irving and how he is regarded in Western Europe (the more so since Irving, like Solzhenitsyn, though for a rather longer period of time, did enjoy a period of respectability). The KGB strategy was to print limited editions of The Feast and The First Circle (so far as I can see the shortened 'Circle 87', the bowdlerised version Solzhenitsyn had prepared in the hopes that Tvardovsky might publish it) showing them to selected influential people - the way the British government used the 'Black diaries' attributed to Roger Casement comes to mind. Among the influential people in question was Tvardovsky but he refused to read it on the grounds that it had been improperly stolen from the author. He asked Solzhenitsyn for a copy but he claimed the one stolen by the KGB was the only copy he had. He did eventually say Tvardovsky had his permission to read the KGB copy but Tvardovsky still refused. I have little doubt he would have had difficulty coping with the support for the Vlassovites. It may be that he instinctively felt this and that might explain his refusal to read the play even when he had Solzhenitsyn's permission.

At any rate we can see what a very honourable man Tvardovsky was but also the delicacy of Solzhenitsyn's position, relying on and feeling very obliged towards a man who was still his ideological opponent. Which brings us closer to the incident concerning Vekhi.
KOMSOMOL PATRIOTISM - MOLODAYA GVARDIA

In April 1998 an article appeared in the official Komsomol (Communist youth) journal Molodaya Gvardia (Young Guard) by Mikhail Lobanov under the title 'Educated Shopkeepers' (the word here translated 'shopkeepers ... connotes [according to Yanov] a narrow, conventional, money grubbing mentality'. It is an almost exact Russian equivalent of the Irish word 'gombeen man'. Funny that there doesn't seem to be an English equivalent ...). According to the account in Alexander Yanov's The Russian New Right:

'To say that the appearance of Lobanov's article in the legal press - and indeed in such an influential and popular journal as Molodaya Gvardia - was a surprising event is not enough. It was a shocking event. The malice, venom and wrath which in the Soviet press is usually expressed in discussions of "imperialism" or similar "external" themes is now directed, so to speak, "inward". Lobanov unexpectedly discovers a rotten core at the very heart of the first socialist state in the world - and at the very height of its triumphant transition to Communism. He discovers an ulcer certainly no less terrible than "imperialism" - in fact much more terrible. This ulcer consists in "the spiritual degeneration of the 'educated' person, in the rotting of everything human in him." What is involved is not an individual psychological phenomenon, but a social one on a mass scale - "the mass (all with advanced degrees) infected with shopkeeper [read 'gombeen man' - PB] mentality," the "flood of so-called education," which "like a bark borer undermines the healthy trunk of the nation" and which is "shrilly active in a negative way," and therefore constitutes "a threat of disintegration" of the very foundations of national culture. In short, there is already developed in a socialist country a social stratum of "educated shopkeepers" not foreseen by the classical Marxist writers or noticed by the ideologists of the regime, and this stratum now constitutes the nation's number one enemy. This is Lobanov's fundamental sociological discovery.

'He sounds the alarm - and he brands this enemy of the nation with all the passion available to a servile journalist. True culture, he says, does not come from education, but from "national sources" - from "the soil of the people." It is not the educated shopkeepers, but "the suppressed ... uneducated people which gave birth to ... the imperishable values of culture." As for the shopkeepers, everything they have is "mini": "The shopkeepers have a mini-language, mini-thought, mini-feelings - everything mini ...Their motherland for them is mini."

'In the best tradition of servile public-affairs writing, Lobanov illustrates his thought by informing on people. On the living and on the dead: on the stage director Meyerhold, shot by Stalin, and on the stage director Efros, not yet repressed. For some reason all of Lobanov's illustrations - all of the "agents of corrupters of the national spirit" - bear unmistakably Jewish surnames. It is these Jewish elements, which "attach to the history of the great people," that play the role of a kind of enzyme in "the mass infected with shopkeeper mentality and carrying diplomas."' (pp.40-41)

Yanov points out that Lobanov's article coincided with the perceived threats to the Soviet régime from the Prague Spring and by the surge of opposition excited by the trials of Andrei Sinyavsky and Alexander Ginzburg. But he continues:

'the defence of the regime has a very strange look in Lobanov's version. He does not appeal to Marx or to "proletarian internationalism"; on the contrary, he appeals only to the "national spirit" and to the "Russian soil." Lobanov's article does not have the appearance of the cliche-ridden "refutation" of a Marxist pedant, but rather that of a cry of pain from a Russian frightened to death at what is happening to his country, to his nation [...] 

'he insists that "there is no fiercer enemy of the people than the temptation of bourgeois prosperity [Yanov's emphasis - PB]." Then he cries (citing Herzen): "A bourgeois Russia? May Russia be spared this curse!" "Americanism of the spirit" is the focus of the danger for Lobanov. This is what is conquering Russia - not only with the help of the seductive "minis" with refined manners and Jewish surnames, but also with the help of the "temptation of bourgeois prosperity." (For this read "material well-being of the working people," which is the fundamental propaganda slogan of the present Soviet Establishment.) 

'In other words, the Soviet leaders themselves, by their orientation toward "material prosperity" and their promises that Communism will bring physical and spiritual "satiety," are encouraging the conquest of Russia by the bourgeois spirit. They are flirting with America. They think that intercontinental rockets will defend them from the mortal threat radiating from that country. But rockets will not defend them, Lobanov admonishes the leaders. The real threat is not American rockets, but the bourgeois nature of the "American spirit." [...]

'Lobanov's positive recommendations do not go beyond suggesting to the regime that it seek out a social power base - a constituency, so to speak - not among the "educated shopkeepers," but among simple Russians, peasants and urban masses, not spoiled either by "satiety" or by "education," unique and in their uniqueness not subject to the temptation of worldwide evil. (Noblesse oblige - and the censor as well.) "These people," says Lobanov (ending his article in a pained and edifying tone), "have saved Russia. And are they not the embodiment of the historical and moral potential of the nation? And is not our faith and our hope to be found in them?"' (pp.41-43)

Lobanov's article was followed in September by another piece along similar lines under the title Inevitability by Viktor Chalmaev, regarded by Solzhenitsyn as a thoroughly servile Soviet hack.
 This took up the theme of the spiritual deadness of a consumer society:

'Capital mercilessly transforms a people from a spiritual organism into a mathematical sum consisting of standardised individuals, into a mass of separate units concerned only with common, everyday needs. The bourgeois crowd is always coarsely and vulgarly materialistic; its goals are easily "measured," calculated, and satisfied; it has no spiritual yearning straining far beyond the horizon of antlike humdrum concerns. A man's worth is measured according to his ability as a "businessman." In real life this has led to the one-sided development in bourgeois man of an exclusively voracious system, similar to that of termites…'

But Chalmaev was more specific than Lobanov (or at least than Lobanov in Yanov's account) in his praise for the qualities of the 'simple Russians' as 'the embodiment of the historical and moral potential of the nation':

'Constant labour on the land; the monastery; the crown [sic, crowded? - PB] tavern, and once or twice in every century - the ice of Lake Chad [where Alexander Nevsky defeated the Teutonic Knights - PB], the wild grass of the fields of Kulikovo [where Dmitri Donskoi defeated the Tatars], Poltava [where Peter "the Great" defeated the Swedes], or Borodino [where Kutuzov defeated the French] ... That is why our history seems so destitute when compared to colorful European chronicles overflowing with a multitude of entertaining events. [In Russia] we find no wealth of debates, no early parliamentarianism, no flowery oratory on eternal values ... "An eternal silence reigns in the heart of Russia," said Nekrasov. Once in every century, the coarse-grained, oft-flogged Russian peasant, weighed down by many burdens, would set out for the Kulikovo Field at hand and, projecting one hundred years into the one night before the battle, he would think about his homeland, about good and evil, and about the world in which he lived ... And in this wordless, silent brooding, fused with great deeds, he was able to attain spiritual heights which no mechanical orator could ever hope to reach [...] And what of the monastic cells of desert-dwelling patriots such as [Saint] Sergii of Radonezh, who inspired Dmitrii Donskoi to fight a decisive battle, or the patriot Patriarch Germogen, who during the Time of Troubles [the Polish invasion at the beginning of the seventeenth century - PB] sent appeals to every part of the country urging unity? No, our sacred history is not a wilderness; perhaps it has simply not been "explored" as thoroughly as it should be…'

And he goes on to castigate:

'those who in the name of " progress" protest against the "idealisation" of the peasant, against celebrating springs and primal sources. They regard the fate of Lake Baikal and of the Russian forests in precisely the same way: "Let us have our way for another twenty years, and we'll dig you a new and better Baikal, wherever you want! And our debt will be paid!" ...

'At times these "bookkeepers," citing the arguments of scholarship, warn that the village will cease to exist altogether by the year 2000. At other times they suddenly reproach all admirers of nature, rivers, and the earth for being out of touch with the "people" - "Here you are," they say, "sighing over all this, while the people are longing for television and plumbing, for Cognac, a popular 'touristy' ditty, and the 'casual manner' of contemporary culture ... " And if a poet should have thoughts of "stars in the field," then he is accused of "wearing bast shoes" and of being an "antinational" idealist to boot ... Maybe they are right, to hell with the Baikal. Can't they dig up as many as they want and build concrete banks all around them ...'

The reference to Lake Baikal is interesting. Situated in southern Siberia, in an area that historically could be attributed to China, it is the largest fresh water lake in the world. In 1966 a paper pulping mill was opened, expelling its waste into the lake and prompting protests from environmentalists. The issue had been raised as early as 1963 in a book by Vladimir Chivilikhin - The Bright eye of Siberia. According to Yitzhak Brudny
: 'Chivilikhin was a well-known opponent of Khrushchev's de-Stalinisation drive within the Soviet intellectual elite. "The Bright Eye of Siberia" was published in [the conservative 'Stalinist' journal] Oktyabr and probably was viewed by Kochetov [the editor] as an integral part of the Stalinist effort to discredit the Khrushchev reforms. Nevertheless, Chivilikhin's essay helped to focus the attention of Russian intellectuals on environmental issues and, at the same time, link those issues to Russian nationalism.' (pp.55-6)

We may remember that the ecological considerations of the Club of Rome are part of the argument of Solzhenitsyn's Letter.

'VILLAGE PROSE'

The Molodaya Gvardia articles did not appear completely out of the blue. There was, through the 1960s, a movement of writers celebrating, or rather lamenting the destruction of, Russian village life. Solzhenitsyn himself had contributed to this with his Matryona's House, published by Novy Mir in 1963, a celebration of an old peasant woman whose only apparent quality was the patience with which she bore a hard life and the contempt and disregard of her neighbours and relatives.  Novy Mir played a prominent role in this development. As early as 1957 it had published Vladimir Soloukhin's Byways of Vladimir. Geoffrey Hosking
 describes it, saying:

'When Vladimir Soloukhin walked through Vladimir Oblast in 1956, he had the sense of throwing off spiritual barriers raised by a generation of hectic activity: the people who caught his imagination were the craftsmen of Mstera [a traditional centre of miniature lacquered box painting - PB] and the peasants who grow rowan trees in Nevezhino, men who have pursued their calling in much the same way for centuries.' (p.706)

As well as Matryona's House Hosking lists other contributions Novy Mir made to the 'ruralist' or 'village prose' school, including 'Efim Dorosh's rambling yet passionate Derevenskii dnevnik' (Rural diary) in which 'the peasant and his traditional way of life occupy the centre of the stage. The villages, the fields and woods and lakes of the Rostov region, the local linguistic usages, the private cows and garden plots, the onion domes of the churches, the lacework friezes of the peasant huts - all these things he sees as a single ecological and human organism which bureaucrats and planners disturb at their peril. Kolkhoz chairmen and party secretaries play a positive role only insofar as they understand this' (pp. 708-9)
 ; Boris Mozhaev's Iz zhizni Fedora Kuz'kina (Episodes of the Life of Fyodor Kuzkin - 1966) was also published in Novy Mir, as was Vasilii Belov's Plotnitskie rasskazy (A Carpenter's tales - 1968):

'In Olesha's view, a man who by his own labor creates wealth for himself and for the community is not a kulak. But a man who sells what he has bought, or who hires others to do his work for him, is an exploiter. When Aviner calls Feduilenok an exploiter because he hired labor for the haymaking and harvesting, Olesha corrects him: "That wasn't hiring, that was pomochi...." Pomochi is the term for the traditional mutual help given by villagers to one another during periods of intense work, such as haymaking and harvesting, when no family can cope with the demands of its own plot of land. In comparison with this inherited system, the collective labor of the kolkhoz is shown to function badly. It is organised by officials who do not understand the land, and the proceeds are not for the benefit of the community but go to maintain an army of officials. "And the kolkhoznik gets what's left over. Sometimes damn all." This is what has demoralised the village, so that all the able-bodied men have pushed off elsewhere, and the only person left to mind the horses is an old woman with a hernia.' (pp.176-7)
  

Molodaya Gvardia itself, which published the articles by Lobanov and Chalmaev, had also published a host of stories and poems celebrating village life and, by implication at least, old Russia. Vladimir Soloukhin worked in its editorial office from 1958 to 1981. He was one of the most popular writers in Russia, writing in a usually breezy, cheerful, personal style about often rather grim subjects. In 1968 he published an account of his travels round Russia searching for icons.
 He had chosen his time well. This was the period, 1958-1964, of Khrushchev's campaign against the Church, when churches were being closed down and abandoned or turned into warehouses. The icons were of no interest to anyone - especially the best and oldest icons. These had gone black - the title of Soloukhin's book in Russia is Black panels - because of the drying oil used by the painters, and had often been overpainted with several layers of later work which had then also gone black. Soloukhin's book begins with his first experience of seeing a restorer at work:

'Now at last we were really looking through an aperture in the dark curtain. On the other side of it everything was bright and festive, red and blue, sunny and lively, while we on this side remained in a dull, dark, gloomy world. It was like looking at a bright screen from the dark of an auditorium - a screen showing a different period of time, a different beauty, a life other than ours. Another planet, another civilisation, a mysterious, fairy world.' (pp.22-23)

He then sets off on his travels (his collection was eventually said to be worth £2 million
). Throughout his journey he is continually regretting the loss of the beauty the churches had given the Russian countryside:

'I drove to Yeltesunovo, left my car on the outskirts of the village and went on foot to look at the ruins of the church. There were still traces of blue on the interior walls. It seemed as though a heavy shell had been fired through the building, after which tanks had gone through it, and now the wind was blowing freely through what was left. The bell-tower, which had been a landmark for miles around, had disappeared without trace. In former days travellers had been able to stop and count all the neighbouring villages nestling among fields and woodland: Rozhdestvenno, Ratmirovo, Fetinino, Kichleyevo and finally Yeltesunovo. From the outskirts of Vasilyevo they could discern, in the golden-blue haze, twenty-one white belfries thanks to which they were able to take their bearings. In winter, during snowstorms the bells were always rung, performing the function of a lighthouse. And those who passed by could simply admire them, since they were the glory of the undulating Russian countryside, while from the towers themselves you could admire the vast expanse of the Russian land.' (p.76)

And he has a number of conversations with people, usually old women, who know what the icons really mean:

'"How do you tell between light and darkness? When there was a monastery and a church here, and we used to decorate the icon with flowers - do you think the village was a darker place then? You're mistaken, my young friends. The icon came down to us from the bright days of antiquity, and now, as you can see, it's been swallowed up by the darkness of ignorance. And here are you two young men looking for it - why? Because the icon is a light and a flame, drawing you to itself.' (p.73)

'The board was on a shelf about two inches from the floor: I bent down and stretched out a hand to take hold of it and inspect it in the light. I could just see, through the blackness, that the whole surface was occupied by a picture of the Virgin with huge mournful eyes. I had almost touched it when it was snatched from before my eyes by the ex-nun, who had darted in sideways like a sparrow-hawk and, with the rapidity and skill of a conjuror, concealed the precious object under her white-spotted black apron. Her eyes as she did so were full of determination, anger and downright hatred, mixed with fear in case I should try to seize the icon from her.

'"Good heavens," I said, "I only wanted to look at it."

'"You shan't, you shan't!" she cried in a frenzy. I expected her to start stamping her foot at any moment. "Haven't you mocked them enough? Are you still not satisfied? Don't I remember how you went at them with axes? You shan't, I tell you! Hit me instead if you like, chop me to bits, throw me into the stove - I won't let you touch it!"' (pp.78-9).

He describes an encounter with an old woman in the recently closed Volosovo monastery:

'In front of the taper and the open book we saw a tiny, bent old woman dressed in black. Her whole body trembled feverishly: her hands, her shoulders, her head, her lower lip and her tongue as she strove to get words out. None the less, we managed to hold a conversation with this strange being in her out-of-the-way habitation.

'"I live alone here, all alone. Yes, I'm a nun. They pulled everything down, and I'm the only person left. I made this little cell for myself, and I get along somehow. So far they've left me alone. What's my name? Mother Eulampia. Before I was a nun? Oh, my dears, that was a long time ago, what's the good of remembering? Katerina, my name used to be. Anyway, here I am looking after the icons. I'm still alive and I look after them. I keep the flame burning night and day."

'"Who put you in charge of the icons? Who asked you to look after them?"

'"Why, God, of course. I protect them by God's order."

'"So I suppose this is your main business in life, your chief duty?"

'"It's the only duty I have. As long as I'm alive, my one business is to keep the flame alight in front of the icons. When I'm gone, the candles will go out too."' (p.109)

Another conversation evokes the 'liquidation of the kulaks' a frequent theme in village prose (and the subject of Soloukhin's powerful short story The First mission, which finally won over Solzhenitsyn, highly suspicious as he was of such a successful writer so 'close to the nomenklatura'
):

'Antonida had no antique icons, but she had a Virgin of Kazan that we liked the look of: it was painted in the nineteenth century, but in a handsome style.

'"Will you sell us this one?"

'"Oh, dear. Oh, dearie me. It's a remembrance from old Masha Volchonka."

'"Was she a relation of yours?"

'"She was our neighbour - they were kulaks, and a cart came one night to take them away. It was winter, there was a snowstorm blowing. They bundled the children and all into a sledge and that was the last we saw of them. Aunt Masha rushed round to say goodbye; she fished this icon out from under her coat and said: 'Here, keep it; it'll remind you of me.' So I've kept it, and every time I dust it I think of her."' (p.145)

And finally:

'Aunt Dunya kept on repeating: "I've told you already, I don't understand things like that. But I won't change my mind about the icons. The idea of my letting you take one out of the house - how do I know who'd get hold of it? You'd only make fun of it, anyway, you and your friends."

'"But we wouldn't, Aunt Dunya - the very opposite! Everyone would admire it as a beautiful picture, a great work of Russian art!"

'"There you are - who says icons are there to be admired? Prayers are what they're for - you pray to them and you keep a light burning in front of them. Is an icon some sort of naked girl, that you want to admire it?'

'"You don't understand what I mean, Aunt Dunya."

'"I've told you already, I don't understand things, so you needn't waste your time asking. I won't change my mind about the icon. How could I deliver it into the hands of strangers? If I did, Our Lady would appear to me at night and say: 'Avdotya, how could you do such a thing as to give me away to the first person who asked?' What could I say to her then, what could I reply to our Blessed Mother?"' (p.161)

NOVY MIR DEFENDS THE SOCIALIST FUTURE

So we can see that there was a lot of backwardness going on in Russia in the 1960s, even in some of the high places of Soviet culture. No wonder the articles by Lobanov and Chalmaev excited such indignation - even including the editorial committee of Novy Mir. A denunciation was written for Novy Mir by Alexander Dementyev, whom Solzhenitsyn regarded as a particular enemy. Solzhenitsyn gives a probably not very objective account in The Oak and the calf:

'The critic keeps in mind the orders with which he was sent into action - to strike and to smash, never inquiring whether anything inside there deserves to live, concerning himself not with truth but with tactical advantage. He begins with older history, and cannot help shaking with rage when he hears of such people as "hermits and patriarchs", cannot suffer a word of praise for the second decade of the century, since it has been so sternly condemned by Comrade Lenin and Comrade Gorky. Although it has nothing to do with the debate, he twice pours abuse on Vekhi ("the renegade's Encyclopedia" ,"that symposium of shame"), because it is a habit with him, and because his brakes are poor. While he is at it, he snipes at Leontiev [a passionately anti-European, anti-modernist nineteenth century philosopher who saw the future of Russia as lying in the East, in a revival of 'Byzantine' culture], Aksakov [slavophile theorist], and even Klyuchevsky [nineteenth century historian], the pochvenniki group [a political movement led by Nikolai Strakhov, an associate of Dostoyevsky's. The name is derived from the Russian word for 'soil'], the Slavophiles. What can we set up in opposition to them? Why, our science. (You and your science! Enough to make a cat laugh! Twice two is - whatever the Central Committee determines from time to time.) Still, the Party teaches us (though only since 1934) not to disown our heritage, and Dementyev's ample embrace takes in "both Chernyshevsky and Dostoyevsky" (one of whom summoned men to the axe, the other to repentance: he really should choose) and even Rublev's [fifteenth century icon of the] Trinity (also admissible since 1943).

'Anything connected with the church sets Novy Mir's critic more violently atremble than ever: whether it is corrupt "ecclesiastical rhetoric" (actually the highest poetry!) or merely a mention of "friendly shrines" and "melancholy churches" by the poets of Molodaya Gvardia. Think what you like of their verse, the pain it expresses is unmistakable, the regret sincere. A church is disappearing under water, and the poet vows:

'I will wrest you, I will save you

From the surging water's hold

Or clasp your wall and perish with you

In the foaming deluge rolled.

'"Not," says Dementyev, coldly and jarringly, "the jolliest of occurrences," but there is no need for "this state of exaltation"; "the religious theme demands a more carefully thought out and soberer approach." (More carefully thought out, you mean, than the demolition of churches in our country? In Khrushchev's time they even used bulldozers. Whatever you say about Molodaya Gvardia, it had, if only obliquely, put up a defence of religion. Whereas liberal, sincerely atheistic Novy Mir took pleasure in supporting the onslaught on the church in the post-Stalin era.)

'The nature of patriotism is something else on which Dementyev leaves us in no doubt: it is not a matter of love for antiquities or for monasteries, but a sentiment to be awakened by "labour productivity" and "the brigade method." What an ugly thing is affection for your "little homeland" (your native place, the locality in which you grew up), when both Dobrolyubov and the CPSU have made it clear that your attachment must be to your "greater homeland" (the frontiers of your love precisely coinciding with those of the state, which among other things simplifies the organisation of military service). And why should anyone say that picturesque Russian speech had been preserved only in the countryside (when Dementyev has been writing socialist jargon all his life - and managing very well)? Bah - the muzhik-fanciers even dare to prophesy that:

'With outstretched hand, we shall seek again

The fountainhead from which we sprang.

'Will we, though? Dementyev knows we won't! If you must extol the village, let it be the new village, and "the great changes it has known"; show the "spiritual significance and the poetry of agricultural labor in the kolkhoz, and of the socialist transformation of the countryside." (Right, red professor, show us how you can work, twisted into a Morlock.)

'Continuing his tactical defence of Europe, why, Dementyev wonders, should Molodaya Gvardia object to the yowling of tape recorders in city backyards? Or the "insane ravings" of jazz in a Voronezh hamlet where no one reads Koltsov [presumably Alexei Koltsov, early nineteenth century poet of rural life. He has been compared to Robert Burns. - PB]? In what way is pop music inferior to Russian songs? Soviet prosperity "leads to the enrichment of culture" (witness the domino players, card fiends and drunks we meet at every turn!). He needs no lessons in the art of turning things inside out. If Molodaya Gvardia assures us that [the early twentieth century poet Sergei] Yesenin was persecuted, driven to his death - Dementyev shamelessly "remembers" how Yesenin was loved! (not by him, of course, as a Komsomol activist, not by Party and trade union committees, not by the newspapers, not by the critics, not by Bukharin - but loved he was!).

'The really important thing is that "the Great Revolution has been accomplished" ,"a socialist order has come into being" ,"the moral potential of the Russian people is embodied in the Bolsheviks" so "let us look forward with confidence!" "The wind of the epoch is filling our sails... ."

'And so on, ad nauseam; my hand gets tired of copying it. The inevitable quotations from Gorky, the inevitable quotations from Mayakovsky, all of it stuff we have read a thousand times. Does he see a threat to the Soviet regime? Yes, of course - and this is it: "the infiltration of idealistic" - then, swinging with the right to confuse the opposition - "and vulgar materialistic ... and 'revisionist' " and (to restore the balance) "dogmatic ... perversions of Marxism-Leninism!" There you are - that's what threatens us! It is not the spirit of the nation, our environment, our souls, our morals, that are in danger, but Marxism-Leninism, in the considered opinion of this avant-garde magazine!

'Can this journalistic pig-swill, this cold and heartless pauper's fare, be the offering not of Pravda but of our beloved Novy Mir, our one and only torchbearer - and in lieu of a policy?'

Much of The Oak and the Calf was written contemporary with the events described. Having written more or less what we've just read he went to see Tvardovsky:

'"Yes; but all in all, A.T., I found Dementyev's article painful. You attack them from the wrong side. This desiccated dogmatism of Dementyev's ..."

'He was suddenly on the defensive.

'"I wrote half that article myself. " (I didn't believe him. This was an un-Soviet characteristic of Tvardovsky's: not to distance himself from something under attack, but to cherish it more than ever.) "You know what they are - a gang of crooks!"

'"I'm not denying it. All the same, you're tackling them from the wrong side. ... Do you remember at Ryazan, when you were reading my novel (Circle 87 - PB): 'Go to the stake if you must, but make sure you have a good reason.' "

'"I know, I know," he said, smoking furiously, as he warmed to the argument. "You're all for the churches! For the good old days!" (It might have been better for the peasant poet [Tvardovsky was a well respected poet - PB] if he had felt the same.) "That's why they don't attack you."

'"They can't even mention my name, let alone attack me."

'"Still, I can forgive you. But we are defending Leninism. In our position, that takes a lot of doing. Pure Marxism-Leninism is a very dangerous doctrine (?!) [sic - PB] and is not tolerated. Very well, then, write us an article and tell us where you disagree."

'I hadn't an article, but I already had the preceding pages in outline form, on a sheet of paper. I wasn't going to put Samsonov's catastrophe [August 1914 - PB] aside to write an article, of course - but perhaps I could at least say what I thought? After half a century in which every illuminating word had been suppressed, every thinking head cut off, there was such general confusion that even close friends could not understand one another. These were my friends: could I speak freely on such a subject? I was always made so much at home at Novy Mir that I often hadn't the heart to spell out unpleasant things for them.

'"Aleksandr Trifonich, have you read Vekhi?"

'He made me repeat it three times - a short word, but an unfamiliar one.

'"No, I haven't."

'"Well, has Aleksandr Grigoryich [Dementyev] ever read it? I think not. So why did he aim two quite unnecessary kicks at it?"

'A.T. frowned in an effort to remember. "What was it that Lenin wrote about it ... ?"

'"Lenin wrote all sorts of things ... in the heat of battle," I hastened to add - or it would have sounded too harsh and could have precipitated a split.

'Tvardovsky had lost his previous Bolshevik assurance. His new habit of self-questioning showed itself in wrinkles on his face.

'"Where can I get it? Is it banned?"

'"It isn't banned, but there's a 'hold' on it in the libraries. Your lads can get it for you."'

Michael Scammell in his account of this confrontation suggests (p.671) that this may have been the moment when Solzhenitsyn thought of putting together the collection that was to become From under the rubble. He also thinks Solzhenitsyn may have been introduced to Vekhi not long beforehand by Shafarevich.
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